ADDRESS:

Land Off Windsor Grove, Adjoining Railway At West Norwood
London
SE27 9NT

Application Number: 20/01066/EIAFUL
Ward: Gipsy Hill
Proposal:

Case Officer: Ben Oates
Date Received: 20th March 2020

Demolition of all existing buildings and structures and the provision of a new building and
associated hard and soft landscaping in respect of the use of the site as a metal recycling and
management facility.
Applicant:
Urban & Provincial C/O agent

Agent:
Rolfe Judd Planning Limited
Old Church Court
Claylands Road
London
SW8 1NZ

RECOMMENDATION:
1. Resolve to grant conditional planning permission subject to the completion of an
agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended) containing the planning obligations listed in this report.
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Planning, Transport and Sustainability
to:
a. Finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report, addendums
and/or PAC minutes; and
b. Negotiate, agree and finalise the planning obligations as set out in this report,
addendums and/or PAC minutes pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).
3. In the event that the committee resolves to refuse planning permission and there is a
subsequent appeal, delegated authority is given to the Director of Planning,
Transport and Sustainability, having regard to the heads of terms set out in this
report, addendums and/or PAC minutes, to negotiate and complete a document
containing obligations pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 (as amended) in order to meet the requirement of the Planning Inspector.
4. In the event that the Section 106 Agreement is not completed within 6 months of
committee, delegated authority is given to the Director of Planning, Transport and
Sustainability to refuse planning permission for failure to enter into a section 106
agreement for the mitigating contributions identified in this report, addendums
and/or the PAC minutes.

SITE DESIGNATIONS
Relevant site designations:
Safeguarded Waste Site
Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA) - West Norwood Commercial Area
Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC)

LAND USE DETAILS
Site area (ha):

0.38 ha

NON-RESIDENTIAL DETAILS
Use Class

Use Description

Existing

Sui Generis

Vehicle disposal and
depollution facility.

Proposed

B2 (General
Industry)

Metal recycling and
management facility.

Floorspace (m2)
(Gross Internal Area)
0 m2

2,003 m2

PARKING DETAILS
Car Parking Spaces (General)

Existing
Proposed

Car
0
1 (disabled)

HGV
0
3

% of
EVCP

Bicycle
Spaces

Motor-cycle
Spaces

0
0

0
4

0
0
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This application has been submitted by Urban and Provincial, who are seeking to optimise this safeguarded
waste site through its redevelopment to provide a metal waste recycling facility. The application site was
previously occupied by a car breakers, which vastly underutilised the waste handling potential of this site.
The site has recently been cleared following the closure of the car breakers in the lead up to the application.
It is located at the eastern end of Windsor Grove and is included within the West Norwood Key Industrial and
Business Area (KIBA). The site is also partially covered by a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINC) along the eastern boundary with the railway and southern part of the site.
The proposed development includes the provision of hardstanding and a large shed, which would
accommodate the proposed waste management activities within an enclosed, insulated structure, along with
a site office and landscaping improvements. The proposal would increase the capacity of the site to a
maximum throughput of 25,000 tonnes per annum (TPA), which is a significant uplift of the previous use’s
capacity of 152 TPA (being the maximum recorded annual throughput from the 5 years prior to the
application submission). The capacity for the proposed development has been reduced from 35,000 TPA as
per the original submission and 39,000 TPA during the pre-application stage.
This planning application is submitted in parallel with an application for redevelopment of a current
safeguarded waste site elsewhere in Lambeth at Shakespeare Road. The Shakespeare Road application
seeks to redevelop the site for solely residential use. Both sites are currently safeguarded for waste use. In
2017 the Shakespeare Road site dealt with 20,151 TPA of waste. The established maximum capacity of the
Windsor Grove site during its previous use is 152 TPA. This is a combined total of 20,303 TPA for both sites.
In order to release the Shakespeare Road site from its safeguarding for waste the total combined capacity of
both sites needs to be re-provided to meet policy requirements.
In land use planning terms, the Windsor Grove site is acceptable for the proposed increase in the intensity of
the waste use for metal recycling purposes. It is a safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA as designated
by the Lambeth Local Plan. Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base (April 2020) identifies the West Norwood KIBA
as being suitable for recycling and treatment operations and would therefore be suitable in principle for this
location under the Local Plan.
The scale of the proposed activity is considered to be appropriate for the size of the site when compared to
other similar sites in London and the waste stream that the proposal seeks to manage represents an
effective implementation of the waste hierarchy. The proposed development would also provide an overall
uplift of approximately 4,700 TPA of waste throughput capacity, which helps to address the borough’s
shortfall in waste capacity.
The proposal has been sensitively designed with regard to its context and acknowledges its proximity to
residential properties adjoining to the west. The structure is set back from the western boundary to allow the
existing trees along the boundary to be retained and further landscaping provided to improve the green
buffer screen between the adjoining residents and operations on the site. The proposal also encloses the
activities within an insulated structure fitted with filtered ventilation units to mitigate the release of vehicle
emissions. Officers conclude that the design and future operation of the proposal is unlikely to result in any
adverse impacts on the amenity of the neighbouring properties. The proposed landscaping in the southern
part of the site is designed to rehabilitate the SINC, which has suffered degradation in the past from the
previous use of the site.
The relevant policies generally seek to reduce private vehicle movements; however, they also acknowledge
the vital importance that freight movement has to the economy. The policies also acknowledge the vital
importance of recycling waste management in the sustainable growth of London, and the waste hierarchy
seeks to increase the capacity of waste streams higher up that hierarchy. The purpose of this is to
encourage the reuse, repurpose and recycling of waste products to avoid its unnecessary incineration or
deposit in landfill, which are both highly unsustainable alternatives.

The increased intensity of operations at the application site will consequently result in an increase in
vehicular movements to and from the site. This will increase vehicular activity on Windsor Grove and
Norwood High Street and then these movements will disperse throughout the highway network and wider
area. The proposed transport impacts have been thoroughly scrutinised by LBL officers, Transport for
London (TfL), independent environmental impact assessment consultants and independent transport
consultants. The details have been refined through this process and the findings are concluded to be sound.
The applicant has agreed to a package of mitigation measures that ensure the transport impacts from the
proposal are appropriately managed. Part of this includes directing HGV movements away from the town
centre and towards the main arterial routes via A class roads, which are designed to carry this type of traffic.
The applicant has also reduced the capacity of the proposed facility in response to concerns about the
transport related impacts to give further assurance that the impacts will be minimal. The residual transport
impacts are assessed to be negligible and therefore the proposal is acceptable on transport grounds.
The application is supported by an Environmental Statement, which includes a chapter on air quality effects
arising from the Windsor Grove proposal. This has been reviewed by the Council’s appointed independent
air quality consultant (Air Quality Consultants Ltd) and has also been reviewed by the Council’s independent
EIA consultant. Clarifications have been provided in response to the reviews by both independent
consultants and the assessment is now considered to be sound. The air quality impacts from the
construction phase can be sufficiently mitigated by measures secured by appropriate conditions. The air
quality impacts from the operational phase of the completed proposal at the reduced capacity of 25,000 TPA
are concluded to be negligible (not significant).
The potential for noise impacts and ground contamination associated with the proposal have also been
thoroughly assessed and appropriate measures will be secured by condition to mitigate any residual
impacts. The proposal will not lead to adverse flooding impacts and appropriate drainage measures will be
secured by condition. The heads of terms for a s106 have also been agreed to secure funding towards
employment and skills training. As discussed in the Sustainability section of this report, the energy strategy
for the proposal also achieves approximately 50% improvement over baseline emissions and the remaining
emissions will be offset through a carbon offset contribution secured in the s106.
Recycling metal eases pressure to mine raw materials to create new metal products and therefore promotes
a positive carbon outcome. The appropriate management of waste is also vital to achieving a sustainable
future for Lambeth and London, and recycling plays an important role in that goal. The proposed
development optimises an existing safeguarded waste site and it optimises the industrial use of an
underutilised site within a KIBA. The impacts from the proposal have been thoroughly assessed and are
manageable through the implementation of the package of local highway improvements and mitigation
measures. The proposed development aligns with the Spatial Strategy for Lambeth, it represents Good
Growth for London, and it represents Sustainable Development in accordance with the National Planning
Policy Framework. Taking account of all the relevant material considerations the proposal is considered to
be acceptable in all respects.

OFFICER REPORT
Reason for referral to PAC: The application is reported to the Planning Applications Committee in
accordance with paragraph 2.3 of the Committee’s terms of reference as it relates to a major
application for the provision of a non-residential building of 1,000sqm or more of floorspace.

1. THE APPLICATION SITE
1.1

The application site at Windsor Grove is located at the eastern end of Windsor Grove with the rear
boundary of the site adjoining a National Rail railway line. West Norwood railway station is located
approximately 440m to the north-west.

1.2

The site was most recently in use as a car breakers yard for end-of-life vehicles (ELVs). The Council’s
waste evidence base document (2020) identifies the site specifically as a vehicle depollution facility for
ELVs. The evidence provided in the application demonstrates that the site previously contained
scrapped vehicles that were stored throughout the site and stacked on top of each other. It is
understood that at the time of the application submission the site had been recently cleared and has
not processed any waste within the last 12 months. There is a remaining metal structure over a small
area of hardstanding that occupies the northern part of the site, whilst the remaining ground is
unsealed.

1.3

The site is a Safeguarded Waste Site as designated under the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) (LLP) and
London Plan (LP), and falls within West Norwood Commercial Area Key Industrial Business Area
(KIBA). A waste evidence base was published in April 2020 to support the Draft Revised Lambeth
Local Plan (DRLLP). Within this, The West Norwood KIBA was identified as being suitable for repair
and reuse, recycling and reprocessing, treatment, and collection and handling use.

1.4

The site also partially encroaches onto a designated Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINC), which covers the southern part of the site and slightly along the eastern boundary shared with
the railway. The site contains vegetation along the western, southern and eastern boundaries.

1.5

The Windsor Grove site is located on the borough road network. The closest section of the Strategic
Road Network (SRN) is the A215 Knight’s Hill which is 430 metres away. The site is served by seven
bus routes within PTAL walking distance alongside West Norwood National Rail Station. As such, the
Public Transport Access Level (PTAL) of the site is 4 (on a scale of 0 to 6b, where 6b represents the
greatest level of access to public transport services).

2. THE SURROUNDING AREA
2.1

The property adjoining to the west of the site on the north side of Windsor Grove is a Royal Mail
Sorting Office, which is included within the KIBA designation. The Windsor Centre, which is a light
industrial park and also gains access from Windsor Grove, is located further to the west.

2.2

The land to the west of the site on the southern side of Windsor Grove contains the residential
properties within Windsor Close, which consists of 2 to 3-storey residential apartment blocks and a
terrace of 2-storey dwellings. The land immediately adjoining the site includes garages, an area of
hardstanding, a 3-storey apartment block, and an open landscaped area.

2.3

To the south of the site is the Park Campus Academy and the Kingswood Primary School. These
educational facilities are both separated from the site by an area of dense vegetation. The eastern
and northern boundaries of the site adjoin vegetated railway land.

3. SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Figure 1 – Site entrance

Figure 2 – Adjoining Royal Mail Depot entrance to the west

Figure 3 – Adjoining garages

Figure 4 – The Windsor Centre – light industrial estate off Windsor Grove

Figure 5 – Windsor Grove looking east towards the application site

Figure 6 – Entrance to Windsor Close

4

PROPOSAL

Summary of the Proposal
4.1
The proposal seeks to the clear the existing site and construct a new building with associated
hardstanding and office in conjunction with the change of use of the site from a vehicle depollution and
disposal facility to a metal recycling and management facility. The proposed uplift in capacity of waste
throughput would increase from 152 tonnes per annum (TPA) under the previous occupier to 25,000
TPA (reduced by the applicant from 35,000 TPA in light of concerns raised by interested partied about
traffic impacts). New landscaping would be provided along the western and northern boundaries and
southern part of the site.
Detail of the Proposal
4.2
The Windsor Grove site is proposed to be redeveloped to accommodate a new metal recycling and
management facility. The application is linked with the application (ref: 20/01822/EIAFUL) at another
Safeguarded Waste Site on Shakespeare Road, which is within the London Borough of Lambeth and
currently occupied by Norris Waste Management Services as a waste transfer station. Both
applications have been submitted by the same applicant, who proposes to provide compensatory
capacity at the Windsor Grove site in order to release the Shakespeare Road site from its
safeguarding for waste. It is proposed that there would be a net increase of waste throughput capacity
above what both site previously produced.
4.3

The proposed new building is a metal clad structure of 78.5 m in length, 24.2 m wide and 11.6 m tall,
which would contain all waste management operations on the site. The southern elevation would
include a living wall and the majority of the roof would be covered by a green roof. Access to and from
the site would be retained from the existing entrance with a new gate and fence to be installed and
new hardstanding laid down to ensure all activities are carried out on a sealed surface as illustrated on
the proposed general arrangement plan (drawing number: 15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900100 –
P05) – appended to this report in Appendix 4. The site would operate with a one-way route through
the building for vehicles to offload their waste for sorting / management, with queuing to occur within
the building. Filtered ventilation units would be fitted to the building to mitigate vehicle emissions
generated within the building.

4.4

A modest 2-storey structure of 7.3 m in length, 6.0 m wide and 5.6 m tall would be located in the northeastern corner of the site to accommodate the site office. A disabled car parking bay would be
provided in front of the office and 3 HGV parking spaces would be located adjacent to the site
entrance for use by the operator’s vehicle fleet. A substation would also be located adjacent to the
site entrance.

4.5

The site would mostly be covered with hardstanding with the exception of a landscaped area along the
western and northern boundaries and in the southern part of the site. The linear landscaping area
along the western boundary would retain 18 of the 21 existing trees on site with further planting and
ground cover improvements that would be secured by conditions. The landscaping in the southern
part of the site seeks to rehabilitate the area in line with its SINC designation and includes planting
new trees, shrubs and ground cover improvements. Installations to enhance biodiversity are also
proposed including bird boxes, hedgehog houses, invertebrate boxes, and log piles.

5

Amendments

5.1

An Environmental Statement that is combined with the linked application at Shakespeare Road (ref:
20/01822/EIAFUL) was submitted on 18th December 2020. In line with the EIA regulations the
application underwent an additional round of public consultation for 30 days including letters sent to
nearby properties and members of the public who had already submitted representations, a notice
published in the local paper and a notice placed in front of the site. A Transport Assessment
Addendum was also submitted on 3rd January 2020 in response to comments made by the council’s
Transport Officer.

5.2

Further additional information was received on 21st April 2021, which included information in relation to
the Environmental Statement. The applicant also proposed a reduction in the capacity of the metal
waste recycling facility from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA. In line with the EIA regulations the application
underwent an additional round of public consultation for 30 days including letters sent to nearby
properties and members of the public who had already submitted representations, a notice published
in the local paper and a notice placed in front of the site.

Planning Performance Agreement
5.3
The current proposals at the Windsor Grove site together with the Shakespeare Road site have been
the subject of pre-application discussions under a Planning Performance Agreement, which
commenced in November 2018 and remains in force until the determination of the planning
application. The pre-application discussions involved officers from development management,
planning policy, transport & highways, environmental health, and ecology teams at Lambeth as well as
the applicant and their consultant teams.
5.4

The application was considered on 27th November 2019 by the Strategic Panel where an initial steer
was given. The principle of the intensification of the use of the site was considered to be broadly
acceptable. The Panel encouraged the applicant to continue working with transport officers to fully
assess Windsor Grove’s ability to accommodate such an increase in large vehicles and to ensure that
the building on site is well insulated to mitigate noise emissions.

5.5

The applicant has also conducted separate public consultation events with the local community. The
full details including dates and nature of comments made at each event are contained in the statement
of community involvement prepared on behalf of the applicant by Engage Communicate Facilitate and
forms part of the formal submission information.

6

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

6.1

92/03399/PLANAP - EAST PLACE YARD, WINDSOR GROVE, SE27 Application for Certificate of
Lawfulness as a car dismantling and disposal depot. (Regd plan Nos. 26473/ 92/3399). Certificate of
lawfulness granted 27.09.1994.

6.2

20/01822/EIAFUL - Land To The East Of Shakespeare Road, Shakespeare Road, SE24 0PT – (linked
application) Demolition of existing waste transfer station and re-development of the site to provide a
residential development comprising of three blocks ranging from 5 -11 storeys in height to provide 218
residential units (class C3) with associated landscaping.

7
CONSULTATIONS
7.1
The application was publicly consulted upon for the first time on 15th May 2020, which involved letters
to nearby properties, a notice published in a local paper and site notices placed near the site. This
consultation period lasted 21 days in accordance with statutory requirements.

7.2

Additional information from the applicant was then received by the council, including an Environmental
Statement in December 2020 that combined both the Windsor Grove and Shakespeare Road
proposals into its assessment, which triggered the full planning application at Windsor Grove
becoming subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment. A full round of consultation was then
carried out on 4th January 2021, which included letters to nearby properties, a notice published in a
local paper and a site notice placed near the site. This consultation period lasted 30 days, in
accordance with statutory requirements. Due to an error in the letters that was discovered by officers
after the letters had been sent, an additional set of letters were then re-sent the following day to
correct the error.

7.3

Further information in relation to the Environmental Statement was later received in response to
clarifications on several matters raised by officers. As such, a third and final round of consultation was
carried out on 29th April 2021 again including letters to nearby properties, a notice published in a local
paper and site notices placed near the site. This consultation period lasted 30 days, in accordance
with statutory requirements.

7.4

Statutory External Consultees
Environment Agency (EA) – no objection
Initial response advises that there is no objection to the proposal and their final response simply refers
back to their earlier response. The EA advises that an environmental permit will be required for the
use and recommends that investigations are carried out before construction begins, in order to ensure
that waste generated from the ground is dealt with appropriately and in accordance with the
guidelines. They also recommend using a management and reporting system to minimise and track
the fate of construction wastes.
Officer comment:
The advice is duly noted and an informative is included in the draft decision notice to relay the EA’s
advice to the developer. Members should note that the environmental permitting regime is separate
from the planning regime and is therefore not a material planning consideration. The National Planning
Policy for Waste (NPPW) states “When determining waste planning applications, waste planning
authorities should […] concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan
and not with the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities. Waste
planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control regime will be
properly applied and enforced”.
Transport for London (TfL) – no objection subject to conditions and s106 obligations
Initially raised an objection to the proposal in a responses provided on 14th July 2020:
“…Norwood High Street is already quite narrow and may lack capacity to accommodate the additional
large vehicle trips generated by the proposal which would have an impact on local bus routes and
local highway network including the SRN. In addition, the limited capacity for additional large vehicles
on Norwood High Street also means that there is likely to be traffic congestion as a result which is
incompliant with the Healthy Streets indicators and counter-productive to the Mayor’s Vision Zero
approach as it is likely to increase risks of collision. If the applicant is unable to implement mitigation
measures to minimise the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposal, TfL does indeed object
to the proposal.”
Following the receipt of further information, a meeting was set up between LBL, TfL and the
applicant’s project team to discuss the proposals and possible mitigations. The applicant presented
some of the potential mitigation measures, which TfL advised seem reasonable to address some road
safety concerns. TfL then provided the following response withdrawing their previous objection subject
to recommended mitigation measures:

Considering the location of the site and that the applicant has assured TfL that the site will not
generate a large number of HGVs, TfL has no objections. It was agreed in the meeting that the
applicant should provide more accurate swept path drawings and TfL would like to make the following
recommendations that may help mitigate potential safety impacts:
1. Further parking suspensions should be considered to provide more space for HGV vehicles to
enter/exit Windsor Grove, taking the risk of two vehicles accessing/egressing Windsor Grove
simultaneously into account.
2. Vehicles should be scheduled outside peak hours as much as possible.
3. To further minimise road safety impacts, the applicant should consider the use of a
consolidation centre, which could further minimise HGV movements.
4. In the interest of applying the Vision Zero approach, a monitoring strategy should be
implemented, such as cameras to monitor conflicts at the Windsor Grove junction and ensure
that routing is adhered to.
5. The applicant should consider using a consolidation centre in order to use alternative modes
to access the site. For instance, loads could be transferred to cargo bikes and/or electric
vehicles which would reduce the impacts.
More detailed swept paths were provided in the further additional information submitted in April 2021
and the capacity of the site was reduced by 10,000TPA, from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA. TfL’s final
response dated 25th May 2021 confirmed that TfL has no objections to the proposal subject to the
recommended mitigation measure in their previous response.
Officer response:
The withdrawal of the objection from TfL is duly noted and the recommended mitigation measures
have been considered in the assessment of the application. Points 1, 2 and 4 have been incorporated
into the package of mitigation measures that would be secured through obligations in the s106
agreement, including rationalisation of parking along Windsor Grove, restrictions on HGV movements
in peak traffic hours, scheduled arrivals through a booking system, and a monitoring strategy. A
consolidation strategy has not been developed; however officers consider that it is not necessary in
this case given the package of other mitigation measures that would be secured.
Network Rail - No objection
Standard information was provided with guidance for works in close proximity to Network Rail’s
infrastructure, which will be relayed to the developer in an informative.
Historic England, Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS) - No objection
GLAAS advise that no further assessment or conditions are necessary.
Met Police (design out crime) - No objection subject to conditions
Recommended conditions (conditions 31 and 32 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1) include:
1. Secure by Design (SBD) measures – details prior to commencement; and
2. SBD Certification – prior to occupation.
Thames Water – No objection.
Standard guidance was provided, which is included in the draft decision notice as an informative.
Croydon Council – Objection
The London Borough of Croydon raised objection to this application on 23rd April 2021 on the following
grounds:
a. The surrounding road network is heavily trafficked and the application does not include analysis
of the effect of these larger vehicles will have on existing traffic conditions or an analysis of
accidents within the area.
b. The TA is inconsistent on the number of vehicles that the site would generate.

c. The changes proposed to the way of calculating the number of OGV's that would access the site
through length is not acceptable and is not the acceptable industry standard of how these types
of vehicles are calculated and could underestimate the number of OGV's/HGV's attending the
site.
Officer response:
The concerns raised by Croydon Council are duly noted and the issues have been considered in the
assessment of the application. While the above concerns are understood, it is acknowledged that this
objection was made prior to the applicant providing significant additional information and analysis, and
before the proposed reduction in the throughput of the facility, from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA.
Croydon Council have not updated their response since their objection. The Dec 2020 Transport
Assessment Addendum included additional accident analysis and junction impact assessments which
demonstrate that the proposed development would have a minimal impact on the operation of the
local highway network. The impacts on highways outside of Lambeth are likely to be lower still, given
that vehicles can be expected to dissipate widely across the wider highway network, thereby reducing
their numbers and impacts on those roads.
The traffic survey data and trip generation assessment has been subject to rigorous review both by
Lambeth’s officers and as part of an Independent Highways Review carried out by an external
consultant. A significant amount of additional data has been provided by the applicant, confirming that
the data and assumptions used are appropriate and the assessment is robust. Highways and transport
matters are addressed further in section 12 of this report.

7.5

Internal Consultees
Planning Policy
Principle of development is supported given the site is a Safeguarded Waste Site within a KIBA, which
is an appropriate location for waste management uses. The Waste Evidence Base update April 2020
has assessed the West Norwood Commercial Area as suitable for the proposed recycling and
treatment facility.
Design comments
No objection subject to conditions.
 The proposed scale, mass, layout and appearance is considered acceptable and will offer an
improved setting to the street, SINC and townscape.
 There would be no harm to the setting of designated and non-designated heritage assets.
 The roof edge protection should be replaced with a less visually intrusive roof safety system such
as fall restraint system.
Officer response:
An example of roof edge protection was provided and shown to be much less visually intrusive than
indicated on the drawings. Given this and the industrial nature of the site it is considered that the edge
protection system is acceptable. Refer to conditions 18 and 33 in the draft decision notice in Appendix
1.
Environmental Health - Air Quality (independent review by Air Quality Consultants Ltd)
No objection subject to conditions as set out within the ES.

Air Quality Consultants Ltd (AQC) carried out a review of the information submitted in relation to air
quality. The initial review concluded that the air quality assessment, submitted as part of an
Environmental Statement (ES), required revisions and/or clarifications in order to address deficiencies
in the methodology that may have invalidated the conclusions of the assessment. A separate review of
the entire ES, covering all scoped-in environmental topics, was concurrently carried out by Avison
Young on behalf of the London Borough of Lambeth.
A detailed Briefing Note (‘Air Quality Clarifications Following Independent Review’) was submitted by
Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd (document reference WIE15656-105-BN-1-1-3) on 1st
March 2021 in response to the review. The Briefing Note provided a further assessment of sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the proposed development site, and also provided clarifications on the
assessment methodology where appropriate. In addition, Trium Environmental Consulting prepared a
response to Avison Young’s review in April 2021 (‘Response to Independent Environmental Statement
Review Report’), which included some further minor clarifications with respect to air quality.
AQC have concluded that the additional information provided is satisfactory in addressing the
concerns raised in the review, and that the likely significant effects of the proposed development on air
quality would therefore remain ‘not significant’. This conclusion assumes that suitable highways
mitigation, as proposed in the ES and the applicant’s subsequent traffic and transport submissions,
would be secured so that there would be no significant increase in queuing, idling or congestion on
Norwood High Street or Windsor Grove.
In April 2021, following the submission of the Briefing Note, the applicant confirmed that they would
accept a revised restriction on the proposed maximum waste throughput of the proposed
development, from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA. Technical information relating to traffic and transport
was also submitted in support of the revised proposals, confirming the reduction in the road traffic
impact on the local highway network. It can thus be concluded that the ES, and the subsequent
clarifications provided in the Briefing Note, provide a worst-case assessment of the impacts of the
proposed development on air quality, given they were based on a scheme approximately 40% larger
in terms of waste throughput than the current proposals.
It is therefore concluded that there are no further concerns with the technical soundness of the
submitted air quality assessment. The proposed development is therefore unlikely to have a significant
effect on local air quality. Refer to conditions 6, 7 and 28 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
Environmental Health - Noise
No objections subject to recommendations and conclusions of submitted ES.
 The baseline noise survey was undertaken in accordance with the BS EN61672-1:2013.
 The demolition & construction noise assessment incorporates ABC Methods in accordance with
BS 5228:2009+A1 :2014 and LBL Environmental noise requirements.
 The predicted site operational noise levels also confirmed the impact noise assessments were
carried out in accordance with BS 4142: 2014+A1:2019 procedures. Specific reference is made
to Design Manual for Road & Bridges (DMRB) and BS5228-1:2009+1:2014 for assessment of
road traffic noise levels and the council’s Environmental Noise emissions levels from industrial
noise sources.
 Noise survey for predicting the noisiest construction operations, to derive indicative noise levels
at selected sensitive receptors (SRs) was undertaken in accordance with BS 52281:2009+A1:2014 guidelines. Furthermore, the report concluded that the predicted operational
noise levels with levels. accumulation of HGVs within the building and HGV movements do not
exceed the prevailing ambient noise at noise sensitive receptors.
 The report confirms that the predicted noise levels during the site’s operational hours, when
measured at the site boundaries of noise sensitive receptors will be achieved.





The predicted noise level based on the average and maximum HGV movements is below the
daytime benchmark noise level of 55dB LAeq,16hrs for residential amenity from HGV
movements and is considered acceptable. Furthermore, the noise impact assessments are in
accordance with the relevant legislative guidelines, standards and road traffic CadnaA noise
modelling software external to predict HGV movements.
Refer to conditions 5, 7 and 29 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.

Environmental Health – Contaminated Land (independent review by Atkins Ltd)
No objection subject to conditions.
A Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment (GQERA) has been completed to a standard
sufficient to meet the requirements of a CLR11 / Land Quality: Risk Management compliant site
investigation. The assessment has not identified unacceptable risks that would affect site users in the
developed scheme or offsite users and construction workers during the development if codes of
construction practices are followed. However, Japanese Knotweed has been identified on the site and
will require mitigation measures to prevent its spread.
Atkins has recommended that a remediation strategy and validation report should be prepared to
outline the mitigation measures to ensure the site meets the appropriate standards for intended
useand to assist in the management of waste soils and Japanese Knotweed during the development.
Atkins therefore suggest that if the development is granted consent, conditions for the preparation of a
remediation strategy, validation that the remediation strategy has been implemented and a discovery
strategy to appropriately deal with unexpected contamination should be applied. Refer to condition 4 in
the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
Ecology - Supports the proposal subject to conditions.
The Council’s Ecology Officer advises that the proposed ecological and soft landscaping
improvements are strongly supported as this provides biodiversity net gain and an urban greening
factor well above the requirements and retains existing trees along the western boundary. It would
also ensure the new recycling facility not only contains its own biodiversity value, which is in support of
LLP and DRLLP Policy EN1 and the Lambeth Biodiversity Action Plan but is also contributing to the
adjacent retained SINC by offering habitat opportunities for species that will utilise both the SINC and
the development site, such as bats, wild birds and invertebrates.
The revised capacity of the site does not affect the assessment of potential ecological impacts and the
mitigation or compensation measures designed to address any such adverse ecological impacts,
which have already been provided in sufficient detail and scope. The Landscape Ecological
Management Plan is comprehensive and has addressed all elements designed to secure an
appropriate external landscape design and its future maintenance and management. The LEMP can
be controlled and implemented through condition and subsequent monitoring. Refer to conditions 9,
18, 19, 20, 21 and 33 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
Transport – no objection subject to conditions and obligations to be secured in s106
Following concerns raised regarding the transport impacts of the proposed development and at the
request of Lambeth, a significant amount of additional information has been provided, and analysis
conducted by the applicant. Lambeth Transport are now satisfied that the traffic survey data, trip
generation analysis, and junction modelling have been completed appropriately and the assessment is
robust.
An external consultant was also commissioned by LB Lambeth, to conduct an independent review of
the transport-related planning documents submitted with the application. The Independent Highways
Review also found the data and assumptions used to be robust and the assessment appropriate.

The reduction in the proposed throughput of the facility, from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA, further
reduces the transport impacts to a manageable level. Therefore, Lambeth Transport supports the
application, subject to securing a comprehensive package of mitigating measures in conditions and
obligations within a s106 legal agreement. Refer to conditions 7, 8, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 27 in the
draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
Highways
No objection subject to the conditions and obligations to be secured in the s106.
Sustainability (Bioregional) - No objection subject to conditions
No objection subject to conditions for details for further approval for an energy statement, BREEAM
confirmation, overheating mitigation, water saving, landscaping details, green roof and living walls.
LBL Sustainability – No objection
The Council’s Sustainability Officer requests that the developer makes a financial contribution towards
new air quality monitoring stations that are to be installed in the local area.
Waste Services
No objection subject to acceptance of increased HGV movement on Windsor Grove from the
Highways team.
7.6

Local Amenity Groups
Norwood Action Group, Norwood Forum, Norwood Planning Assembly, and Station to Station
(Business Improvement District)

7.7

The following table provides a summary of the issues raised from the responses received during each
consultation period and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

Land Use / Waste
The proposed use is a transfer station (not a
recycling facility).

The proposed use is a metal recycling facility. The
operation will sort, treat and bulk metal ready for
reprocessing/recycling. For the purposes of waste
planning this falls within the definition of recycling
because the metal stops being waste (something
which is discarded) and becomes ready for reuse or
reprocessing. The operation is in line with the
definition of “managed waste” at para 9.8.4 of the
London Plan 2021 and therefore counts towards
Lambeth’s capacity to meet its waste needs.

Not all sites in KIBAs are appropriate for
waste uses and the application site is not
appropriate for the proposed use. i.e.
transport issues and proximity to residential

The site is a safeguarded waste site and is
considered appropriate for waste use, subject to the
planning application process which considers
matters other than land use.

Summary of objection

Response

No consideration has been given to the area
policy PN7 F iii contained in the EiP draft LLP
for Norwood High Street to have “Creative
Business Cluster” (CBC) designation.

The application site is designated within the KIBA
and as a safeguarded waste site; however it is not
located on the high street and is not within the West
Norwood / Tulse Hill District Centre Boundary.
Paragraph 11.2 of the DRLLP states in relation to
the policies for places and neighbourhoods in
Lambeth (PN policies) “These policies should be
read and applied alongside the borough-wide
policies in sections 4 to 10 of the Local Plan”.

25K TPA capacity limit cannot be enforced.

Capacity can be capped by an environmental
permit or a planning condition and can be enforced
by the Regulator or the Local Planning Authority.

After 5 years it can be appealed, or indeed
changed at any time by mutual agreement.
Or a new planning application could be
submitted.

The application can only be assessed on the merits
of the current application.

London and Lambeth’s direction for waste
sites of this type in Table 5.1 in Lambeth’s
December 2019 Waste Evidence Base
(WEB) for the draft 2020 Lambeth Local Plan
is currently stated as 60,000 tonnes per
hectare per annum (60,000tpa/ha). Table 5.1
also clearly states “vehicle movements” as a
“potential issue” to be addressed.

60,000 tonnes per hectare is an indicative average
used as a waste planning tool to estimate land-take
required to meet the waste management capacity
gap in Lambeth for the Local Plan. However,
capacity is not measured by land-take because
different types of technology have different
footprints.
Vehicle movements are a potential issue for this
site, as they are for most sites of this nature.
Vehicle movements are considered through the
application process.

The disparity in tonnage from 35,000tpa in
the current Southwark Metals business to
25,000tpa in the proposed is not addressed
in any way in the application.

The reduction from the initial proposal of 35,000
TPA to 25,000 TPA is a result of feedback on the
impact of vehicle movements in the local area. The
reduced tonnage will also reduce vehicle
movements. The impact of this on the business is
a commercial consideration and not a planning
consideration.

The planning statement erroneously states
that all waste metal is apportioned waste.
(i.e. demolition metal) – and therefore not all
of the proposed capacity would count
towards apportioned waste.

The waste managed at the site is likely to be a mix
of the LACW/C&I waste streams (apportioned by
the London Plan) and the C&D waste stream.
Lambeth has a waste management capacity gap for
both the LACW/C&I and C&D waste streams and
all of this throughput would count towards meeting
it. The exact amount of metal from each waste
stream will not be known until the site is
operational, and the proportions are likely to
change from year to year. Actual throughput will
form part of the monitoring of LLP and DRLLP
policy EN7 and the additional capacity will be offset
against the capacity gap.

Summary of objection

Response

Planning Statement suggests that Southwark
Metals is relocating their business from
Lewisham to Windsor Grove, however it also
states that WG would provide compensatory
apportioned waste capacity for SR. Therefore
an uplift of waste capacity and apportioned
waste capacity is impossible at WG.

The former Southwark Metals waste site is being
redeveloped as part of the Old Kent Road
opportunity area within the LB of Southwark.
Compensatory capacity for this waste site is being
re-provided within Southwark and a Section 106
obligation has been secured to this effect.
The proposed Windsor Grove facility is intended to
provide replacement capacity for Shakespeare
Road. Therefore there is no double-counting of
compensatory capacity.

What will happen to the mixture of
apportioned and unapportioned waste
currently handled at Shakespeare Wharf?

The destination of waste is largely dependent on
market forces and waste tends to go to the nearest,
cheapest or most suitable facility. LB Lambeth
cannot influence where C&I or CD&E waste is
managed.

“The site has lawful use as a waste site and
has a permit to dismantle and process
25,000 tonnes of scrap vehicles.” As
repeatedly proven, both these statements are
incorrect.

The existing lawful use is likely to have been a sui
generis use (i.e. it is not within a use class) so any
change will require planning permission. However,
the site is safeguarded for waste uses only.

The 1994 Certificate of Lawful Use relates
specifically to car dismantling and disposal –
a specific and different use, not even similar
in any respect whatsoever.

The extant environmental permit for the Windsor
Grove site, which has been transferred to
Southwark Metals, is for “S0820 No 20: 75kte
Vehicle Depollution Facility”.

The EA Permit was for 75,000tpa which was
merely the then lowest tier licence for smaller
sites (since reduced for all lower tier sites to
25,000tpa). The EA site Operational Limit is
the licenced quantum. The last on file is for
just 85 tonnes per annum. However even
this is suspended as the site has been
stripped of all infrastructure. The site cannot
be re-assessed by the EA until new
infrastructure is in place.

The permitting regime is separate from the planning
regime. The National Planning Policy for Waste
(NPPW) states “When determining waste planning
applications, waste planning authorities should […]
concern themselves with implementing the planning
strategy in the Local Plan and not with the control of
processes which are a matter for the pollution
control authorities. Waste planning authorities
should work on the assumption that the relevant
pollution control regime will be properly applied and
enforced”.

There would be a net reduction of
apportioned waste capacity at Windsor
Grove.

The London Plan requires compensatory capacity
based on the maximum throughput achieved over
the last five years. Throughput data for both sites is
available for the last five years and this has been
used to assess maximum capacity. The London
Plan does not require continuous data. While the
throughput for the Windsor Grove site is for 20152017 only, the amounts for this period and previous
years is a typical throughput for the most recent
type of facility (vehicle depollution) and it is
appropriate to use 152 tonnes as a measure of
compensatory capacity.

The correct assessment is given under The
London Plan (TLP) SI9 C and detailed in
para 9.9.2. The “potential” capacity of the
site must be assessed where use has not
been continuous (this applies to both sites).

Summary of objection

Response
“Apportioned waste” is the LACW and C&I waste
streams. Compensatory capacity does not need to
be the same type of facility or manage the same
type of waste as that which it is replacing.

The site could NOT come back into use prior
to Planning Consent for new infrastructures
and the determination of a new EA Permit
Operational Limit.

The site continues to have an existing lawful use
and could in principle be brought back into the
same use with similar capacity without planning
permission.

The EA Permit of 25,000tpa is merely a lower
‘highest’. Each site has to be given an EA
Operational Limit. Installed new
infrastructures would have to be evaluated by
EA before the permit can be de-suspended
and a new Operational Limit determined.

The permitting regime is separate from the planning
regime. The National Planning Policy for Waste
(NPPW) states “When determining waste planning
applications, waste planning authorities should […]
concern themselves with implementing the planning
strategy in the Local Plan and not with the control of
processes which are a matter for the pollution
control authorities. Waste planning authorities
should work on the assumption that the relevant
pollution control regime will be properly applied and
enforced”.
The planning application is being considered
against all relevant planning policies in the
Development Plan which comprises the London
Plan and Lambeth’s Local plan.

There is confusion as to whether cars will be
brought in for “processing” and sale of parts.

The proposal does not include a vehicle depollution
and disposal facility where vehicles would be
“brought in for processing and sale of parts”.

Employment
It is unclear how many would be employed in
the proposal and whether this is sufficient to
replace the existing employment numbers on
SR and WG.

There is no policy requirement to replace the
current number of employees at a waste use if a
site is redeveloped for other uses.

Only “reasonable endeavours” would be
taken to employ local people and limited to
just two years to secure 25% of local
employment, so there is no assurance of
local employment. With family members and
long serving existing staff it seems likely
there would be no local employment
opportunities whatsoever.

This matter is dealt with in section 17 - employment
and skills.

Summary of objection

Response

Transport
A vehicle length limit of 10.2m is
unenforceable.

Conditions restricting vehicles to max 10.2m rigid
are regularly used. A monitoring regime is
proposed, whereby the applicant will be required to
present to the planning authority details of their
ongoing operation, including surveyed traffic
movements at the site. Refer to condition 24 and
26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
If the applicant is found to be in breach of this
condition, enforcement action can be taken.

Most of the traffic will come from central
London because SM are relocating from
Lewisham.

The destination of waste is largely dependent on
market forces and waste tends to go to the nearest,
cheapest or most suitable facility. LB Lambeth
cannot influence where C&I or CD&E waste is
managed. It’s likely that Windsor Grove would
have a different catchment of customers to Ruby
Triangle.

Changes to on street parking are outside of
the scope of the application.

Proposed mitigation measures on the local highway
can be provided through a s278 highways
agreement and secured in the application through
the s106 legal agreement.

No right turn mitigation demonstrates the
road network cannot accept the type and
volume of additional traffic.

The proposed no right turn for HGVs would reduce
the number of larger vehicular movements through
West Norwood town centre, where levels of
pedestrian activity are greatest.

The width of vehicles in the assessment has
not been considered adequately.

Swept paths of the largest vehicles expected to visit
the site have been submitted which illustrate that
these vehicles are able to access the site.

The frequency of long and wide trucks
throughout every working day mean that the
application should be refused

Some 28 vehicles of over 3.5t are expected to visit
the site on a weekday, this equates to an average
of 4 larger vehicles (or 8 two-way movements) per
hour. The applicant has demonstrated that this
number can be accommodated by the local
highway network, and the additional HGV
movements are not expected to be perceptible, with
the proportion of daily HGV movements on
Norwood High St / Elder Road increasing from 6.3
to 7%.

The site should not be considered to have
“good access”

The site is accessed via a lightly trafficked nothrough road. Swept paths demonstrate that the
expected vehicles can access the site safely and
efficiently.

Summary of objection

Response

ES Para 7.109 and linked Table 7.13 does
not assess Norwood Road through West
Norwood town centre where much site traffic
is bound to pass. This too is High Sensitivity.

The ES has been reviewed in the EIA process and
the scope is considered to be reasonable and
proportionate in relation to the scale of the
proposal. Furthermore, ES Para 7.109 and linked
Table 7.13 does include Norwood High Street
(North of Ernest Avenue) – High Sensitivity, and
Table 7.15 shows the expected increases in traffic
and HGV numbers here. The table shows some
increase in traffic, demonstrating that some site
traffic has been modelled as travelling along
Norwood High Street to the north of Ernest Avenue,
and therefore via West Norwood town centre.

The largest trucks of up to six-axles 44tonne
(also with draw-bar trailers, or artics) could
legitimately visit the site. A condition or s106
obligation requiring limitation to 32t gvw
would have no means of enforcement

The applicant’s current fleet includes 44t 6 axle
articulated lorries. However, the applicant does not
intend to continue to use these vehicles and has
agreed to a condition which would limit the size of
vehicle to a maximum 10m rigid vehicle - refer to
condition 26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix
1. This would apply to vehicles owned by the
applicant, as well as all other third-party vehicles.

32tonne gvw hook-loader bulk-carriers
should not be allowed to access the site.

A condition is proposed which would limit the size
of vehicle to a maximum 10m rigid vehicle- refer to
condition 26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix
1. This would apply to vehicles owned by the
applicant, as well as all other third-party vehicles.
The largest vehicles expected to access the site are
skip loaders.

Preventing large and heavy trucks
approaching or departing via the town centre
would not be acceptable and the travel plan
is not enforceable. Recent hanges to road /
pavements to improve pedestrian / cycling
environment in the TC will conflict with
increased HGV traffic.

A routing plan is proposed which would instruct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to avoid West Norwood town centre.
The proposed no right turn for HGVs would further
reduce the number of larger vehicular movements
through West Norwood town centre.

Based on the applicant’s own 19.9.19 vehicle
survey data by consultants ‘360 TSL’ (TSL),
this calculates to the order of 350,000 extra
vehicle miles per year in Lambeth. (6 extra
miles x 220 trips x 5.5 days x 50 weeks).

This equation assumes every journey will require
an extra six miles travelled from Ruby Triangle to
Windsor Grove.
In reality drivers will choose new, more direct
routes. It’s also likely that Windsor Grove would
have a different catchment of customers to Ruby
Triangle. The destination of waste is largely
dependent on market forces and waste tends to go
to the nearest, cheapest or most suitable facility.

Summary of objection

Response

West Norwood TC underwent changes
including widened pavements and the
carriageway narrowed so that now in places,
large vehicles cannot pass each without one
having to give way to the other.

A routing plan is proposed which would instruct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to avoid West Norwood town centre.
The proposed no right turn for HGVs would further
reduce the number of larger vehicular movements
through West Norwood town centre. Whilst there
may be some vehicles that pass through the town
centre, the modelling indicates that the frequency of
this is manageable and the mitigation strategy
reduces its impact.

There are no proposals that would protect
bridges from being hit by trucks other than
the Traffic Plan. A condition or obligation is
not enforceable.

There are limits to how much drivers’ choices can
be managed. However, experienced drivers are
expected to behave rationally and avoid unsuitable
routes. Southwark Metals also track their fleet using
real-time tracking to ensure their vehicles take
appropriate routes.
A routing plan is also proposed which would instruct
all Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to use the most appropriate route to and
from the site.

1000 vehicle per hour capacity for Norwood
High Street as suggested by the applicant is
risible.

1,000vph is a theoretical capacity, according to
TA19/99 of the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges. This is based on the width and local
characteristics of the road.
Surveys carried out in January / February 2020
show a maximum of 440vph recorded during the
PM peak on Norwood High Street, suggesting the
road is not heavily trafficked at present.

No swept path analysis has been provided
for HGVs approaching from the north and
turning into Windsor Grove.

A routing plan is proposed which would instruct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to avoid West Norwood town centre, so
this movement is not expected to occur frequently.
However, an HGV could turn left into the site (as
they do at present, associated with other
businesses on Windsor Grove).
It is likely that larger vehicles would encroach over
the centre line of Norwood High Street when turning
left into Windsor Grove. This is not an unusual
situation and would require vehicles to wait for a
suitable gap in traffic.

The future total traffic forecast is undercalculated, as well as the proportion of
HGVs.

The traffic forecasts are based on recent traffic
surveys of activity at the existing Southwark Metals
facility. The expected trip generation has been
extensively interrogated and independently
reviewed and found to be appropriate.

Summary of objection

Response

Long portions of Norwood High Street and
Elder Road cannot support two HGVs
passing; even less so Windsor Grove

Some 28 vehicles of over 3.5t are expected to visit
the site on a weekday, this equates to an average
of 4 larger vehicles (or 8 two-way movements) per
hour. Norwood High Street / Elder Road
accommodates over 400 vehicles per hour during
peak times, and the additional HGV movements are
not expected to be perceptible, with the proportion
of HGV movements increasing from 6.3 to 7%.
The applicant has provided analysis of the
likelihood of two HGVs passing each other on
Windsor Grove. This scenario is expected to
happen very infrequently.

The application appears silent regarding the
event of failure of the electric gate or indeed
business interruption for any reason.

A condition is proposed to ensure the gates remain
open during hours of operation - refer to condition
26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
Significant waiting capacity would be available on
site and no queuing is expected on Windsor Grove.

The 432 bus route could readily frequently be
blocked.

TfL have not raised any concerns regarding the
expected impact on buses. The assessment
demonstrates that the proposals will have a
negligible impact on queuing at junctions on Elder
Road / Norwood High Street.

The impact on the ability of emergency
vehicles to attend calls for residents in
Windsor Close, as well as the businesses in
Advance Road, and Royal Mail in Windsor
Grove.

The proposed operation is not expected to generate
queuing or waiting on Windsor Grove. A condition is
also proposed which would prevent vehicles waiting
on the highway on Windsor Grove - refer to
condition 26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix
1. A review of parking on Windsor Grove would aid
the movement of larger vehicles on Windsor Grove.

The reduction to 25,000 TPA does not
address the concerns raised.

The latest proposals reduce the expected number
of daily arrivals from 110 vehicles to 78. On
average this equates to 10 vehicles (or 20 two-way
movements) an hour. The applicant has
demonstrated that this number can be
accommodated by the local highway network.

Trucks will be required to stop at the
entrance to do compliance checks and this
will create blockages along WG.

A condition is proposed to ensure the gates remain
open during hours of operation - refer to condition
26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1. A
booking system is proposed which will smooth
arrivals throughout the day. Significant waiting
capacity would also be available on site and no
queuing is expected on Windsor Grove.

Summary of objection

Response

HGVs are intimidating to cyclists and
pedestrians.

The majority of the vehicles accessing the site
would be LGVs and the details indicate that the
additional vehicles can be safely accommodated on
the local highway network. Furthermore, a routing
plan is proposed which would instruct all Southwark
Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party customers, to
avoid West Norwood town centre, where numbers
or pedestrians and cyclists are highest. The
proposed no right turn for HGVs would further
reduce the number of larger vehicular movements
through West Norwood town centre.
While HGV traffic on Norwood High Street / Elder
Road is expected to increase, the impact is not
expected to be perceptible, with the proportion of
HGV movements increasing from 6.3 to 7%. Levels
of cycling on Norwood High Street / Elder Road and
Windsor Grove are low, while footfall on Windsor
Grove is very low.

The traffic data and modelling is incorrect
and provides inaccurate conclusions. Refuted
that 66% of all waste is transported by
cars/LGVs. Unlikely that vehicles will be
spread evening throughout each hour.

The traffic data and modelling are based on recent
traffic surveys of the local highway network and
activity at the existing Southwark Metals facility.
The expected trip generation and modelling has
been extensively interrogated and independently
reviewed and found to be accurate.

The right turn ban and use of cameras to
enforce this is questioned.

The proposed right turn ban for HGVs would
require signage and enforcement by camera. These
would require sign off from the DfT and would be
subject to the usual statutory consultation process.

Electric HGVs are unlikely to be used for the
proposed operation.

Electric vehicle technology is improving and while
electric HGVs are not in common usage at present,
the site is future-proofed to accommodate more
electric vehicles through the provision of EV
charging facilities for the three parking spaces on
site. Refer to condition 25 in the draft decision
notice in Appendix 1.

Long trucks turning left from Windsor Grove
would have to use both sides of single
carriageway Norwood High Street.

Swept paths demonstrate that the largest vehicles
to access the site would encroach over the centre
line of Norwood High Street when turning left out of
Windsor Grove. This is not an unusual situation and
would require vehicles to wait for a suitable gap in
traffic.

Traffic wishing to travel north simply then
needs to take the first or second right to
connect with Knight’s Hill.

There are limits to how much drivers’ choices can
be managed. However, a routing plan is proposed
which would instruct all Southwark Metals fleet
vehicles, and third-party customers, to avoid West
Norwood town centre.

Summary of objection

Response
It’s also likely that Windsor Grove would have a
different catchment of customers to Ruby Triangle.
The destination of waste is largely dependent on
market forces and waste tends to go to the nearest,
cheapest or most suitable facility. As a
consequence the proportion of customers driving to
/ from the north is expected to fall.

Enforcement of new parking restrictions is
questioned given the recent problems with
GNK.

There is currently a large amount of informal
parking provision on Windsor Grove. The proposed
revised parking arrangements and restrictions
would make enforcement easier.

Reduced parking will adversely impact other
businesses and private users.

All proposed changes to parking arrangements
would be subject to the usual statutory consultation
process.

Trucks will queue up on WG waiting for the
site to open.

An HGV booking system is proposed which will
stagger arrivals throughout the day. Significant
waiting capacity would be available on site and no
queuing is expected on Windsor Grove.
Survey data from the existing operation
demonstrates that arrivals are spread through the
day and even during peak hours the numbers of
vehicles arriving are not expected to lead to
queuing on Windsor Grove.

Environmental Health
Disputes that Windsor Grove is a more
suitable site for waste than Shakespeare
Road because:
- the neighbours are closer to the site
- it would operate at a higher capacity
there are similar issues at WG that are
constraining the SR site, including proximity
to residential and noise from lorries.
The Lambeth Waste Evidence Base 2019 pg
143 sites constraints to use a vacant site at
the corner of Chapel Road and Knight’s Hill,
which are similar constraints to the WG site.

The site is a safeguarded waste site and within a
KIBA and therefore is considered appropriate for
waste use, subject to the planning application
process which considers matters other than land
use. The impacts to neighbouring properties,
highways, and amenity from noise emissions are
discussed in this report.

The corner site is not currently safeguarded for
waste and the Waste Evidence Base (2020)
assessment looks at constraints of potential new
waste sites, whereby the WG site is already a
safeguarded waste site and therefore is not
introducing a completely new use to its location.

Summary of objection

Response
Furthermore, the 'Potential opportunities, issues
and mitigation' are the same for most sites within
Lambeth’s KIBAs which could be suitable for waste
uses. Issues include deliverability/viability, vehicle
movements, proximity of sensitive receptors,
adverse emissions, type of waste managed, scale
and operation. However, identifying these issues
does not preclude development and often issues
can be mitigated. This is the role of the planning
application process.

The hours should be restricted to 10am to
3pm, Monday to Friday.

The matter is dealt with in section 13 of the report.

Vehicle reversing alarms will cause noise
disruptions.

The layout of the site allows vehicles to enter, pass
through the site and exit in forward gear. There are
good sightlines along Windsor Grove to ensure that
vehicles are able to wait in suitable locations for
other vehicles to pass rather than needing to
reverse.

Noise impacts from operations on site will
impact on nearby residents.

This matter is dealt with in section 13 of the report.

Potential for land heave could impact on
nearby homes.

A range of geotechnical ground related tests have
been undertaken and are presented in the
Waterman ERA report. This will be used to
appropriately design earthworks and the site
infrastructure to mitigate ground related risks during
the post-planning stages of the development
project.

Air Quality
The traffic data and modelling is incorrect
and therefore the air quality conclusions
cannot be relied upon. Therefore traffic in
Windsor Grove will cause air quality impacts
to adjacent residents in Windsor Close.

Issues relating to the accuracy of traffic data and
modelling is discussed in the transport section of
this table and in greater detail in section 12
(Transport and Access) of this report.
The data and modelling for both traffic and air
quality is accepted and therefore the conclusions
on air quality are considered to be sound. This is
discussed further in section 13 (air quality) of this
report.

Summary of objection

Response

Trucks will queue up on WG waiting for the
site to open, which will impact on air quality
for residents in Windsor Close.

An HGV booking system will be used and secured
by conditions (refer to condition 24 in the draft
decision notice in Appendix 1) to stagger HGV
arrivals throughout the day. A condition preventing
vehicles associated with the business from parking
on the public highway will ensure access remains
open to the other properties in the street. The site
layout also allows vehicles to queue within the site
to prevent the need for queuing in the street during
operational hours.

The air quality impacts will affect children in
nearby schools.

The air quality impacts from the proposal are
addressed in section 13 of this report.

The ventilation / filtration equipment in the
building will be ineffective and may break
down.

The proposed ventilation / filtration equipment will
be secured by condition (refer to conditions 28 and
29 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1), which
will require the equipment to regularly maintained
as per the details provided.

There is no restriction on non-Euro 6 engine
vehicles accessing the site as only the SM
vehicles would be Euro 6.

The air quality impacts of vehicles accessing the
site has been assessed assuming a standard
London-wide fleet mix, including a proportion of
non-Euro 6 vehicles.

PM2.5 filtration does not address sub
2.5micron particles, which are hazardous
especially to young people.

PM2.5 is a collective term referring to all particles
below 2.5 microns. The filtration installed to remove
PM2.5 will be industry standard and will remove
particles smaller than 2.5 microns.

The assistant Southwark coroner recently
delivered a verdict which included vehicle
pollution as a cause of death of a young
person.

The air quality impacts of the proposed
development on the local area, considering
changes in vehicle movements on the local road
network, have been robustly assessed and suitable
mitigation secured. The assessment has taken full
account of all relevant planning policies at the
national, regional and local levels upon which
planning decisions must be made.

Modelling assumes a reduction in
background NO2.

Reductions in both roadside and background
concentrations have been observed across Greater
London in recent years and are predicted to
continue in line with national forecasting and
ongoing improvements to road vehicle emissions
standards. Therefore, a reduction in background
NO2 in the future is now considered to be a robust
prediction of air quality conditions in the future, and
is supported by monitoring data and trend analysis

Summary of objection

Response

The application does not address the many
effects on the wider area, and Lambeth and
national targets to reduce emissions to net
zero.

Air quality assessments were carried out to assess
the impact in the vicinity of both the Windsor Grove
site and Shakespeare Road site, where changes to
traffic are large enough to potentially lead to
significant air quality effects. Effects outside of the
study areas were screened as insignificant as traffic
changes were below the accepted, published
screening criteria for significant air quality effects.
The Lambeth target to reduce (carbon dioxide)
emissions to net zero is also outside of the scope of
the air quality assessment.

The operation will require the doors of the
building to remain open which will result in air
pollution emissions.

The assessment indicates that the doors will act as
an intake for air for the ventilation units and
therefore only limited vehicle emissions will spill out
from this opening, whilst the majority will be filtered
through the ventilation units.

Diffusion tubes are inadequate to take
accurate measurements due to limited
functionality.

Diffusion tubes are operated by Lambeth Council
and data must conform to strict QA/QC procedures
published by Defra. They are accepted as an
appropriate method to monitor annual mean
nitrogen dioxide concentrations.

Ecology
The SINC land is not within the KIBA and no
compensation is provided for its loss.

The impacts to the SINC are discussed in section
14 of this report.

Much of the SINC has already been cleared
and graded destroying trees and much
habitat.

The impacts to the SINC are discussed in section
14 of this report.

Noise and lighting will impact on the SINC.

The council’s ecological officer advises that the
proposal will result in an improvement on the noise
and light emissions when compared to the previous
use given the operations will be enclosed within an
insulated structure and lighting around the sight is
sensitively designed to prevent light spill. A lighting
condition is included to mitigate impacts to the
SINC and surrounds from the lighting on site. Refer
to condition 33 in the draft decision notice in
Appendix 1.

The proposed green roof and living wall is not
adequate to offset loss of SINC.

The benefits of the proposed green roof and living
wall are discussed in section 14 of this report.

Green roof and living wall may fail.

These elements of the proposal will be secured by
condition, which will require their proper
maintenance to prevent their failure.

Summary of objection

Response

Ground conditions
The river Effra runs under the site through a
culvert could be damaged by the proposal
and poses a flood risk.

Flooding and drainage is discussed in section ## of
this report.

There is a risk of unexploded ordinance at
the site.

Unexploded ordinance is discussed in section 13 of
this report.

Design
The height and mass of the proposed
building exceeds and overwhelms all around
it.

Design issues are discussed in section 11 of this
report.

Other
Planning applications within 50metres of that
junction: 20/04374/FUL; 19/01267/FUL;
21/00365/FUL.
The latter application for no. 82 Norwood
High Street (made by the owner of GNK at
no. 80). It is therefore in all probability a
business expansion, which could exacerbate
the existing B232 Norwood High Street traffic
problems.

The cumulative impact of developments in this area
is covered in the EIA process and addressed in the
ES, which has been independently assessed and
concluded to be sound.

GNK is currently appealing against some
conditions, particularly concerning delivery
and servicing arrangements.

The appealed condition prohibits vehicles reversing
into the site and blocking Norwood High Street in
the process. The council is currently awaiting a
decision from the Planning Inspectorate; however
of the outcome of the GNK appeal would not result
in officers arriving at a different conclusion in the
application at the Windsor Grove on transport
issues.

The benefit of housing at SR should not be at
the cost to impacts in WG.

The application is assessed on its own merits and
the benefit of housing at the Shakespeare Road
site is not a material consideration in the
determination of this application.

Errors and omissions
The objections 10A – 10E raise concern to numerous alleged errors or omissions in the application
documents. Many of these have been addressed above; however, it should be noted that the
documents submitted by the applicant are reviewed by council officers and the independent
consultants appointed by the council. Where there is any minor discrepancy that requires
clarification, this has been discussed with the applicant. There were no discrepancies identified in
the final documents that has suggested the assessment or its conclusions is unsound.

The Norwood Society
7.8

The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by The Norwood Society from their
responses during each consultation period and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

The site does not meet the criteria of the LLP for
the intensification of this use given the local area
constraints, the nearby residential properties,
the unsuitable road network, impact on road
safety particularly the large number of school
children in the vicinity.

The application site is designated as a
safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA under
the LLP. The suitability of the site for waste and
intensification is discussed in section 10 of this
report.

The EIA does not change our view that the
intensification of the use is unacceptable.

The ES has been independently reviewed and
following clarifications on a number of points it is
concluded that the assessment, conclusions and
recommendations in the ES is acceptable.

Accessibility to the site by sustainable transport
modes does not consider the difficulty of taking
metal to the site for recycling by cycling or
walking.

It is anticipated that the vast majority of metal
would arrive at the site by a motorised vehicle,
however the staff would be able to commute by
sustainable modes of transport.

There would be an increase of traffic on the
highway network and question the data supplied
by SM.

This matter is discussed in section 12 of this
report.

Increase traffic particularly HGVs would be risk
to the road safety and increase in air pollution
for pupils of all ages attending schools adjacent
or close to the suggested route

Impacts on road safety is discussed in section
12 of this report.

With the death of a young Lewisham resident
due to road traffic pollution we should be
promoting the reduction of polluting vehicles.

Impacts on air quality is discussed in section 13
of this report.

Traffic jams and queueing will impact on the bus
network and emergency vehicles that could be
critically delayed

This matter is discussed in section 12 of this
report.

The HGV route management strategy is
unenforceable

This matter is discussed in section 12 of this
report.

Impacts on air quality is discussed in section 13
of this report.

Knight’s Hill Ward Councillors (Cllr Jackie Meldrum, Cllr Jane Pickard and Cllr Sonia Winifred)
7.9

The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Knight’s Hill Ward Councillors from
their responses during each consultation period and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

Land Use
The site is unsuitable for waste use due to its
location next to residential development and
poor connection to main roads.

The application site is designated as a
safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA under
the LLP. The suitability of the site for waste and
intensification is discussed in section 10 of this
report.

The proposal conflicts with the Government
guidance on waste planning in para 046 in
regard to suitability of adding or extending waste
facilities.

The NPPG constitutes guidance and the London
Plan policy requires existing waste sites to be
safeguarded for waste use. Furthermore, this
paragraph is specifically referring to waste
disposal facilities which includes landfill and
incineration without energy recovery. Disposal
is at the very bottom of the waste hierarchy and
waste disposal facilities have a greater
environmental impact than facilities higher up
the waste hierarchy.

The proposal is inconsistent with the vision of
policy PN7, which aims to create Norwood High
Street south of the railway as a creative
industries cluster with a pleasant walking and
cycling environment.

The application site is designated within the
KIBA and as a safeguarded waste site; however
it is not located on the high street and is not
within the West Norwood / Tulse Hill District
Centre Boundary. Paragraph 11.2 of the DRLLP
states in relation to the policies for places and
neighbourhoods in Lambeth (PN policies)
“These policies should be read and applied
alongside the borough-wide policies in sections
4 to 10 of the Local Plan”.

The proposal relocates an existing facility from
outside of the borough to West Norwood.

The former Southwark Metals waste site is
being redeveloped as part of the Old Kent Road
opportunity area in the LB of Southwark.
Compensatory capacity for this waste site is
being re-provided within Southwark and a
Section 106 obligation has been secured to this
effect.
The proposed Windsor Grove facility is intended
to provide replacement capacity for
Shakespeare Road.

Summary of objection

Response

Transport
The distribution of traffic among local roads
cannot be controlled and the no-right-turn out of
WG will not be effective.

A routing plan is proposed which would instruct
all Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and thirdparty customers, to avoid West Norwood town
centre. The proposed no right turn for HGVs
would further reduce the number of larger
vehicular movements through West Norwood
town centre.

The transport studies include assumptions about
traffic approach and dispersal routes from
Windsor Grove which are not clear to a
layperson.

This matter is discussed in section 12 of this
report.

There is uncertainty about traffic distribution
starting points and destinations.

The destination of waste is largely dependent on
market forces and waste tends to go to the
nearest, cheapest or most suitable facility. LB
Lambeth cannot influence where C&I or CD&E
waste is managed.

There is no certainty that the arrivals and
departures of these vehicles would be evenly
spaced out.

An HGV booking system is proposed, which will
manage HGV arrivals throughout the day.

HGVs coming from the north through the town
centre and northern section of Norwood High
Street will cause traffic and air quality impacts.

There are limits to how much drivers’ choices
can be managed. However, a routing plan is
proposed which would instruct all Southwark
Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party customers,
to avoid West Norwood town centre.
The impacts on traffic and air quality are
discussed further in this report.

The theoretical capacity of Norwood High Street
is way in excess of what would be reasonable
along this stretch of road due to existing
highways issues (i.e. GNK, 80 Norwood High
Street)

1000vph is a theoretical capacity, according to
TA19/99 of the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges. This is based on the width and local
characteristics of the road.

The proposal will exacerbate existing issues in
the local road network of queuing due to the
narrowness of the roads with parked vehicles.

The details indicate that the additional vehicle
movements will not result in queuing on the local
road network. Furthermore, a routing plan is
proposed, which would direct all Southwark
Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party customers,
towards the South Circular via A and B class
roads, which are designed to carry this type of
traffic.

Surveys show a maximum of 440vph recorded
during the PM peak on Norwood High Street,
suggesting the road is not heavily trafficked at
present.

Summary of objection

Response

Removal of parking will be met with resistance.

All proposed changes to parking arrangements
would be subject to the usual statutory
consultation process.

The increased traffic (especially HGVs) will
cause safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists.

The majority of the vehicles accessing the site
would be LGVs and the details indicate that the
additional vehicles can be safely accommodated
on the local highway network. Furthermore, a
routing plan is proposed which would instruct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to avoid West Norwood town centre,
where numbers of pedestrians and cyclists are
highest. The proposed no right turn for HGVs
would further reduce the number of larger
vehicular movements through West Norwood
town centre.

Concerns of wider traffic and air quality impacts
on the local highway network, particularly during
the school peak hour.

These matters are discussed in sections 12 and
13 of this report.

There is no way of guaranteeing that vehicle
movements will be spread out evenly through
the day as depicted.

Adherence to the HGV booking system will be
reviewed as part of the ongoing monitoring
process.

There is no explanation of how the vehicle
movements will be regulated or how many of
these will be HGVs.

The traffic data and modelling is based on
recent traffic surveys of the local highway
network and activity at the existing Southwark
Metals facility. The expected trip generation and
modelling has been extensively interrogated and
independently reviewed and found to be
accurate.

Traffic impacts on WG will be detrimental to
residents, a nuisance factor for existing
businesses and impact on people’s ability to
access the Royal Mail depot.

An HGV booking system is proposed which will
manage HGV arrivals throughout the day.
Significant waiting capacity would be available
on site and no queuing is expected on Windsor
Grove.

Concern that the booking system will not work
due to traffic issues in London.

Adherence to the HGV booking system will be
reviewed as part of the ongoing monitoring
process.

Environmental Health
Adverse air quality impacts from the increase in
traffic (particularly from HGVs) will impact on the
health of children in nearby schools and
residents in nearby homes.

Impacts on air quality is discussed in section 13
of this report.

Summary of objection

Response

There is no noise impact assessment of vehicles
on Norwood High Street or Elder Road.

Noise impacts from traffic is discussed in section
13 of this report.

The proposal contradicts planning policies (i.e.
LLP policy T1) that seek to improve air quality
and transitions towards a low carbon future, in
contrast to residential developments with little
parking provision.

The relevant transport policies seek to reduce
private vehicle ownership and limit the
dependence on private vehicles for trips that can
easily be made by more sustainable modes of
transport. The policies also indicate the
importance of waste management and freight
movement to the sustainability of London, which
requires vehicular transport to function. In
particular, metal waste recycling has a positive
carbon narrative, which is discussed in section
14 of this report.

The air quality information seems focused purely
on whether the extra numbers of vehicles are
likely to cause congestion or difficulty in
negotiating Windsor Grove.

Issues relating to the accuracy of traffic data and
modelling is discussed in the transport section of
this table and in greater detail in section 12
(Transport and Access) of this report.
The data and modelling for both traffic and air
quality is accepted and therefore the
conclusions on air quality are considered to be
sound. This is discussed further in section 13
(air quality) of this report.

Other issues
Where are the other metal recycling depots
around South London?

The location of other metal recycling sites is not
a material consideration in this planning
application. The NPPW (section 7) states "When
determining waste planning applications, waste
planning authorities should [...] only expect
applicants to demonstrate the quantitative or
market need for new or enhanced waste
management facilities where proposals are not
consistent with an up-to-date Local Plan."

What kind of metal comes in and who uses the
finished product?

The metal waste managed at the site is likely to
be a mix of the LACW/C&I waste streams
(apportioned by the London Plan) and the C&D
waste stream. The operation will sort, treat and
bulk metal ready for reprocessing/recycling.
There is no specific end user of the finished
product.

Summary of objection

Response

Where is Southwark Metals going to recycle the
10,000 tonnes a year of metal which the
company has just jettisoned from its plans for
Windsor Grove?

The reduction from the initial proposal of
35,000tpa to 25,000tpa is a result of feedback
on the impact of vehicle movements in the local
area. The reduced tonnage will also reduce
vehicle movements. The impact of this on the
business is a commercial consideration and not
a material planning consideration.

The reduction in capacity to 25,000TPA has not
addressed the concerns raised.

The ES has been independently reviewed and
following clarifications on a number of points it is
concluded that the assessment, conclusions and
recommendations in the ES is acceptable.

Helen Hayes MP
7.10 The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Helen Hayes MP from
her responses during each consultation period and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

This location is completely inappropriate for a
large metal recycling facility processing 25,000
tonnes of metal every year.

The site is a safeguarded waste site and is
considered appropriate for waste use, subject to
the planning application process which
considers matters other than land use.

There is a considerable risk of HGVs being
unable to pass in opposite directions on Windsor
Grove itself.

The site is accessed via a lightly trafficked nothrough road. Swept paths demonstrate that the
expected vehicles can access the site safely
and efficiently.

Local roads such as Norwood High Street, Elder
Road and Gipsy Road already experience
congestion, and Gipsy Road has frequent bottle
necks due to parked cars.

The impact on the local highway network is
discussed in section 12 of this report.

The unsuitability of the local road network is
further demonstrated by the occurrence of
bridge strikes on Norwood Road.

There are limits to how much drivers’ choices
can be managed. However, experienced drivers
are expected to behave rationally and avoid
unsuitable routes.
A routing plan is also proposed which would
instruct all Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and
third-party customers, to use the most
appropriate route to and from the site.

A substantial increase in the level of HGV traffic
in this area will make local roads less safe for
the hundreds of children who travel through the
area to school every day.

Impacts on road safety is discussed in section
12 of this report.

Summary of objection

Response

Local residents are extremely concerned about
the impact that this additional traffic will have on
air pollution and lung health in West Norwood.

The air quality impacts from the proposal are
addressed in section 13 of this report.

The large number of HGVs passing to the rear
of their homes every day will cause significant
noise and vibration which may damage the
integrity of their homes and the walls which
border their gardens.

This matter is dealt with in section 13 of the
report.

The proposal will impede access to the Royal
Mail site, and it will have an impact on the
statutory services they provide.

The proposed operation is not expected to
generate queuing or waiting on Windsor Grove.
A condition is also proposed which would
prevent vehicles waiting on the highway on
Windsor Grove - refer to condition 24 in the draft
decision notice in Appendix 1.. A review of
parking on Windsor Grove would aid the
movement of larger vehicles on Windsor Grove.

The proposal will have an extremely detrimental
impact on the amenity of local residents from
noise, vibration and visual impacts.

Noise and vibration matters are dealt with in
section 13 of the report.

Windsor Grove is intended to provide
replacement capacity for a Southwark Metals
site in Southwark which has recently been sold
for housing.

Design matters are dealt with in section 11 of
the report.
The former Southwark Metals waste site is
being redeveloped as part of the Old Kent Road
opportunity area. Compensatory capacity for
this waste site is being re-provided within
Southwark and a Section 106 obligation has
been secured to this effect.
The proposed Windsor Grove facility is intended
to provide replacement capacity for
Shakespeare Road.

The London Plan also states that the release of
safeguarded waste sites should be undertaken
on a plan-led basis and not ad hoc.

The LP and LLP policies allow for safeguarded
waste sites to be released for other uses if the
capacity is re-provided elsewhere. This is
discussed further in section 10 of this report.

Cllr Ben Kind (Thurlow Park Ward)
7.11 The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Cllr Ben Kind (Thurlow Park Ward)
from his responses during each consultation period and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

Concern of the considerable increase in the
number of vehicles passing through the area as
journeys are made to and from the site once
operational.

The impact on the local highway network is
discussed in section 12 of this report.

No enforceable protections can be incorporated
into the future use of the site that can prevent
vehicles from using Tulse Hill between Brixton
and West Norwood as one of their routes to the
site.

A routing plan is proposed which would direct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to the South Circular via A and B
class roads, which are designed for this type of
traffic.

The additional vehicles will cause damage to the
road.

Repairs and maintenance work to Lambeth’s
roads will be carried out in accordance with
standard procedures.

The additional vehicles will cause risk to cyclists,
pedestrians and other road users in terms of
road safety - especially where narrow
pavements and a lack of established safe
crossings already make sections more
dangerous.

Impacts on road safety is discussed in section
12 of this report.

There is a lack of measures to mitigate the harm
this application will generate to the local
community beyond the West Norwood Town
Centre.

There are limits to how much drivers’ choices
can be managed. However, a routing plan is
proposed which would direct all Southwark
Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party customers,
to the South Circular via A and B class roads,
which are designed for this type of traffic.

The proposal fails to provide a suitable site in
close proximity to the source of the waste.

Metal waste can originate from a variety of
sources, which can change location frequently.
Notwithstanding this, the site is safeguarded for
waste use and is located within a KIBA that is
identified to be suitable for recycling waste uses.

The proposal fails to achieve a positive carbon
outcome

The proposal provides a facility to recycle metal
waste, which is a high carbon content material.
Recycling metal eases the pressure to extract
new raw materials to create metal products and
therefore promotes a positive carbon outcome.

Summary of objection

Response

The proposal will cause harm to the surrounding
areas (including Tulse Hill Ward) via noisy
emissions, odour and poor air quality resulting
from the transfer of material to/from the site
through this Ward.

The environmental impacts from the proposal is
discussed in section 13 of this report.

Adjoining owners/occupiers
7.12 As discussed earlier in this section, the application was publicly consulted for the first time on 15th May
2020 for 21 days. A full round of consultation was then carried out on 4th January 2021 and again on
29th April 2021, which both lasted for 30 days and this longer period being due to the application
becoming an EIA development. The consultations involved letters to nearby properties, a notice
published in a local paper and site notices placed near the site.
7.13 2511 contributors, including 5 representations (neutral), 4 in support, and 2501 objections were
received as of the 29th June 2021. A petition with 5,300+ signatures in objection to the proposal has
also been received. A summary of the concerns raised is set out below:
Summary of objections

Response

Land Use / Waste Use
Site is inappropriate for the proposed use.

Proposal will change character of the existing
quiet residential area.

Only offers few job opportunities.

Area needs investment for local businesses
used by residents.
Site would be better used as affordable
housing

The site would better suited for a smaller nonindustrial recycling centre intended for
residents and local businesses.

The site is a safeguarded waste site and is
considered appropriate for waste use, subject to
the planning application process which considers
matters other than land use.
The application site is designated as a
safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA under
the LLP. The suitability of the site for waste and
intensification is discussed in section 10 of this
report.
The proposal would create a limited number of
jobs, which is typical for this type of use. It would
not result in a reduction in employment.
The proposal would have a positive effect by
offering metal recycling services to local residents
and businesses.
The application site is designated as a
safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA under
the LLP. The suitability of the site for waste and
intensification is discussed in section 10 of this
report. Planning policy does not support housing as
a land use within a designated KIBA.
The proposal offers metal recycling services to
local residents and businesses. The impact of the
intensity of the use is assessed in the application
process and discussed throughout this report.

Summary of objections

Response

The proposal prevents the establishment of
other businesses and will be damaging the
area’s appeal for future residential
development.

The application site is designated as a
safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA under
the LLP. The suitability of the site for waste and
intensification is discussed in section 10 of this
report.
The application site is designated as a
safeguarded waste site and within a KIBA under
the LLP. The Waste Evidence Base also identified
a shortfall in recycling capacity in the borough.
These issues are discussed in section 10 of this
report.
Capacity can be capped by an environmental
permit or a planning condition and can be enforced
by the Regulator or the Local Planning Authority.
Refer to condition 25 in the draft decision notice in
Appendix 1.
The site is a safeguarded waste site and is
considered appropriate for waste use, subject to
the planning application process which considers
matters other than land use.
Duly noted

There is already a recycling site in West
Norwood

How will max capacity of 25K be monitored?

Relocation of Shakespeare Rd waste site to
Windsor Grove, which is smaller in size but
expected to increase capacity, conflicts with
policies.
(Support) Metal recycling is a valuable and
productive industry
Transport and highways
The increase in traffic and in particular HGVS
/ large vehicles will impact on the local roads
and the highway network – especially during
school peak hour.

Roads are too narrow for the increased traffic
– especially HGVs and multiple deliveries at
once.

Concerns of HGVs turning or reversing on
narrow roads and around tight corners

Safety concerns to residents (including
disabled persons), schools, nurseries,
pedestrians in high street

Some 28 vehicles of over 3.5t are expected to visit
the site on a weekday, this equates to an average
of 4 larger vehicles (or 8 two-way movements) per
hour. The applicant has demonstrated that this
number can be accommodated by the local
highway network.
These matters are discussed in section 12 of this
report.
The site is accessed via a lightly trafficked nothrough road. Swept paths demonstrate that the
expected vehicles can access the site safely and
efficiently. Impacts on road safety is discussed in
section 12 of this report.
The site is accessed via a lightly trafficked nothrough road. Swept paths demonstrate that the
expected vehicles can access the site safely and
efficiently. Impacts on road safety is discussed in
section 12 of this report.
The site is accessed via a lightly trafficked nothrough road. Swept paths demonstrate that the
expected vehicles can access the site safely and
efficiently and would not be required to reverse.
Impacts on road safety is discussed in section 12
of this report.

Summary of objections

Response

Traffic delays / congestion on local roads,
including consequences to public transport

The application has demonstrated that increase in
vehicular traffic can be accommodated by the local
highway network. This is discussed in section 12 of
this report.
The majority of the vehicles accessing the site
would be LGVs and the details indicate that the
additional vehicles can be safely accommodated
on the local highway network. Furthermore, a
routing plan is proposed which would instruct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to avoid West Norwood town centre,
where numbers or pedestrians and cyclists are
highest. The proposed no right turn for HGVs
would further reduce the number of larger vehicular
movements through West Norwood town centre.
There are limits to how much drivers’ choices can
be managed. However, experienced drivers are
expected to behave rationally and avoid unsuitable
routes.
A routing plan is also proposed which would
instruct all Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and
third-party customers, to use the most appropriate
route to and from the site.
The application has demonstrated that increase in
vehicular traffic can be accommodated by the local
highway network. This is discussed in section 12 of
this report.
The application has demonstrated that increase in
vehicular traffic can be accommodated by the local
highway network. This is discussed in section 12 of
this report.
A routing plan is proposed, which would direct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, towards the South Circular via A and B
class roads, which are designed to carry this type
of traffic.
The proposed operation is not expected to
generate queuing or waiting on nearby roads. A
review of parking on Windsor Grove would aid the
movement of larger vehicles on Windsor Grove.
TfL have not raised any concerns regarding the
expected impact on buses. The assessment
demonstrates that the proposals will have a
negligible impact on queuing at junctions on Elder
Road / Norwood High Street.
The impact on the local highway network is
discussed in section 12 of this report.
Repairs and maintenance work to Lambeth’s roads
will be carried out in accordance with standard
procedures.

The increase traffic and in particular HGVs
are a danger to cyclists and children cycling

Danger from vehicles hitting railway bridges.

There already a high volume of traffic from
nearby industrial uses.

The proposal will cause delays to emergency
vehicles.

The routing strategy for HGVs will increase
traffic in adjoining areas – particularly
Croydon and Crystal Palace.

Traffic generated by the proposal will be
exacerbated by current trends of illegally or
poorly parked vehicles (including those
carrying out deliveries), the narrow width of
the roads and busses manoeuvring.

The additional vehicles will cause damage to
the road.

Summary of objections

Response

Regrettable that rail is not being used to
transport waste
The plans for the ULEZ will make it far worse.

There is no policy requirement for waste uses to
use rail to transport waste.
A routing plan is proposed, which would direct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, towards the South Circular via A and B
class roads, which are designed to carry this type
of traffic.
An HGV booking system is proposed which will
manage HGV arrivals throughout the day.
Adherence to the booking system will be reviewed
as part of the ongoing monitoring process.
The reduction from the initial proposal of 35,000
TPA to 25,000 TPA is a result of feedback on the
impact of vehicle movements in the local area.
The reduced tonnage will also reduce vehicle
movements. The impact on the local highway
network is discussed in section 12 of this report.
A routing plan is proposed, which would direct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, towards the South Circular via A and B
class roads, which are designed to carry this type
of traffic.
Swept paths demonstrate that the largest vehicles
to access the site would encroach over the centre
line of Norwood High Street when turning left out of
Windsor Grove. This is not an unusual situation
and would require vehicles to wait for a suitable
gap in traffic.

What guarantee will be provided that large
vehicles will be evenly split throughout the
day? How will it be monitored?
The reduced capacity to 25,000 TPA and
consequent reduced number of vehicles is
still too high for the area and Windsor Grove.

If Lancaster Avenue can be blocked to HGVs
and other industrial traffic altogether that
might alleviate traffic problems.

The proposed HGV route from Windsor Grove
to Crown Dale means a left turn for trucks
onto Norwood High Street: this will mean an
increased risk for confrontations and
blockages.
Environmental Health
The increased vehicular traffic, especially
from HGVs, will worsen air pollution in the
area. This will cause adverse health impacts
on residents and school children - including
references to the coroner’s verdict, which
linked the issue of poor air quality in the death
Ella Kissi-Debrah.

The air quality impacts of the proposed
development on the local area, considering
changes in vehicle movements on the local road
network, have been robustly assessed and suitable
mitigation secured. The assessment has taken full
account of all relevant planning policies at the
national, regional and local levels upon which
planning decisions must be made.
The air quality impacts from the proposal are
addressed in section 13 of this report.

Noise impacts from on-site operations on
neighbouring properties.

The proposed operations will be carried out within
an enclosed structure, which will have insulated
walls to mitigate noise emissions. Noise impacts
from on-site operations is dealt with in section 13 of
the report.
Noise impacts on nearby residents from vehicular
traffic is dealt with in section 13 of the report.

Noise impacts from increased vehicular traffic
on nearby residents, green spaces and the
cemetery.

Summary of objections

Response

The proposed waste use will create
contamination impacts.

The proposed operations will all be carried out
within an enclosed structure on newly laid hard
surfacing to prevent any further contamination of
the site. The operations do not involve any
chemical breakdown of materials on site.
The operations on site will be carried out within an
enclosed structure that will be fitted with filtered
ventilation units to prevent adverse air or odour
emissions.
The application has assessed impacts on issues
that may impact on human health, including traffic,
environmental health matters, and design issues.
These are discussed throughout this report and it is
concluded that the proposal will not be harmful to
human health.
A routing plan is proposed which would instruct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, to avoid West Norwood town centre.
A construction environmental management plan
will be required to be submitted for approval if
permission is granted, which will require details to
demonstrate that dust from construction activities is
sufficiently mitigated. Refer to condition 7 in the
draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
Contaminated land issues are discussed in section
13 of this report.
Contaminated land issues are discussed in section
13 of this report.

Odour emissions from the proposal will
impact on neighbours.

The proposal will have an adverse impact on
physical and mental health of residents.

Noise and air quality impacts to quality of the
high street / existing shops.
Groundworks are likely to kick up COSHH
substances and contaminated dust during
construction.

The proposal will worsen the quality of the
ground water, which is likely to be already
contaminated.
Safety and wellbeing concerns for children in
the adjoining school.

There is concern that the hours of operation
are too extensive.

The proposal will lead to increases of vermin
on surrounding residents.

The environmental impacts on the adjoining
schools have been assessed along with the
potential impacts on all other adjoining properties.
These matters are discussed in section 13 of this
report.
The potential impacts on the surrounding area from
the proposed development have been assessed on
the basis of the proposed hours of operation. It is
concluded that the level of potential impact from
the proposed development is manageable subject
to the recommended conditions and therefore is
acceptable in planning terms. These matters are
discussed throughout this report.
Given that the proposal would accommodate all
operations within an enclosed structure it is
considered to be an improvement on the
environmental state of the site when compared to
the previous use. There is no evidence to suggest
it would worsen vermin on nearby residents.

Summary of objections

Response

Design / character
The proposal will be an eyesore and will
permanently blight this already blighted area
of our town.

The traffic from the proposal will impact on
the nearby listed Norwood Cemetery.

The living wall is likely to be a dead wall
within a year of completion.

The application site is safeguarded for waste and
within a KIBA. The proposal has been designed in
discussion with LBL planning officers, which has
led to design treatments to mitigate its visual
impact. This is discussed further in section 11 of
this report.
A routing plan is proposed, which would direct all
Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and third-party
customers, towards the South Circular (away from
the cemetery) via A and B class roads, which are
designed to carry this type of traffic.
The landscaping elements of the proposal will be
secured by condition, which will require their proper
maintenance to prevent their failure.

Ecology and sustainability
Site should be protected for nature
conservation.

The proposal will impact the River Effra,
which flows under the plot

The site is safeguarded for waste and within a
KIBA. The impacts to the SINC are discussed in
section 14 of this report.
The council’s ecological officer advises that the
proposal will actually result in an improvement on
the noise emissions when compared to the
previous use given the operations will be enclosed
within an insulated structure.
The proposal provides a positive biodiversity net
gain and urban green factor in line with policy. The
impacts on ecology are discussed in section 14 of
this report.
The proposed landscape strategy seeks to retain
trees wherever possible and will replace those
where necessary. The impact to existing trees is
discussed in section 14 of this report.
The impacts on drainage and flooding are
discussed in section 15 of this report.

The increased vehicular traffic will increase
greenhouse gas emissions, which will worsen
climate change and is contrary to Lambeth’s
policies to address climate change issues.

The proposed use as a metal recycling facility itself
has a positive carbon narrative. The impact of the
proposal on climate change is discussed in section
14 of this report.

The proposal will create air quality impacts on
wildlife

The operations on site will be carried out within an
enclosed structure that will be fitted with filtered
ventilation units to prevent adverse air quality
emissions.

Noise impacts on local wildlife.

The proposal will damage the populations of
important but fragile local wildlife.

The proposal will result in the loss of trees.

Summary of objections

Response

Other
False information in application

The applicant is only looking for profit.

The documents submitted by the applicant have
been reviewed by council officers and the
independent consultants appointed by the council.
Where there is any discrepancy that requires
clarification, this has been discussed with the
applicant and revisions sought where necessary.
There were no discrepancies identified in the final
documents that has suggested the assessment or
its conclusions are unsound.
This is not a material planning consideration.

Questionable motivation behind Lambeth’s
Planning Applications Committee decisions.

This is not a material planning consideration.

The proposal will result in a reduction in
property values.

This is not a material planning consideration.

Traffic will cause damage to water pipes.

Repairs and maintenance work to infrastructure will
be carried out in accordance with standard
procedures.
This is an enforcement issue and outside of the
scope of this application.

Vehicles associated with nearby builder’s
merchants park illegally in the area
The proposal poses a fire risk.

The size of the site prevents any future
expansion.
Will lead to increased criminal activity

The necessary fire safety certification will be
carried out during the building certification stage if
planning permission were to be granted.
The application is only assessed on the merits of
the proposal in front of the local planning authority.
The proposal has been designed in discussions
with the Met Police to mitigate potential criminal
activity. The Met Police have raised no objections
subject to standard conditions.

Cushman and Wakefield (on behalf of the Royal Mail)
7.14 The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Cushman and Wakefield (on
behalf of the Royal Mail) from their responses during the consultation periods and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

Concern is raised with regard to the impact of
the proposed development on access to the
Royal Mail depot throughout the construction
and operation phases, and the risk of significant
disruptions to Royal Mail’s operations and its
ability to meet statutory and regulatory
requirements.

The details in the application demonstrate that
the proposed operation would not generate
queuing or waiting on Windsor Grove. A
condition is also proposed which would prevent
vehicles waiting on the highway on Windsor
Grove – refer to condition 26 of the draft
decision notice in Appendix 1.

Summary of objection

Response

Concern is raised of the proposal to relocate
some of the parking spaces on Windsor Grove,
whilst also increasing the already high demand
for them.

There is currently a large amount of informal
parking provision on Windsor Grove. The
proposed revised parking arrangements and
restrictions would make enforcement easier.
A review of parking on Windsor Grove would aid
the movement of larger vehicles on Windsor
Grove. Condition 26 in the draft decision notice
in Appendix 1 would prevent the proposed
facility from using parking spaces on Windsor
Grove.

Appropriate mitigation and management
measures should be implemented during the
demolition, construction and operation of the
proposed development to ensure that the use
does not have unreasonable constraints placed
upon Royal Mail’s operations and ensure vehicle
movements at key operational times for Royal
Mail are protected.

A Construction and Environmental Management
Plan and a Construction Traffic Management
Plan are recommended to secure appropriate
mitigation measures during the construction
phase. Refer to Condition 7 in the draft decision
notice in Appendix 1

Revisions and additional information does not
resolve issues.

The ES has been independently reviewed and
following clarifications on a number of points it is
concluded that the assessment, conclusions and
recommendations in the ES is acceptable.

The proposed development would materially
increase vehicle movements to and from a
constrained location and would have an
unacceptable impact on highway safety.

The details in the application demonstrate that
the increase in vehicular movements can be
safely accommodated on the highway network.
This is discussed in section 12 of this report.

There would be a severe residual cumulative
impact on the local road network.

A review of the cumulative impact from the
proposal is included in the Environmental
Statement, which has been independently
reviewed and following clarifications on a
number of points it is concluded that the
assessment, conclusions and recommendations
in the ES is acceptable.

Significant waiting capacity would be available
on site and no queuing is expected on Windsor
Grove during the operational phase. A booking
system would be secured as part of a delivery
and servicing plan which will stagger HGV
arrivals throughout the day and included as part
of condition 24 in the draft decision notice in
Appendix 1.

Summary of objection

Response

The proposed development would place
unreasonable restrictions on Royal Mail as an
established business use.

The proposed mitigation measures would
improve access in Windsor Grove. The
proposed no right turn for HGVs would reduce
the number of larger vehicular movements
through West Norwood town centre, which has
been a concern raised in a large number of
responses from the public.

Concern is raised that the parking bays outside
the depot will be used or blocked due to
congestion, which will have a significant
detrimental impact on Royal Mail’s customers in
the area and their ability to access parcel
services.

A review of parking on Windsor Grove would aid
the movement of larger vehicles on Windsor
Grove. Condition 26 in the draft decision notice
in Appendix 1 would prevent the proposed
facility from using parking spaces on Windsor
Grove.

A priority pillar box at the end of Windsor Grove
contains test kits and maintaining access to the
pillar box is crucial.

The details in the application demonstrate that
the proposed operation would not generate
queuing, delays or waiting on Windsor Grove.
The proposed mitigation measures would also
improve access in Windsor Grove.

Royal Mail also has concerns about the potential
risk of dust and noise from the facility having a
negative effect on the working environment of its
staff at the Delivery Office.

The proposed operations will be carried out
within an enclosed structure, which will have
insulated walls to mitigate noise emissions and
filtered ventilation units to mitigate dust and air
particle emissions. Noise and air quality impacts
from on-site operations is dealt with in section
13 of this report.

8

POLICIES

8.1

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning decisions to be
made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The development plan in Lambeth is the London Plan (2021) (hereon referred to as LP) and the
Lambeth Local Plan (September 2015) (hereon referred to as LLP).

8.2

Following the successful completion of the Examination process and formal consent to publish by the
Secretary of State, on 2 March 2021 the Mayor of London formally published the LP, which now has
full weight in planning decisions.

8.3

The latest National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in 2018 and updated in 2019.
This document sets out the Government’s planning policies for England including the presumption in
favour of sustainable development and is a material consideration in the determination of all
applications.

8.4

The National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW), published in 2014, sets out the Government's waste
planning policies which all local planning authorities must have regard to when determining waste
planning applications (section 7). The NPPW is supplemented by the Planning Practice Guidance
(PPG) section on waste which provides further detail on how to implement the policies.

8.5

The LLP is currently under partial review to ensure it complies with amendments to the NPPF and the
LP. The Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (DRLLP) underwent public consultation under Regulation
19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Plans) (England) Regulations 2012 between 31 January
and 13 March 2020 and was submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on 22 May 2020. The
examination hearing took place between the 27 October and 13 November 2020. The Inspector’s
proposed main modifications were made available for public consultation between 15 February and 29
March 2021. With exception to DLLP policy ED2, those draft policies that are unaffected by the
proposed main modifications can be considered to have significant weight at this point, with moderate
weight afforded to those policies that are subject to proposed main modifications.

8.6

Emerging policy is a material consideration. As set out in paragraph 48 of the NPPF 2019, local
planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to:
a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, the greater
the weight that may be given);
b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less significant the
unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and
c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the NPPF (the closer
the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be
given).

8.7

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

ASSESSMENT
9

Environmental Impact Assessment

9.1

The Applicant has submitted two full planning applications for the redevelopment of two safeguarded
waste sites within the London Borough of Lambeth (LBL). The first is this application – located at
Land Off Windsor Grove – ref: 20/01066/EIAFUL (The Windsor Grove Application); whilst the second
is located at Land to The East of Shakespeare Road, London, SE24 0PT – ref: 20/01822/EIAFUL (The
Shakespeare Rd Application).

9.2

The Windsor Grove Application is intrinsically linked with the Shakespeare Rd Application as the
increase in waste throughput capacity at Windsor Grove is essential in meeting policy requirements to
release the Shakespeare Rd site from its safeguarding for waste. The Applicant has stated that it
considers the two applications are linked and constitute a single project for EIA purposes and
therefore voluntarily submits an Environmental Statement to accompany both planning applications in
accordance with the EIA Regulations.

9.3

The proposed development is not located within a sensitive area as defined by the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations, 2017 (as amended) (the ‘EIA Regulations’)
and does not meet the threshold of any categories of Schedule 1 or Schedule 2 development. As
such, it would normally not trigger an Environmental Impact Assessment. However, the Development
is recognised to be ‘EIA development’. Accordingly, the Applicant commissioned Trium as Lead EIA
Consultant to manage and coordinate the pre-planning determination EIA process for the project,
including the preparation of an Informal EIA Scoping Report and an Environmental Statement (ES).

9.4

In accordance with Part 1 4(5) of the EIA Regulations, the LB of Lambeth (as the local planning
authority) must ensure “...they have, or have access as necessary to, sufficient expertise to examine
the ES…”. As such, Avison Young have been appointed to assist the LB Lambeth in ensuring the ES
(including its scope) is compliant with the requirements of the EIA Regulations, current EIA best
practice and relevant EIA case law. Avison Young have provided an independent review of the
information provided within the ES, and ES Addendum, which includes a sufficient and robust
assessment of potential environmental effects resulting from the proposed Development.

9.5

The ES submitted with the application and its addendum considers the effects on the local
environment for both sites. The topics that are considered to be relevant to The Windsor Grove
Application are as follows:
a) Air Quality
b) Climate Change
c) Demolition and Construction
d) Ecology and Biodiversity
e) Health and Wellbeing
f) Noise and Vibration
g) Traffic and Transport

9.6

Avison Young’s review was undertaken in two stages: preliminary and final form. The preliminary
review provided comments and observations on matters of clarification to assist with decision-making.
The review objectively evaluated the information contained within the ES, the methodologies
employed and the resultant conclusions drawn in terms of relevant legislation and guidelines to ensure
that the LBL has been provided with the appropriate level of information on which to make a planning
decision.

9.7

In response to the preliminary review the applicant submitted further information in April 2021 to
address the points identified by Avison Young that required clarification. Avison Young provided an
updated review report indicating whether the points requiring clarification were adequately addressed.
Additional minor clarifications were identified and subsequently addressed by the applicant through
further liaison. Avison Young provided an ES Review Final Response Table and advised the
clarifications were helpful in explaining and justifying the approaches taken and are considered to be
reasonable. The following headings from the ES identify where these matters are addressed in this
report.

9.8

(a) Air Quality
This matter is addressed in Section 13.

9.9

(b) Climate Change
This matter is addressed in Section 14.

(c) Demolition and Construction
9.10 Matters regarding demolition and construction are addressed in the relevant sections of this report,
including Transport and highways (section 12) and Environmental Health (section 13).
(d) Ecology and Biodiversity
9.11 This matter is addressed in Section 14.
(e) Health and Wellbeing
9.12 The Heath Impact Assessment (HIA), which is provided in ES Volume 3, Appendix: Health, specifically
considers the effect of the proposal on health and wellbeing. In addition, the HIA has drawn upon
information from other technical assessments within ES Volume 1 as appropriate, which indirectly
consider health and site suitability for the proposed use – specifically Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport,
Chapter 8: Air Quality and Chapter 9: Noise and Vibration. The effects on health and wellbeing in
relation to these chapters are therefore covered in the corresponding sections in this report, including
any potential effects interactions as identified in ES Chapter 12: Effect Interactions.
(f) Noise and Vibration
9.13 This matter is addressed in Section 13.
(g) Traffic and Transport
9.14 This matter is addressed in Section 12.

10 Land Use
10.1 This safeguarded waste site was operated by the previous owner specifically as a car dismantling and
disposal facility, which saw a maximum throughput of 152 tonnes per annum, which is typical of this
type of operation. The proposed redevelopment of the site would provide 2,003 sqm of new waste
management floorspace with a proposed capacity of 25,000 tonnes per annum (TPA) of waste
throughput. It is proposed that the new waste facility would operate as a metal treatment and
recycling facility.

10.2 A Certificate of Lawful Use dated 27/09/1994 certifies that on 21/12/1992 the use of the site as a car
dismantling and disposal depot began over 10 years before the date of the application (15/12/1992).
There is no evidence to suggest that this use has changed, and the previous operation only ceased
recently prior to the submission of this application. As such the lawful use of the site is for a car
dismantling and disposal depot. The certificate does not specify a capacity limit or use class and it is
likely to have been a Sui Generis use (a combination of B2 car breaking and A1 sales of car parts)
under the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 (Use
Class Order).
10.3 The proposed use of the site for a metal waste recycling facility is considered to fall under the Class
B2 (General Industry) of the Use Class Order. As such, for the purposes of establishing the principle
of development the proposal is treated as a change of use, albeit within the general nature of waste
management, and as an intensification of the use of the land.
10.4 This planning application is submitted in parallel with an application for redevelopment of a current
safeguarded waste site at Shakespeare Road. The Shakespeare Road application seeks to redevelop
the site for solely residential use. Both sites are currently safeguarded for waste use. In 2017 the
Shakespeare Road site dealt with 20,151 TPA, whilst the established maximum capacity of the
Windsor Grove site during its previous use is 152 TPA. This is a combined total of 20,303 TPA for both
sites.

Principle of development – change of waste use
10.5 National Planning Policy for Waste requires waste planning authorities to plan for seven waste
streams. In addition, the London Plan requires boroughs to identify sufficient land to manage an
apportioned amount of household and business waste during the plan period. The London Plan also
sets a target for the equivalent of 100% of London’s waste to be managed within London (i.e. net selfsufficiency) by 2026. The main policy tools to enable London to meet this target is safeguarding
existing waste sites, optimising the waste management capacity of existing sites, provision of
compensatory capacity if waste sites are developed for other uses, and identifying suitable land for
new waste facilities.
10.6 The existing vehicle depollution and disposal use on site is not protected by any development plan
policies; however, the site itself is a safeguarded waste site and is located within the West Norwood
Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA). KIBAs are Lambeth’s Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS). In accordance with policy E4 of the LP, Lambeth’s KIBAs are a vital part of the local economy
representing the borough’s strategic supply of land for industry, logistics and services to support
London’s economic function and the Central Activities Zone in particular. KIBAs are protected for
specific industrial uses only (set out in policy E4). Under Lambeth’s Local Plan policy ED1 and Draft
Revised Lambeth Local Plan policy ED3, KIBAs are an appropriate location for waste management
uses.
10.7 A Waste Evidence Base update was published in April 2020 to support Lambeth’s Draft Revised Local
Plan. It identified a shortfall in Lambeth’s waste management need and identified KIBAs as the most
suitable locations for new waste facilities in Lambeth. It assessed each of the KIBAs for their suitability
for each broad type of waste facility. The West Norwood KIBA is assessed as being suitable for the
following types of waste facilities: Repair and Reuse, Recycling and Reprocessing, Treatment, and
Collection and handling. The proposed facility falls within the categories of recycling and treatment
operations and would therefore be suitable in principle for this location under the current Local Plan.
The provision of compensatory waste capacity at this location accords with policy SI 9 A of the LP.

Intensification of the waste use

10.8 Policy SI 8 Part E of the LP sets out criteria for evaluating proposals involving the intensification of
existing waste facilities. Policy EN7 (b) of the LLP and DRLLP both refer to the LP policy. The criteria
include the following:
1. the nature of the activity, its scale and location;
2. effective implementation of the waste hierarchy and its contribution to London’s circular
economy;
3. achieving a positive carbon outcome (i.e. re-using and recycling high carbon content
materials) resulting in significant greenhouse gas savings;
4. the impact on amenity in surrounding areas (including but not limited to noise, odours, air
quality and visual impact) - where a site is likely to produce significant air quality, dust or noise
impacts, it should be fully enclosed; and
5. the transport and environmental impacts of all vehicle movements related to the proposal.
10.9 It is established above that the nature of the proposed activity and location is suitable in accordance
with policy and guidance. The scale of the activity in this instance is considered to be measured by
the capacity of the proposed facility, which is the maximum waste throughput in tonnes per annum
(TPA). Each type of waste facility has a different throughput per hectare and has different impacts on
the local area. The proposal would see an increase in capacity from 152 TPA from the previous use to
25,000 TPA in the proposed development.
10.10 The proposed revised maximum capacity of 25,000 TPA is well within the ‘throughput per hectare’
range of the operator’s existing site in Southwark and so it has been demonstrated that the operation
is of an appropriate scale for a site of this size. As such it is considered that the proposal accords with
criterion (1) on the policy.
10.11 The waste hierarchy ranks waste management options according to what is best for the environment –
see figure 7 below. It gives top priority to preventing waste in the first place. When waste is created, it
gives priority to preparing it for re-use, then recycling, then recovery, and last of all disposal (e.g.
landfill). The National Planning Policy for Waste at paragraph 3 requires waste planning authorities to
drive waste up the hierarchy and the London Plan policy SI8 seeks the effective implementation of the
waste hierarchy.

Figure 7 - The Waste Hierarchy (source: Guidance on applying the Waste Hierarchy, www.defra.gov.uk)

10.12 The previous waste use of the site is categorised as metal treatment and recycling and therefore the
proposed use sits in the same level of the waste hierarchy. The proposed development would result in
the intensification of the use of the site for recycling purposes with an uplift of throughput capacity of
almost 25,000 TPA. It is therefore considered that the proposal satisfies criterion (2).
10.13 The proposal provides a facility to recycle metal waste, which is a high carbon content material.
Recycling metal reduces the need to extract raw materials to create new metal products and therefore
promotes a positive carbon outcome and contributes to the circular economy. As discussed in the
Sustainability section of this report, the energy strategy for the proposal also achieves approximately
50% improvement over baseline emissions using SAP10 emission factors. As such it is considered
that the proposal satisfies criterion (3).
10.14 Whilst there is no limit to the capacity of this site in principle (strictly in relation to planning policy), this
degree of intensification will of course have consequences on the surrounding area. The impacts on
the amenity of the surrounding area and the transport and environmental impacts of vehicle
movements are discussed in detail in the proceeding sections of this report. It is concluded in those
sections that there would be an acceptable level of impact on local transport infrastructure and
environment from the vehicle movements related to the proposal. It is also concluded that the amenity
and environmental impacts from the operations onsite, which are carried out within a fully enclosed
structure, are also acceptable. As such, it is considered that the proposal satisfies criterion (4) and (5).
10.15 Paragraph 9.8.19 of the LP states “Waste processing facilities should be well designed… They should
be developed and designed in consultation with local communities, taking account of health and safety
within the facility, the site and adjoining neighbourhoods”. As discussed later in this report it is
considered that the proposed facility is well-designed, and the applicant sought pre-application advice
from the Council. The advice that was provided raised concerns about the transport impacts and
associated air quality impacts from increased vehicular movements and highlighted the importance of
this element to the acceptability of the proposed intensification. The consultation responses received
from the public also raised specific concerns in regard to these issues. The applicant has responded
positively to these comments by providing detailed transport and air quality assessments and reduced
the proposed capacity of the facility by 10,000TPA (29%), which further ensures that the proposal will
have a manageable impact on its surrounds.
10.16 From the above assessment it is concluded that the proposed intensification of the waste use satisfies
the criteria under policy SI 8 Part E of the LP. It is therefore supported by policy SI8 and consequently
policies EN7 (b) of the LLP and DRLLP, which both refer to the LP policy.

Addressing Lambeth’s need for additional waste capacity
10.17 The London Plan policy SI 8 Part B (3) provides an additional set of considerations for proposals that
increase the intensity of a waste use in Part F, which includes the following:
1) job creation and social value benefits, including skills, training and apprenticeship opportunities;
2) local need;
3) accessibility of services for local communities and businesses.
10.18 It is considered there would only be negligible benefit provided by the proposal from job creation as it
replaces the previous waste management facility and only a limited number of jobs would be created
as outlined in the ES (Volume I, para. 6.2). However, an obligation is agreed to be secured in the s106
to ensure that reasonable endeavours are taken to employ local people and a financial contribution
towards skills training and apprenticeships.
10.19 It is also considered to have a positive effect on the accessibility of services as the proposal offers
metal recycling services to local residents and businesses. Furthermore, there is a benefit created by
the proposal in addressing the local need for recycling capacity.

10.20 The metal recycled by Southwark Metals falls into the Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and
Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste and Construction & Demolition (C&D) waste streams. There is
currently a capacity gap for LACW, C&I and C&D waste. This is shown in the table below taken from
Draft Revised Lambeth’s Local Plan. The exact amount of metals from each waste stream will not be
known until the proposed site is operational, however the throughput will form part of the monitoring of
policy EN7 and, if permission is granted, the net increase in capacity of 4,700 TPA from both sites will
be offset against the capacity gap.

Capacity gap for LACW/C&I
(apportioned waste)
Capacity gap for C&D waste
Capacity gap for other waste streams
Total

2021
-87,700

2026
-89,700

2031
-91,700

2036
-94,700

-31,938
0
-119,638

-35,244
0
-124,944

-38,575
0
-130,275

-41,931
0
-136,631

10.21 Currently there are no further waste proposals forthcoming within the borough and therefore the above
table also demonstrates that the capacity gap will continue to increase in the following years unless
further waste proposals are brought forth. If the intensification of existing safeguarded waste sites is
heavily restricted then the LB of Lambeth will be unable to meet the total required apportioned waste
capacity in the plan period unless new waste sites are identified. Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base
2020 estimates that 2.2ha of land is needed in Lambeth over the plan period to 2036 to deliver the
required capacity for all waste streams. The Waste Evidence Base 2020 further states at paragraph
5.17 that there is approximately 7.6ha of land suitable for waste facilities within the borough; however
there is no guarantee that waste proposals will be brought forward on these site. As such,
considerable weight should be given to the benefit provided by the proposal in addressing the need for
additional waste capacity.

Relationship with the release of the safeguarded waste site at Shakespeare Road
10.22 This application is linked with the application at Shakespeare Road as appropriate compensatory
capacity is required in order to release the Shakespeare Road site from its safeguarding for waste.
Appropriate compensatory provision is the maximum throughput the site can achieve, based on
annual throughputs over the last five years recorded on the Environment Agency’s Waste Data
Interrogators. Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base states the maximum recent throughput on the
Shakespeare Road site is 20,151 TPA. The Windsor Grove site has a maximum throughput of 152
tonnes. This is a combined total of 20,303 TPA using the most up to date figures and the Windsor
Grove site will need to achieve throughput of at least this amount in order for Shakespeare Road to be
released for other uses.
10.23 The applicant initially proposed a throughput capacity of 35,000 TPA of metal waste recycling,
however this was reduced to 25,000 TPA in light of public concerns about traffic. While 25,000 TPA is
still sufficient to provide compensatory capacity for both Shakespeare Road and Windsor Grove sites,
the reduction in capacity has reduced the potential net increase of waste management capacity for
Lambeth from 14,700 TPA to 4,700 TPA.
10.24 The facility at Shakespeare Road is a transfer station which takes both LACW/C&I and C&D waste
streams. Transfer stations store waste before its onward journey to another facility, however many
transfer stations ‘manage’ waste, as defined by the London Plan (see paragraph 9.8.4), because they
sort and bulk for re-use or recycling. This is the case at the Shakespeare Road facility and therefore
the capacity falls into the ‘recycling’ tier of the waste hierarchy for waste planning purposes. The
compensatory capacity proposed at Windsor Grove is at the same level in the waste hierarchy which
meets the requirement of London Plan policy SI9C.

10.25 The submitted documentation is considered to provide sufficient evidence that an appropriate amount
of compensatory provision is provided on the Windsor Grove site to release Shakespeare Road for
other uses, subject to all other planning considerations. This will be discussed further in The
Shakespeare Rd Application (ref: 20/01822/EIAFUL). The legal agreement for the Shakespeare Rd
Application will need to include a Grampian obligation that secures the provision of compensatory
waste capacity within the London Borough of Lambeth before the site is released from its current
waste safeguarding under the local plan. In principle, this would therefore meet the requirements of
policy SI 9 of the London Plan, and policy EN7 (a)(iii) of the Lambeth Local Plan and draft revised
Lambeth Local Plan.

Conclusion on Land Use and Principle of Development
10.26 The proposed redevelopment for a metal waste recycling facility is located on a Safeguarded Waste
Site, which is also within a KIBA that is identified as being suitable for recycling and treatment of
waste. The proposed metal recycling facility is at the same level in the waste hierarchy and provides
an increased capacity when compared to both the previous use at this site and at the related
safeguarded waste site at Shakespeare Rd. The increase in waste throughput capacity will also help
to address a current shortfall in recycling capacity in the borough including helping to meet LB of
Lambeth’s targets for managing apportioned waste as set out in the London Plan.
10.27 The proposed development is appropriate for its location, nature and scale. The potential impacts from
its onsite operation is acceptable, and the transport and environmental impacts of related vehicle
movements are also acceptable. The applicant has also offered to reduce the capacity of the facility
by 10,000 TPA (from 35ktpa to 25ktpa), which is 29% of its former proposed capacity, in direct
response to representations received from the community during public consultation. This has
reduced the potential net increase of waste management capacity for Lambeth from 14,700tpa to
4,700tpa; however it vitally continues to provide a capacity uplift.
10.28 For the above reasons the principle of the proposed development is strongly supported in land use
planning terms. The application complies with policies E4, E7, SI8 and SI9 of the London Plan, and
policies ED1 and EN7 (a)(iii) of the Lambeth Local Plan and policies ED3 and EN7 (a)(iii) of the draft
revised Lambeth Local Plan.

11 Design and Conservation
Relevant Planning Policies & Guidance
11.1 Paragraph 124 of the NPPF states “Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates
better places in which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to communities”.
Policy D3 of the LP sets out a series of overarching design principles for development in London
which seek to optimise site capacity through a design-led approach. It also requires that all new
development be of high quality that responds to the surrounding context and enhances the character
of the surrounding neighbourhood.

11.2 Policies Q5, Q6 and Q7 of the LLP seek to create high quality urban environments and state that
proposals will be supported where the design of development is a response to positive aspects of the
local context and historic character. Policies Q20, Q22 and Q23 of the LLP seek to protect the
character and appearance of conservation areas, listed buildings and undesignated heritage assets on
the local heritage list. Policy Q2 of the LLP seeks to protect the amenity of neighbouring properties.
Policies Q9 and Q10 of the LLP promote the use of attractive landscaping to enhance the visual
amenity of the area, and to protect trees that provide amenity, historic or ecological value. Policy Q15
seeks to ensure that boundary treatment is sympathetic to its context in terms of height, design and
appearance.
11.3 The Council’s Urban Design and Conservation Team’s comments have been incorporated into this
section of the report.
Context and Site
11.4 The site is a long linear site located at the eastern end of Windsor Grove. The site is a Safeguarded
Waste Site, which also forms part of the West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA. The eastern and
southeastern parts of the site are included within a wider Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINC) – borough level significance. A railway line is located directly east of the site and a Royal Mail
sorting office is located to the west, accessed from Windsor Grove. To the south, beyond the dense
tree canopies of the SINC lies Kingswood School. The area has mixed character and appearance.
11.5 The site is not located in or nearby a conservation area and there are no statutory or locally listed
buildings on site. The properties at Nos 3 & 5 Gipsy Road are Grade II Listed, which are located over
100m to the south-west of the application site. Nos 3, 5 ,7, 9 and 11 Auckland Hill are Locally Listed
and are located to the south-east of the site on the opposite side of the railway line. It is considered
that the development of the site in the manner proposed would not have any effect on the significance
of these heritage assets.
Scale, bulk, mass, design and materials
11.6 The proposal includes a large metal shed, which would accommodate the operations of the proposed
facility, and a small ancillary structure for office and administration purposes. The main structure is
proposed to be clad in insulated metal panels (coloured green) with a concrete base, a living wall on
the southern elevation and a green roof. The office building will also consist of insulated metal panels
coloured green. Vehicle and pedestrian access would be from Windsor Grove at the current site
entrance.
11.7 The appearance of the building would not be out of keeping within its setting. The area has a mixed
character; Windsor Grove specifically comprises two storey red brick residential development along
the southern side of the road whilst opposite there are larger modern metal warehouse structures
occupying the northern side at the Windsor Centre – Industrial Estate and Royal Mail depot. As such,
the proposal, which would have a contemporary commercial warehouse appearance, would not
appear out of place in this varied context. The green finish will reduce the prominence of the building
where it is visible through the gaps in the retained and surrounding existing trees and vegetation.
11.8 The proposal would terminate the view at the end of Windsor Grove. During the previous use of the
site the vista was terminated by unsightly structures and a collection of vans and cars associated with
the breakers yard. The proposed buildings would have a simple form, restrained detailing and
coloured green which is considered to improve the visual appearance of the street. Furthermore, their
alignment with the street means that viewers would have be able to see through the site to the verdant
SINC and townscape beyond.

11.9 The bulk and mass of the proposal would be comparable to the existing warehouse and school
structures in the vicinity of the site and its height and scale would sit comfortably with the adjoining
properties. It would not appear overly dominant or incongruent in this mixed context and is considered
acceptable. Furthermore, it is located at a much lower ground level to the surrounding area, which
further reduces the prominence of the structure and ensures that it would not affect the setting of any
nearby heritage assets.
Heritage
11.10 The beginning of the Agenda Pack contains a summary of the legislative and national policy context
for the assessment of the impact of a development proposal on the historic environment and its
heritage assets. This is in addition to Lambeth Local Plan and London Plan policies.
11.11 Turning to consider the application of the legislative and policy requirements referred to above, the
first step is for the decision-maker to consider each of the designated heritage assets (referred to
hereafter simply as “heritage assets”) which would be affected by the proposed development in turn
and assess whether the proposed development would result in any harm to the heritage asset.
11.12 The decision of the Court of Appeal in Barnwell Manor confirms that the assessment of the degree of
harm to the heritage asset is a matter for the planning judgement of the decision-maker. However,
where the decision-maker concludes that there would be some harm to the heritage asset, in deciding
whether that harm would be outweighed by the advantages of the proposed development (in the
course of undertaking the analysis required by s.38(6) PCPA 2004) the decision-maker is not free to
give the harm such weight as the decision-maker thinks appropriate. Rather, Barnwell Manor
establishes that a finding of harm to a heritage asset is a consideration to which the decision-maker
must give considerable importance and weight in carrying out the balancing exercise because of the
duties contained in the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to protect
Heritage Assets.
11.13 There is therefore a “strong presumption” against granting planning permission for development which
would harm a heritage asset. In the Forge Field case the High Court explained that the presumption is
a statutory one. It is not irrebuttable. It can be outweighed by material considerations powerful enough
to do so. But a local planning authority can only properly strike the balance between harm to a
heritage asset on the one hand and planning benefits on the other if it is conscious of the statutory
presumption in favour of protecting Heritage Assets and if it demonstrably applies that presumption to
the proposal it is considering.
11.14 The case-law also establishes that even where the harm identified is less than substantial (i.e. falls
within paragraph 196 of the NPPF), that harm must still be given considerable importance and weight.
11.15 Where more than one heritage asset would be harmed by the proposed development, the decisionmaker also needs to ensure that when the balancing exercise in undertaken, the cumulative effect of
those several harms to individual assets is properly considered. Considerable importance and weight
must be attached to each of the harms identified and to their cumulative effect.
11.16 The proposed development does not affect any heritage assets or their setting and therefore the
balance of harm to a heritage asset with public benefits is not required in this instance.

Landscape design and boundary treatment

11.17 The proposed landscape design is provided in the landscape plans and management plan prepared
by Waterman Group and discussed within section 6 of the Design and Access Statement. It is clear
that the proposed landscaping is designed to respond to the context of the site, including the
ecological importance of the SINC that exists along the northern and eastern boundaries and the
southern part of the site, and the proximity of the residential properties adjoining to the west.
11.18 The proposed landscape design therefore consists of four elements. 1. Ecological habitat and native
planting to rehabilitate the SINC in the southern part of the site. 2. Buffer screening planting with
native shrubs and climbers amongst the retained trees along the western edge of the site to provide a
continuous hedge line. 3. Entrance planting along the northern boundary including trees, meadow
grass and seasonal bulb planting to provide a visually attractive feature providing colour throughout
the year and a soft edge bordering the existing SINC. 4. A green roof extending the length of the
building and a living wall on the south-eastern elevation, which will provide additional habitat to wildlife
in the area. Additionally, there is potential to harvest rainwater runoff, which could then feed into the
irrigation system to water the living wall.
11.19 The proposed boundary treatment consists of new steel security fencing finished in RAL 6005 (moss
green) and electric sliding gates to replace the existing fencing around the site boundary and front
entrance gate. A new retaining wall will also be created along the northern and eastern boundaries of
the site to stabilise the bank leading up to the railway line. It is considered that the new boundary
treatments would visually improve the site in its context, particularly given the poor quality of the
existing boundary treatment.
11.20 It is considered that the proposed landscaping and boundary treatment provides a significant
improvement to the appearance of the site, provides ecological improvements with reference to the
values of the SINC, provides an attractive buffer screen to the residential properties to the west, and
maximises the amount of soft landscaping on the site. The proposed landscape design and boundary
treatment is therefore acceptable in accordance with the relevant policies.
Amenity for Neighbouring Occupiers
11.21 This section discusses the potential impacts on the amenity of the neighbouring properties from the
proposed structure in design terms, including any obstruction of light and outlook, loss of privacy and
sense of enclosure. Any potential amenity impacts as a result of emissions from the operation of the
proposed facility or its associated vehicular movements in relation to noise / vibration, air quality, light
pollution, and odour is discussed within chapter 13 - Pollution - of this report.
Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
11.22 The beginning of the Agenda Pack contains broad contextual overview of the assessment framework
within which BRE compliant sunlight and daylight studies are undertaken. This includes an
explanation of the key terms and targets contained within the BRE guidance. The following
assessment has been made in the context of this information.
11.23 The land adjoining to the west of the proposed development contains a three-storey apartment
building, which is laid out in a linear form perpendicular to the application site. The units face north /
south, with the front elevation of the building facing north and the rear elevation facing south. At the
rear the units on the ground level have access to a small garden whereas the upper levels benefit
from a small balcony. There are no windows on the eastern end elevation of the building. The
apartment block is setback from the boundary shared with the application site by 5.5m at the front
corner and 8.8m at the rear corner – the difference being due to the angle of the alignment of the
building in relation to the boundary. The land within this setback forms part of the circulation for the
common areas of the property. There is also a row of mature trees along the boundary line.

11.24 The proposed development, due to its modest height (11.6m), setback from the boundary (7.5m), the
setback of the adjoining building, and the orientation and lack of windows in the east elevation of the
adjoining building, would not cause any loss of light impacts to the residential units within Windsor
Close. The closest area of amenity space is the small garden to the rear of the end unit, which would
be over 16m away from the proposed building and therefore would not suffer from overshadowing
impacts from the proposal. A desk-based assessment in line with the BRE guidelines indicates that
the proposed development would not trigger a requirement for a detailed daylight / sunlight /
overshadowing assessment to determine the potential impacts. The application site is also at a lower
ground level to the residential block within Windsor Close and the row of existing trees, which will be
retained, provide screening between the adjoining properties and further reduces any threat of daylight
/ sunlight related impacts.
11.25 The western boundary of the application site also adjoins storage units, garages, and an area of
hardstanding to the north of the apartment block, and a generous area of open space to the south of
the apartment block, which are not sensitive receptors to daylight / sunlight impacts. The Royal Mail
depot to the north-west of the site and the area of vegetated land to the north of the site are also both
not considered to be sensitive receptors. The proposed development would therefore not cause any
loss of light impacts to the properties to the west or north.
11.26 An area of vegetated land separates the proposed development from the school to the south,
providing approximately 15m of separation between the proposed building and the northern boundary
line of the school. There are residential properties to the east on the opposite side of the railway line;
however there is over 37m of separation between the proposed development and the rear boundary of
these properties. The proposed development would therefore not cause any loss of light impacts to
the properties to the south or east.
Privacy, Outlook, Enclosure
11.27 As discussed above, the apartment block in Windsor Close that adjoins the application site to the
west, including its amenity space areas, is well separated from the proposed development and does
not contain windows on the eastern elevation. The application site is also on lower ground and the
there is a row of mature trees along the boundary that will be retained. There are no west facing
openings within the proposed development and the land within the setback area between the building
and the boundary would be well landscaped with a variety of plants. As such, it is considered that the
proposed development would not result in loss of privacy or outlook to the adjoining units and the
proposal would not create an undue sense of enclosure.
11.28 There is a proposed maintenance access path around the perimeter of the proposed building,
however this would only be used for site maintenance purposes and would not create any further
overlooking opportunities over and above that of the previous use of the site.
11.29 As also discussed above, the other properties and areas of land to the west, south and east are either
not sensitive receptors to amenity impacts or are well separated from the proposed development (or
both). As such, the proposed development would also not result in loss of privacy or outlook impacts
or create a sense of enclosure to these nearby properties.
Conclusion on Design and Conservation

11.30 To conclude, the proposed scale, mass, layout and appearance is considered acceptable and will offer
an improvement to the visual appearance of the street, SINC and townscape. There would be no harm
to the setting of any designated and non-designated heritage assets, and the design of the proposed
buildings would not adversely impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties. The proposed design
is therefore supported in accordance with subject to relevant conditions being included in a positive
determination. The application therefore complies with policies EN4, Q1, Q2, Q3, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8,
Q9, Q10, Q12, Q13, Q15, Q20, Q22 and Q23 of the LLP (2015) and DRLLP (2020), policies D3, D4,
D5 and D11 of the LP (2021), the NPPF (2019), and NPPG: Conserving and enhancing the historic
environment.

12 Transport
12.1 Policy T4 of the LP and policy T1 of the LLP and DRLLP seek to ensure that the impacts of
development on transport capacity and the transport network are fully assessed, that proposals should
not increase road danger, and that mitigation be secured to address adverse transport impacts that
are identified. Policy T1 of the LLP seeks to manage the local transport system in line with the road
user hierarchy, which places freight transport at 6th place out of 7 (in declining order), ahead of private
vehicle transport. However, policy T1 of the DRLLP removes freight from the hierarchy altogether and
includes a separate statement that the council will also promote and prioritise sustainable freight,
which indicates the importance that freight provides to London’s economy.
12.2 Policy T6 of the LLP supports proposals that do not have an unacceptable transport impact or that
contribute towards improvements that would make them acceptable. This policy has been omitted
from the DRLLP.
12.3 Policies T5, T6, T6.5 and T7 of the LP and policies T3, T7 and T8 of the LLP and DRLLP set out the
requirements for cycle storage and car parking, and seek to minimise the impact of vehicles
associated with deliveries, servicing and construction on the transport network.
Location
Transport context
12.4 The site is located at the end of Windsor Grove, a short no-through road which also provides access
to Windsor Close (a residential cul-de-sac), the Windsor Centre business park (light industrial units),
and a Royal Mail delivery office. Windsor Grove connects to the B232 Norwood High Street, which is a
Local Distributor Road and a key north-south route connecting West Norwood town centre to the north
and the A214 / Crystal Palace to the south.
12.5 There is a mix of unrestricted and restricted parking on Windsor Grove, with formalised 30minute bays
located to the west, close to the junction with Norwood High Street. To the east, there are unrestricted
parking opportunities. The site has a PTAL of 4, which is considered ‘good’. However, the quality of
the pedestrian environment on Windsor Grove is generally poor, being industrial in nature and
historically subject to informal parking practices. The quality and widths of some of the footways is also
insufficient.
12.6 The site is located within the West Norwood KIBA, which is the largest KIBA in the borough. The
Lambeth Waste Evidence Base (2020) identifies this KIBA as being suitable for recycling and
treatment operations and as having suitable access for large vehicles from the wider highway network.
The site is also a Safeguarded Waste Site.
Accident Analysis:
12.7 The Transport Assessment Adendum (TAA) includes an accident analysis covering the following area:

Figure 8 – TAA Accident analysis study area

12.8 This analysis found two serious and 29 slight accidents in the five years up to the end of May 2020.
No fatalities were recorded and no accidents on Windsor Grove were recorded. All the accidents
appeared to be the result of driver/pedestrian/cyclist error rather than any inherent highway safety
issues. Two incidents in the identified study area involved school age children:
1. Slight accident involving a 14 year old pedestrian and a car at 07:50am on Monday 25/09/2017,
location listed as Elder Rd 30m NW of j/w Norwood Park Rd. No causation factors listed.
2. Slight accident involving a 9 year old pedestrian and a van at 15:05 on Thursday 12/12/2018,
location listed as Elder Rd j/w Linton Grove. Cause listed as pedestrian’s failure to look properly.
Access and Parking
12.9 The proposed metal recycling facility would provide 2,003sqm floorspace and is expected to employ
10 – 15 FTE staff. The position of the existing site access is proposed to be retained with an electric
sliding security gate and new security fencing. A separate pedestrian access gate is proposed
adjacent to the vehicle entrance. Pedestrian visitors would be met at the manned security gate kiosk
adjacent to the pedestrian access and escorted into the site.
12.10 Lambeth Transport Officers requested that the pedestrian gate should be moved to the northern side
of the vehicular access since the southern footway ceases at the garages, and most pedestrians are
likely to arrive from the north of Norwood High Street (e.g. from the station or town centre amenities)
and so would likely use the northern footway on Windsor Grove. However, it is understood that this is
not feasible since the gate would have to slide south along the western boundary, clashing with an
existing tree and vegetation which is to be retained, providing a valuable buffer to adjoining properties.
Given that the expected levels of pedestrian activity are likely to be very low, with most pedestrians
expected to be employees who will arrive before opening and leave after trading has finished,
interaction with vehicular traffic is expected to be limited and therefore the retention of the proposed
pedestrian gate to the south of the vehicular gate is considered to be justified.

12.11 One disabled staff car parking space is proposed, and no standard car parking, which complies with
LP policy T6 and T6.5. There are three large parking spaces proposed within the yard to
accommodate the length of a 10m tipper. This level of parking exceeds the standards set out in Policy
T6 of the new London Plan. However, it is understood there is an operational requirement for these
spaces which would be used by the applicant’s fleet of vehicles. Accommodating stationary vehicles
within the site is preferable to them waiting on the public highway and therefore these spaces are
considered acceptable, subject to the following conditions:

No parking on the public highway

Parking spaces to be used for operational vehicles only, i.e. not for staff car parking

Parking spaces to be fitted with EV charge points
12.12 Four cycle parking spaces are proposed by way of two Sheffield stands, under an enclosure. A
shower / changing room and lockers are proposed on the ground floor of the site office. This level of
provision meets London Plan standards for long-stay (or staff) provision. Designated short-stay cycle
parking is not provided. Given the nature of the proposed business, visitors to the site are highly
unlikely to arrive by cycle and this is considered appropriate.
12.13 A draft Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP) is included in the application submission. The DSP outlines
how all servicing to the site, including general post and parcels, commercial servicing and waste
collection, can be undertaken. Waste & recyclable storage facilities will be provided on the ground
floor of the site office. A waste contractor appointed by the operator will collect the office waste &
recyclables from the site. The site layout enables servicing vehicles to enter and exit the site in
forward gear.
Traffic Impacts
Previous Use Trip Generation:
12.14 The site was previously in use by the West Norwood Car Breakers, which was operational between
the hours of 09:30 to 18:00 on weekdays, and 09:30 to 15:00 on Saturdays. Vehicular activity
associated with the car breakers was surveyed by the applicant in December 2018. The following
table summarises the daily trips (total vehicles, and HGVs in brackets) associated with the previous
use. The former use attracted around 20 vehicle movements across the course of a typical weekday
and Saturday, with over 40% of those being HGVs.
West Norwood Car Breakers Yard vehicular activity, Dec 2018
Day (24hrs)
Arrivals
Departures
Weekday average
9 (4)
9 (4)
Saturday
9 (4)
8 (3)

Total
18 (8)
17 (7)

12.15 It has been suggested by the applicant that the existing site could process up to 25,000 TPA, based
on the current waste permit. This would be a significant increase on the previous maximum throughput
of 152 TPA. The use of a fallback, or alternative baseline, position to understand the incremental
increase in trips with the proposed use has been discussed with the applicant. However, it is
considered unrealistic that a significantly more efficient vehicle depollution facility could be operated
from the site without significant physical changes to the site. Therefore, the baseline has been
assessed as the current situation; i.e. the existing site is assumed to generate no vehicular trips. This
is a robust worst case scenario assessment.
Proposed Use Trip Generation:
12.16 A trip generation analysis is included within the TA. This is based on surveys undertaken at the
applicant’s existing facility at Ruby Triangle in Southwark, which processes 31,000 TPA; and reducing
this to the proposal to process 25,000 TPA at the Windsor Grove site.

12.17 Traffic surveys were undertaken by an independent survey company (360 TSL) on a typical day
(Thursday 19th September 2019). The survey company recorded the vehicles in line with COBA
vehicle classifications, which groups vehicles primarily on the number of axles. The results are
summarised below.
Ruby Triangle vehicular activity by COBA Category, Sept 2019
COBA Category Car/LGV
OGV1 (>3.5t, max 3
OGV2 (4 axles rigid or
(weight / size)
(<3.5t)
axles rigid)
3+ axles articulated)
Daily arrivals
Proportion

36
37%

40
41%

20
21%

Total
97

12.18 In order to be confident that the number of vehicle arrivals on Thursday 19 September was typical,
and not unusually low for example, Southwark Metals provided waste throughput by month for the
Ruby Triangle site to demonstrate that the survey day was representative of a typical day. The data
provided was for all ‘neutral’ months (March, April, May, June, September, October and November) of
2019, excluding the weeks before/after Easter, bank holiday weeks and school holidays. The dataset
provides a comprehensive perspective on the robustness of the survey data and confirms that the
surveys were conducted at a representative period and, therefore, that the subsequent assessments
are reasonable.
12.19 ANPR data recorded by Southwark Metals at Ruby Triangle on 19 September 2019 was also used to
validate the traffic surveys. This confirmed 97 vehicle arrivals and gave a more detailed breakdown of
vehicle types. These were then classified according to the Vehicle Certifications Agency
classifications, based on weight of vehicle rather than number of axles (visual examples are provided
below). The results are summarised in the following table:
Ruby Triangle vehicular activity by VCA Category, Sept 2019
VCA Category
M1 (Car) / N1
N2 (Goods vehicle
(LGV <3.5t)
3.5-12t)
Daily arrivals
64
12
Proportion
66%
12%

N3 (Goods vehicle
>12t)
21
22%

Total
97
100%

Figure 9 - Example of an N2 (Goods vehicles between 3.5-12 tonnes), such as a 7.5 tonne caged tipper.

Figure 10 - Example of an N3 (Goods vehicles over 12 tonnes), such as a ‘roll-on roll-off vehicle’, ‘hook loader’ or
‘skip loader’.

12.20 The difference between the above tables illustrates that there are crossovers between some of these
vehicle categories, for example for those vehicles which have more than two axles but weigh less than
3.5tonnes; these were counted by the survey company as being OGV1s, but would be categorised by
the VCA as being N1s / LGVs. The latest application for 25,000 TPA is expected to result in 78 vehicle
arrivals (or a total of 156 two-way vehicle movements) per day, summarised below.
Windsor Grove Proposed Development expected daily vehicular activity
VCA Category
M1 (Cars) N1
N2 (Goods vehicle
N3 (Goods vehicle
(LGVs <3.5t)
3.5-12t)
>12t)
Daily arrivals
52
9
17
Proportion
66%
12%
22%

Total
78
100%

12.21 The below table summarises the applicant’s expected weekday vehicular activity associated with the
proposed development at 25,000 TPA, during operational hours (08:00-17:00).
Windsor Grove Proposed Development expected vehicular activity
Time Period

0800-0900
0900-1000
1000-1100
1100-1200
1200-1300
1300-1400
1400-1500
1500-1600
1600-1700
0800-1700
Proportion

Arrivals
Car/LGV
5
6
4
6
6
6
9
7
2
52
67%

HGVs
N2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
0
9
12%

N3
2
2
1
2
2
2
3
2
1
17
22%

TOTAL
8
10
6
9
10
9
14
10
3
78

Departures
HGVs
Car/LGV N2
3
1
7
1
6
1
5
1
5
1
7
1
8
1
7
1
4
1
52
9
67%
12%

N3
1
2
2
2
2
2
3
2
1
17
22%

TOTAL
4
11
9
8
8
11
12
11
5
78

Twoway
Total
12
21
15
17
18
20
26
21
8
156

12.22 The applicant’s current fleet includes articulated lorries, as evidenced in the ANPR data. However, the
applicant has agreed to a condition which would limit the size of vehicle to a maximum 10.2m rigid
vehicle - refer to conditions 24 and 26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1. This would apply to
vehicles owned by the applicant, as well as all other third-party vehicles. At Lambeth’s request, the
applicant has assessed the impact of this restriction on expected trip generation.
12.23 The ANPR data recorded 8 x 16.5m articulated vehicles arriving at Ruby Triangle. Replacing the
16.5m articulated vehicles (capacity 50 cubic metres) with 9m skip loaders (capacity 40 cubic metres)
would result in some two additional N3 arrivals per day (or four two-way movements), over and above
the above figures.
12.24 The below table takes account of these additional vehicles. It also takes account of a proposed
condition which would restrict HGV movements to and from the site between 08:00 to 09:00 (with the
exception of the three Southwark Metals fleet vehicles leaving the site) and 15:00 to 16:00 on
weekdays to avoid school peaks. This would be managed by the occupier through a delivery and
servicing plan (DSP) and booking system to restrict HGV vehicle trips by N3 vehicles during these
‘sensitive’ time periods.

Windsor Grove Proposed Development expected vehicular activity (including HGV restrictions)
Time Period
Arrivals
Departures
Twoway
HGVs
HGVs
Total
Car/LGV N2
N3
TOTAL
Car/LGV N2
N3
TOTAL
0800-0900
5
1
0
6
3
1
0
4
10
0900-1000
6
1
4
11
7
1
3
11
22
1000-1100
4
1
1
6
6
1
2
9
15
1100-1200
6
1
2
9
5
1
2
8
17
1200-1300
6
1
2
10
5
1
3
9
19
1300-1400
6
1
3
10
7
1
3
11
21
1400-1500
9
2
4
14
8
1
4
13
27
1500-1600
7
1
0
8
7
1
0
8
16
1600-1700
2
0
3
5
4
1
2
7
12
0800-1700
52
9
19
80
52
9
19
80
160
Proportion
65%
11%
24%
65%
11%
24%
12.25 The majority of vehicles travelling to and from the site are expected to be light goods vehicles (less
than 3.5tonnes). These include panel vans, transit vans, and Luton vans. Approximately 35% are
expected to be HGVs of more than 3.5tonnes, and up to 10 metres long. Of these 11% are expected
to be N2s (Goods vehicles between 3.5-12 tonnes), such as a 7.5 tonne caged tipper or larger van.
The remaining 24% are expected to be N3s (Goods vehicles over 12 tonnes), such as a ‘roll-on roll-off
vehicle’, ‘hook loader’ or ‘skip loader’.
12.26 Ttaking into account the proposed restriction on HGV movements, the development would generate a
maximum of 27 two-way additional vehicle movements per hour, of which a maximum of:

17 would be car/LGV movements (or one additional movement every 3-4mins.)

10 would be goods vehicles (N2 and N3) movements (or one additional N2/N3 movement
every 6 mins.)
Internal Operation:
12.27 A booking system is proposed to manage HGV arrivals by N3 vehicles at the site. The proposed
sliding gates should remain open during operational hours to allow drivers to drive straight into the
site; rather than stopping on Windsor Grove, which could block vehicular access to the Royal Mail
delivery office. A condition will be applied to ensure the gates remain open during operational hours refer to condition 26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
12.28 Once inside the site vehicles would cross the yard and enter the recycling shed through the roller
shutter door. Swept path analyses show a 10m tipper entering and exiting the shed and the site in
forward gear. There is significant stacking capacity within the enclosed waiting lane, and the TA notes
that up to 16 tippers could be accommodated on the site at any one time, although the analysis
demonstrates that this capacity exceeds the likely requirement for queuing, given a maximum of 6
HGVs and 9 cars/LGVs are expected to arrive during the peak hour.
Windsor Grove:
Traffic Flows
12.29 To determine background levels of traffic, traffic counts were undertaken at the junction of Windsor
Grove/Norwood High Street from 7am-7pm on Thursday 16th January 2020. The peak hour flows on
Windsor Grove are summarised below, with HGV numbers in brackets (recorded in the surveys as
OGV1 and OGV2). Traffic flows are generally quite low, with just over one vehicle a minute during the
AM peak. HGVs represent around 5% of all movements across the day:

Windsor Grove existing vehicular flows
Existing
Eastbound
Car/LGV
HGV
AM Peak (08:00-09:00)
38
2
Development Peak (14:00-15:00)
14
0
School Peak (15:00-16:00)
14
0
PM Peak (16:00-17:00)
20
1
Daily (07:00-19:00)
223
13

Westbound
Car/LGV
HGV
23
2
20
0
16
0
19
1
221
10

Two-way flow
Car/LGV
HGV
61
4
34
0
30
0
39
2
444
23

12.30 Counts were also undertaken between 7am and 7pm at the entrance to the Royal Mail delivery office,
which found a total of 319 two-way movements, of which two were recorded as OGV1s and 54 LGVs,
the remainder being cars. At the Windsor Centre access the surveys counted 121 two-way
movements between 7am and 7pm, of which 16 were recorded as OGV2s, 5 as OGV1s and 19 as
LGVs, the remainder being cars. The LGV and HGV activity at the Windsor Centre business park
reflects the light industrial uses at the site, which include shop fitters, building contractors, a garage
and an equipment hire business.
12.31 Adding the expected vehicle numbers associated with the proposals would increase traffic levels on
Windsor Grove, with the impacts summarised in the tables below.
12.32 The table demonstrate that given the low baseline levels of traffic, the predicted flows on Windsor
Grove would remain relatively low, with a maximum of 75 vehicles an hour expected during the AM
peak, or an average of one vehicle every 48 seconds. The overall proportion of HGVs on Windsor
Grove is expected to increase from an average of 5% of flows to 14%.
Windsor Grove predicted vehicular flows
Eastbound
Car/LGV
HGV
AM Peak (08:00-09:00)*
43
3*
Development Peak (14:00-15:00)
23
6
School Peak (15:00-16:00)*
21
1*
PM Peak (16:00-17:00)
22
4
Daily (07:00-19:00)
275
41

Westbound
Car/LGV
HGV
26
3*
28
5
23
1*
23
4
273
38

*Note during these hours, the proposed restriction on N3 arrivals has been accounted for

Two-way flow
Car/LGV
HGV
69
6*
51
11
44
2*
45
8
548
79

Windsor Grove: Parking
12.33 Parking surveys were also conducted on Windsor Grove and the results are included within the
Transport Assessment. In Dec 2018 a survey was conducted when West Norwood Car Breakers was
operational, while in Dec 2019 a second survey was conducted after its closure. The tables below
summarise the results.
Car Parking Survey, Windsor Grove, December 2018
Restriction
Capacity
Unrestricted
24
Formal bays (Mon-Sat 7am-7pm max 30mins) 4
Single Yellow Line (Mon-Fri 08:30 – 17:30)
7
No-parking at anytime
N/A
Total (Parking Stress)
35

00:30
20
2
2
6
30 (86%)

09:00
21
3
2
5
31 (89%)

14:00
23
2
3
8
36 (103%)

18:00
21
3
2
7
33 (94%)

Car Parking Survey, Windsor Grove, December 2019
Restriction
Capacity
Unrestricted
24
Formal bays (Mon-Sat 7am-7pm max 30mins) 4
Single Yellow Line (Mon-Fri 08:30 – 17:30)
7
No-parking at anytime
N/A
Total (Parking Stress)
35

00:30
13
2
0
5
20 (57%)

09:00
15
2
1
5
23 (66%)

13:00
15
4
1
5
25 (71%)

16:30
15
4
1
5
25 (71%)

12.34 The above tables demonstrate that levels of parking stress have fallen significantly since the closure
of West Norwood Car Breakers. However, some informal parking practices do appear to have
continued (five cars parked in location where ‘no parking at anytime’ is allowed). This is assumed to
be parking on areas of double yellow lines and crossovers.
12.35 At the eastern end of the Windsor Grove the footway outside the Royal Mail delivery office is relatively
wide and has a low kerb. This footway has historically been used for informal parking reducing the
available width of the footway. However, in August 2020 LB Lambeth formalised the parking
arrangements here, by providing approx. 6 x parking spaces as formalised on-carriageway bays on
the northern side of Windsor Grove, and new double yellow lines on the southern side. These changes
have reduced the parking capacity of the street by some 6-8 informal parking spaces, but should
improve traffic flow along Windsor Grove, by preventing poorly parked cars from causing an
obstruction.
12.36 Drawing 184458-SPA-16 RevA (included in Appendix 4) shows a possible mitigation scheme
proposed by the applicant, which would relocate these 6 x parking spaces to an inset bay, reducing
the footway to 1.8m wide. This would further improve vehicular access to the site, allowing a 10m rigid
to pass a car for example. The reduction in the width of the footway would be wider than the effective
width that was available when the footway was historically used for informal parking. As such, it is
considered that the remaining footway width is sufficient.
12.37 The proposals shown on Drawing 184458-SPA-16 RevA would also increase the available stacking
space for vehicles entering Windsor Grove, by shifting 4 x formal on-street parking bays adjacent to
the junction of Norwood High Street / Windsor Grove, further east on Windsor Grove. This would
reduce the parking capacity of the street by four spaces. The more car parking on Windsor Grove is
removed, the more access to the site for HGVs would be improved, but this could increase parking
stress in the area. LBL Parking officers have reviewed the indicative proposals and would support a
review of parking restrictions. Further details would be determined through the S278 Agreement
process.
Suitability of access on Windsor Grove
12.38 Drawing 184458-SPA-15 RevA shows the swept path of the largest expected vehicle (10m tipper)
accessing the site along Windsor Grove, as existing. Drawing 184458-SPA-16 RevA shows the same
vehicle accessing the site, with the proposed mitigation measures in place. The submitted swept path
confirms that there are stretches of Windsor Grove where it is not possible for two larger vehicles to
pass. However, there are suitable passing places available and the submitted intervisibility section
demonstrates that the sightlines along Windsor Grove allow drivers to see and be seen by drivers of
vehicles approaching in the opposite direction, enabling them to give way to one another, as they do
at present.

12.39 In order to understand the likelihood of two HGVs needing to pass each other on Windsor Grove, the
PM peak has been assessed, when HGV movements are expected to be greatest. 61 vehicles an
hour equates to an average of one vehicle every minute, of which every sixth vehicle would be an
HGV. Or, on average one HGV would arrive at Windsor Grove every 12 minutes, and one would leave
Windsor Grove every 12 minutes. This suggests that the likelihood of two HGVs meeting is low. The
use of a booking system for N3 vehicles would also help to stagger arrivals throughout the day. A
booking system would enable the operator to restrict HGV movements at particularly sensitive times of
day, for example the school peaks.
12.40 The applicant has also provided a Poisson distribution to assess the likelihood of two HGVs meeting
at the Windsor Grove / Norwood High Street junction during the peak hour. The assessment shows
that, over a 60-minute peak period, there would be a 1% probability of two HGVs meeting at the
junction. A 1% probability equates to this event occurring once every 100 hours. Applying the same
peak probability across the operational hours of the Proposed Development (49 hours a week)
equates to a frequency of two HGVs meeting a maximum of once per fortnight.
12.41 The likelihood of large vehicles simultaneously exiting Royal Mail and accessing the site has also
been considered. Only 2 OGV movement were recorded coming out of the Royal Mail site access
across a day (0700-1900 hours). As such, the likelihood of large vehicles exiting the royal mail site
and conflicting with vehicles leaving the development site is extremely low. However, Drawing
184458-G-05 has also been provided demonstrating that two vehicles exiting the Royal Mail site and
the proposed development would be clearly able to see one another and give-way accordingly.
12.42 The TAA includes the results of VISSIM modelling of Windsor Grove to understand the impact of the
proposed development on the operation of Windsor Grove. The results suggest that journey times
along Windsor Grove will not be materially affected by the proposed development, and that there will
be very little queuing along Windsor Grove.
12.43 Appendix G contains the results of a pedestrian survey carried out at Windsor Grove in January 2020.
This found a maximum of 106 pedestrians crossing Windsor Grove at the junction with Norwood High
Street during the AM peak hour. A maximum of 38 pedestrians walked along Windsor Grove between
9-10am, suggesting footfall is low. The TA and TAA also include an assessment of the quality and of
the pedestrian environment and conclude that the footways have significant residual capacity.
However, Windsor Grove provides the only point of access for all residents of Windsor Close,
providing all vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access to Norwood High Street. Pedestrians and cyclists
accessing the Windsor Centre business park and Royal Mail delivery office also make use of Windsor
Grove. However, although recent changes to parking arrangements have improved matters, it is
considered that the pedestrian and cyclist experience on Windsor Grove is poor, and increased HGV
movements won’t improve conditions for vulnerable road users accessing Windsor Grove, therefore a
number of mitigation measures have been secured, to be delivered via S278 Agreement. These
include:
 Provision of dropped kerbs and tactile paving at three vehicle accesses on Windsor Grove:
o Two vehicle accesses associated with ‘The Windsor Centre’
o Windsor Close
 Raised side road entry treatment at the Windsor Grove / Norwood High Street junction.
12.44 Levels of cycling through the Windsor Grove / Norwood High Street junction have also been observed
to be relatively low, and data extracted from the Department for Transport confirms this. At a count
point on Norwood High St, north of the junction with Ernest Avenue an average annual daily flow
(AADF) of 139 cycles was recorded in 2018.
Wider Traffic Impacts:

12.45 The TAA makes reference to the site being within a KIBA, and therefore having suitable access for
large vehicles from the wider highway network. The Lambeth Waste Evidence Base 2020 also
identifies the West Norwood KIBA as being suitable for a waste facility, while para 5.3 suggests that
the Windsor Grove site operates below the potential capacity for the site size and has the potential to
be intensified. The TAA suggests that Lambeth’s policies therefore support this type of development in
this location, and that therefore the surrounding highway network must be suitable for any traffic
generated by it. However, the scale of the proposals and the consequent level of vehicular trip
generation and highway impact must still be assessed. To this end additional traffic modelling was
requested and has been presented in the TAA.
12.46 To determine background levels of traffic, seven-day Automatic Traffic Counts (ATCs) were
undertaken on Norwood High Street in January / February 2020. These found an average weekday
two-way traffic volume of just over 7,000 vehicles, with peaks of circa 400 vehicles per hour (vph)
during peak hours: 08:00-09:00, 15:00-16:00 and 17:00-18:00. The survey found an average daily
speed of 22mph, despite a 20mph speed limit being in place. HGVs represent around 6.3% of all
movements across the day.
12.47 Development traffic was distributed onto the local highway network in the modelling in line with the
existing turning movements at the junction of Norwood High St / Windsor Grove, with the exception of
HGVs, which were distributed in accordance with the proposed HGV Routing Strategy. This Strategy
would encourage HGVs to enter and exit the site to and from the south. The proposed development is
expected to result in flows increasing to the south of the Windsor Grove/Norwood High Street junction
by up to 27vph, or one additional movement every 3mins. Of these 27 vehicle movements 10 would
be HGVs, or one additional HGV movement every 6mins. The impact of these additional HGV
movements is considered to be minor, with the proportion of HGV movements increasing from 6.3% to
7% of overall flows on Norwood High Street / Elder Road.
12.48 The TA summarises the results of a PICADY assessment of the uncontrolled priority junction at
Windsor Grove / Norwood Junction. The results suggest that the junction currently operates with
significant spare capacity (Level of Service – A) and would continue to operate well within capacity
(Level of Service – A) accounting for additional traffic flows associated with the proposals, without any
material impact on queuing at the junction.
12.49 The TAA includes additional modelling of other junctions in the vicinity:
 The signalised junction of Gipsy Road / Chapel Road (LinSig)
 The priority junction of Elder Road B232 / Crown Dale A214 (Junctions 9)
12.50 The modelling results demonstrate that the proposed development would have a minimal impact on
these junctions’ performance. At the Gipsy Road / Chapel Road signalised junction the greatest
impact is expected during the PM peak when the degree of saturation (a measure of the capacity of
the junction) is expected to increase from 83.1% to 83.8%. However, this is not expected to have a
material impact on queue lengths at the junction. The assessment of the uncontrolled priority junction
at Elder Road B232 / Crown Dale A214 also suggests that the junction currently operates with
significant spare capacity (Level of Service – A) and would continue to operate well within capacity
(Level of Service – A) accounting for additional traffic flows associated with the proposals, without any
material impact on queuing at the junction.

12.51 In terms of traffic volumes, while the levels of increase associated with the development are relatively
small and can be accommodated by the local road network, it is the proportion of HGV movements
that is understood to be of more concern to the local community, particularly at sensitive times of day
such as the school run. There are many schools in the vicinity of the site and the junctions through
which HGVs associated with the proposals will pass. These include: Kingswood and St Luke’s primary
and Norwood secondary schools, the Park Campus Pupil Referral Unit, and within LB Croydon St
Joseph’s primary and Virgo Fidelis secondary schools. Many schoolchildren use Norwood High Street
/ Elder Road to access these schools, using zebra crossings to the north and south, or the signalised
crossing at the Gipsy Road / Chapel Road junction, and accessing the 432 bus which runs along
Norwood High Street.
12.52 The impact of increased HGV numbers during the school peaks should therefore be mitigated against
to ensure road safety and air quality are not compromised. While the expected trip generation
suggests that during the 08:00-09:00 AM peak only a small number of HGV trips would be generated,
the 15:00-16:00 school peak is expected to be one of the busiest times of day for the proposed
development. A condition is therefore imposed, preventing HGV movements to and from the site
between 08:00-09:00 (with the exception of the three Southwark Metals fleet vehicles leaving the site)
and 15:00-16:00 on weekdays - refer to conditions 24 and 26 in the draft decision notice in Appendix
1. A booking system would be used to ensure that HGV arrivals by N3 vehicles can be managed to
avoid these times of day. It is understood that the applicant’s own vehicle fleet of 3 HGVs, which will
need to depart the site between 08:00 and 09:00. The modelling indicates that a small number of HGV
movements during this time would be acceptable and as such the condition will allow for the departure
of these 3 HGVs but will prevent any HGV arrivals.
12.53 An HGV Routing Strategy is proposed which would instruct all Southwark Metals fleet vehicles, and
third-party customers, to use the most appropriate route to and from the site. The proposed route
would encourage HGVs to enter and exit the site to and from the south. In reality HGVs, particularly
third-party vehicles not controlled by the applicant, may choose their most direct route which could be
via West Norwood town centre. Therefore, in order to further discourage HGV drivers from passing
through the West Norwood town centre, a right turn ban for HGVs exiting Windsor Grove (to be
enforced by camera) is proposed.
12.54 Overall, it is considered that the potential transport impacts from the proposed development are
acceptable and any residual risks to traffic and safety issues can be sufficiently managed through the
various mitigation measures outlined above. There would, however, be a minor impact on the
pedestrian and cyclist experience on Windsor Grove due to the increase in vehicle movements, and in
particular the increase in HGV movements. The proposed mitigation measures would improve the
amenity impact to a degree, especially considering the existing amenity of the street is poor. The
measures would also improve the safety risks of the street and therefore it is not considered to result
in an unsafe environment. However, it is expected that there would be a minor level of residual harm
on the pedestrian and cyclist environment from an amenity perspective. This is considered to be
outweighed by the benefits of the scheme though, by optimising a safeguarded waste site within a
KIBA, increasing the borough’s recycling waste capacity and ecological improvements to the SINC.
Therefore, for this reason it is considered to be on-balance acceptable.
12.55 In response to concerns raised regarding the impact of vehicles diverting from the existing Southwark
Metals site at Ruby Triangle to the proposed Windsor Grove site, and the potential increase in mileage
covered, the applicant has provided a plan showing the starting point of trips where metal is picked up
/ or generated before being taken to Southwark Metals. This is understood to have been collected
using survey information from the Ruby Triangle site during a typical week.

12.56 The plan shows that the trips are generated from a broad range of sources across London, although
predominantly south of the Thames. Rather than diverting from the current site, it is expected that
drivers will choose new, more direct routes. While it’s also likely that Windsor Grove would have a
different customer base to that at Ruby Triangle. The destination of waste is largely dependent on
market forces and it is expected that over time customers will adapt and find their most convenient
processing facility. This, combined, with the broad distribution of these trips makes it unlikely that the
proposed relocation of Southwark Metals would generate a significant increase in mileage on
London’s roads. Some increase in traffic on Lambeth’s roads is however to be expected.
12.57 It is acknowledged that there are limits to how much drivers’ choices can be managed. However,
experienced drivers are expected to behave rationally and to avoid unsuitable routes involving narrow
or weak bridges for example. Also, given the disperse catchment area for the customers using the
site, it is anticipated that vehicles would dissipate widely across the wider highway network, thereby
reducing their numbers and impacts on those routes.
Construction
12.58 A draft Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) is included in the submission and further details are provided
in ES – Volume 1, Chapter 5. The works are expected to take 12 months to complete, consisting of 4
months of enabling works, 5 months of substructure works and 5 months of superstructure works with
a month of overlap between each of these phases. The draft details are welcomed; however a
condition is included required further details to be submitted for approval in the form of a Construction
Environmental Management Plan to secure mitigation measures in relation to construction impacts refer to condition 7 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1. A suggested construction traffic routing
plan shows vehicles travelling to and from the site via the strategic road network (i.e., the A214 Crown
Dale from the south), which is considered appropriate.
12.59 A swept path of a 10m rigid vehicle is included in the CLP and most construction vehicles are not
expected to be any larger than this, although there may be occasions when larger vehicles are
required, such as cranes. It’s proposed to coordinate these to arrive and depart avoiding peak times.
Further details will be secured through a condition for a Construction Environment Management Plan.
Travel Plan
12.60 A draft Framework Workplace Travel Plan Statement is included in the submission. Whilst the
document provides limited detail it is acknowledged that the scope of the Travel Plan is limited given
the small number of employees who will be based at the site. As such, further details will be secured
by condition.
Conclusions and Mitigation
12.61 Following concerns raised regarding the transport impacts of the proposed development and at the
request of Lambeth, a significant amount of additional information and analysis has been provided
during the course of the application. Lambeth Transport officers have advised that they are now
satisfied that the traffic survey data, trip generation analysis, and junction modelling have been
completed appropriately and the assessment is robust.
12.62 An external consultant was commissioned by LB Lambeth to conduct an independent review of the
transport-related planning documents submitted with the application. The Independent Transport
Review also found the data and assumptions used to be robust and the assessment appropriate.

12.63 The reduction in the proposed throughput of the facility, from 35,000tpa to 25,000tpa, further reduces
the transport impacts. It is considered that the proposed transport impacts from the proposal can be
sufficiently managed. Therefore, officers support the application subject to securing a comprehensive
package of mitigating measures, as outlined as follows:
12.63.1 Changes required to the public highway on Windsor Grove, to be delivered via S278:
 New on-street parking bays and waiting restrictions in several locations on Windsor Grove.
 Relocating the existing on-street carriageway parking bays adjacent to the Royal Mail Sorting
Office to be inset into the footway.
 Provision of dropped kerbs and tactile paving at three vehicle accesses on Windsor Grove:
o Two vehicle accesses associated with ‘The Windsor Centre’
o Windsor Close
 Raised side road entry treatment at the Windsor Grove / Norwood High Street junction.
12.63.2 Local highway improvements to be delivered by S106 contribution:
 Advanced stop lines at Elder Road / Gipsy Road / Chapel Road / Norwood High Street
junction
 Right-turn HGV ban for vehicles exiting Windsor Grove onto Norwood High Street, which
should also be supported by a new camera to enforce the restriction in the vicinity.
 Further loading restrictions (e.g. blips on the existing double yellow lines) outside the builder’s
merchant that operates from 80 Norwood High Street.
 Raised side-road entry treatment on Linton Grove, outside St Luke’s Primary school, at the
Linton Grove / Elder Road junction.
 Zebra crossing on Elder Road, outside St Luke’s Primary school
 Enhanced pedestrian crossing facilities at the Elder Road / A214 Central Hill / A214 Crown
Dale junction.
 A monitoring regime should also be secured via S106, this would cover:
o The provision of a regular monitoring report detailing vehicle arrivals (vehicle
numbers, arrival time and type / size), demonstrating adherence to the above
conditions.
o A review of conditions on Windsor Grove within 6 months of opening, to identify any
additional mitigation measures which may be needed e.g. removal of more parking
bays
 Travel Plan and monitoring fee
12.63.3 The following conditions are recommended to be applied - refer to conditions 7, 8, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26
and 27 in the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.:
 A restriction on size of vehicle accessing site: max 10m
 A condition to prevent HGV movements to and from the site during school peak hours 08:0009:00 and 15:00-16:00
 Gates to remain open during operational hours.
 Details of cycle parking
 CEMP
 DSP to include details of a booking system to manage HGV vehicle arrivals by N3 vehicles
 No parking on the public highway
 Parking spaces to be used for operational vehicles only, i.e. not for staff car parking
 Parking spaces to be fitted with EV charge points

12.64 The relevant policies generally seek to reduce private vehicle movements; however, they also
acknowledge the vital importance that freight movement has to the economy. The policies also
acknowledge the vital importance of recycling waste management in the sustainable growth of
London, and the waste hierarchy seeks to increase the capacity of waste streams higher up that
hierarchy. The purpose of this is to encourage the reuse, repurpose and recycling of waste products
to avoid its unnecessary incineration or deposit in landfill, which are both highly unsustainable
alternatives.
12.65 The increased intensity of operations at the application site will consequently result in an increase in
vehicular movements to and from the site. This will increase vehicular activity on Windsor Grove and
Norwood High Street and then these movements will disperse throughout the wider area. The
proposed transport impacts have been thoroughly scrutinised by LBL officers, TfL, independent
environmental impact assessment consultants and independent transport consultants. The details
have been refined through this process and the findings are concluded to be sound.
12.66 The applicant has agreed to a package of mitigation measures that ensure the transport impacts from
the proposal are sufficiently managed. Part of this includes directing HGV movements away from the
town centre and towards the main arterial routes via A class roads, which are designed to carry this
type of traffic. The applicant has also reduced the capacity of the proposed facility in response to
public concerns about the transport related impacts to give further assurance that the impacts will be
minimal. The residual transport impacts are negligible and therefore the proposal is acceptable on
transport grounds.
12.67 As per the above assessment and subject to the recommended conditions and mitigation measures to
be secured by a s106 legal agreement, the proposed development is acceptable in accordance with
policies T4, T5, T6, T6.5 and T7 of the LP and policies T1, T3, T7 and T8 of the LLP and DRLLP.
Independent Transport Review:
12.68 An independent transport review was undertaken by Steer Group to further scrutinise the data
provided in the various transport reports, including review of the modelling, assessment,
recommended mitigation measures and conclusions. The Review concluded the following in regard
to the internal layout and design:
‘Steer has reviewed the proposed access arrangements, vehicle and cycle parking, servicing area
and the submitted Road Safety Audit. In general, the proposals are accepted, subject to a number
of suggested conditions, including the sliding vehicle gate being open during operational houses in
order to avoid vehicles queueing on Windsor Grove.
It would be preferable for the pedestrian access to be situated on the northern side of the access
given that the southern footway of Windsor Grove does not connect with the access. However, it is
accepted that this would have an unacceptable impact on existing trees and vegetation, which
would not outweigh the benefits of moving the pedestrian access.
The provision of 1 blue badge space for visitors or employees is supported. Steer is concerned that
the proposed 3 operational truck parking spaces would be used by employees to park their private
vehicles which would not be in accordance with the car free nature of the scheme. In the event that
the development is consented, it is recommended that a condition is imposed which ensures that
the operational truck parking spaces are reserved for their intended purpose.
Given the existing and proposed changes to parking and waiting restrictions on Windsor Grove, the
potential for overspill car parking by employees of the Proposed Development is likely to be
minimal.

On the basis that there would be few visitors to the Proposed Development, most people accessing
the site will be familiar with the site’s operations and vehicle manoeuvring. A banksman would be
available to escort and assist pedestrians and cyclists where appropriate.
Long-stay cycle parking, showers and lockers would support active travel to the site by employees.
Zero short-stay cycle parking is provided, which is reasonable given that there would be few or no
visitors to the site’.
12.69 With regard to the Traffic Surveys, Trip Generation and Distribution, the Independent Highways
Review concluded the following:
‘The means of establishing the proposed vehicle trip generation is considered robust. The
Applicant has done this by factoring down (based on EAEP tpa caps) observed traffic data from
2019 for a Southwark Metals existing, comparable Ruby Triangle site which has an EAEP to
process up to 31,000 tpa. A first principles assessment, comparing the proposed vehicle trip
generation with each vehicle type’s maximum weight load, confirms that the proposed trip
generation is robust.
Traffic surveys for the local highway network were completed in January and October 2020. Whilst
there could be queries around the validity of the October 2020 data, given the Covid-19 restrictions
that were in place at the time, the Applicant has provided a comparison which demonstrates it is
representative. The baseline traffic data is therefore considered to be robust.
Future baseline traffic, without the Proposed Development in a 2022 opening year scenario, has
been established using TEMPro growth factors which is a reasonable and robust approach.
Although the trip generation assessments do not account for the maximum vehicle size and HGV
time restrictions that have subsequently been agreed, these are not considered likely to materially
affect the conclusions of the assessment or the mitigation proposed.
Development vehicle trip distribution is based on a combination of the turning proportions from the
2020 baseline data and the proposed HGV route management strategy which routes HGVs to the
strategic road network to/from the south, avoiding Norwood town centre. Mitigation measures
would help to ensure that the HGV route management strategy could be enforced, possibly through
implementing a ‘no right turn’ for HGVs exiting to Norwood High Street from Windsor Grove
supported by camera enforcement.
At a more strategic level, the distribution of vehicles will naturally vary day to day and, whilst these
would cause some increase in vehicles flows at some locations (for instance the Crystal Palace
Triangle in the London Borough of Croydon), the net additional impact would be negligible’.
12.70 With regard to the Impact Assessment, Mitigation and Planning Conditions, the Independent Highways
Review concluded the following:
‘The Applicant has assessed the Proposed Development’s highway impact at a number of
junctions across a reasonable study area. This concludes that the Proposed Development would
not materially worsen highway congestion or safety.
Detailed consideration has been given to the acceptability of HGVs turning into and out of the
Windsor Grove/Norwood High Street junction. Similarly, assessments have been completed to
establish the capacity for Windsor Grove to safely accommodate greater levels of HGV movement
than the baseline scenario.

Mitigation on Windsor Grove and the local highway network has been proposed and agreed with
LBL, which mitigates any possible adverse effects that could have been generated by the
Proposed Development, particularly on pedestrian safety. Steer recommends that the Windsor
Grove mitigation is subject to further refinement as part of future detailed design in support of the
Section 278 agreement.
A series of Section 106 obligations and contributions have been agreed between the Applicant and
LBL. The seek to provide LBL, local residents and other stakeholders that the Proposed
Development’s impacts would be controlled and consistent with the approved assessments and
mitigation proposed’.

13 Environmental Health and Pollution
Air Quality
13.1 Paragraph 180 of the NPPF states “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new
development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative
effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment”.
13.2 Policy SI1 of the LP recognises the need to tackle poor air quality, protect health and meet legal
obligations. It states that to do this development proposals should not: a) lead to further deterioration
of existing poor air quality; b) create any new areas that exceed air quality limits, or delay the date at
which compliance will be achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of legal limits; and c)
create unacceptable risk of high levels of exposure to poor air quality.
13.3 Policy SI1 of the LP also expects developments to be Air Quality Neutral. However, an Air Quality
Neutral Assessment (AQNA) is not required for industry requiring an Environmental Permit. The
proposed metal waste recycling facility requires an Environmental Permit and therefore an AQNA is
not required for this application.
13.4 The LLP and the DRLLP recognise that the whole borough is within an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA). Paragraph 9.2 of the DRLLP states that Lambeth will apply London Plan policy SI1 to all
development proposals in the borough. The applicant has provided a wider summary of the relevant
legislation, planning policy and guidance is provided in Environmental Statement Volume 3: Technical
Appendices – Appendix 5 (Air Quality) – Annex 1.
13.5 An Air Quality Assessment prepared by the Waterman Group was submitted with the application. Air
Quality was also scoped into the Environmental Statement (ES) and its affects related to the proposed
development at Windsor Grove is detailed in Volume 1, Chapter 8 of the ES, which superseded the
previous assessment and was also prepared by the Waterman Group.
13.6 Air quality effects associated with developments can arise from the demolition and construction works
as well as from the completed and operational development proposal. During the demolition and
construction works, the effects can arise from dust emissions created by the works, construction
vehicle exhaust emissions and construction plant emissions. Given the nature of this proposal, air
quality effects during the operation of the completed proposal would mainly arise from traffic emissions
generated from vehicles associated with the waste use. This includes vehicles travelling to and from
the site as well as manoeuvring around on site. The layout of the structure requires vehicles to move
through the facility in a one-way route, which allows for vehicles to queue within the site boundaries
and prevents the need for reversing. Both sources of pollution have been modelled in the
assessments, which also accounts for the ventilation strategy that is proposed to be incorporated in
the structure.

13.7 In regard to the ventilation strategy, paragraph 8.39 of the ES states “The building ventilation system
would serve to manage vehicle exhaust emissions generated from vehicles attending the Site to
deposit and remove wastes. The ventilation system would ensure an acceptable working environment
in the building. The system would filter NOx and PM2.5 reducing vehicle exhaust emissions in the
internal environment by up to 90%, prior to discharging through louvres on the north-west façade of
the building. The filters would also reduce carbon monoxide concentrations.”
13.8 The proposed metal waste recycling facility does not break-down any materials on site or use any
chemicals and therefore there would be no hazardous emissions or odours from its operation (other
than from vehicle emissions). The structures that form the proposed development also require a low
amount of energy to operate as illustrated by the Energy Statement and as discussed in the
Sustainability section of this report. Therefore, there is no plant equipment that requires assessment of
its air quality impacts.
13.9 The ES Volume 1, Chapter 8 concluded that all air quality effects associated with the proposal would
have a ‘not significant’ effect on all sensitive receptors. During the construction phase it states that
“the implementation of a range of appropriate site management practices to control dust emissions
would significantly reduce the potential for adverse nuisance dust effects associated with the various
stages of the works”. Therefore, the “likely residual effects due to fugitive emissions would be not
significant”. It further states that the effect of construction vehicles entering and egressing the
Windsor Grove Site during the construction phase would be not significant subject to the
implementation of management measures. Standard conditions for a Construction Environmental
Management Plan, Construction Logistics Plan, and Non-Road Mobile Machinery details are
accordingly recommended – refer to conditions 3, 7 and 8 of the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
13.10 The assessment reports provide details of the methodology of the air quality assessment, the baseline
conditions, potential impacts, recommended mitigation measures and potential residual effects on air
quality. The operational phase assessment methodology indicates that the “likely effect on local air
quality from traffic emissions generated from the completed and operational Development was
assessed using the atmospheric dispersion models ADMS-Roads and ADMS 5”. The Council’s
independent Air Quality Consultant (AQC) advise that these models are accepted. The ES also states
that the traffic data used for the modelling was based on the traffic data prepared by the applicant’s
transport consultant (Vectos), which has also been scrutinised and is discussed in the Transport
section of this report.
13.11 The baseline conditions have been established using the LB of Lambeth’s existing nearby monitoring
stations within 2km of the site, which measure NO2 concentrations, and the Brixton Road kerbside
monitoring station, which is located approximately 4.0km north of the Site and monitors NO2 and
PM10. In addition, the temporary monitoring stations set up by the applicant’s consultant at the
Shakespeare Road site have also been used to establish the baseline. The Council’s independent
AQC advises that this is accepted.
13.12 The report states that the “air quality assessment has been based on current guidance, which
assumes a progressive reduction in forecast emission rates and background concentrations from 2019
to 2022.” The report states that analysis by the Department of Environment, Farming and Rural Affairs
(DEFRA) “acknowledges NOx and NO2 concentrations are likely to reduce when there is a greater
uptake of Euro 6 emission vehicles”. Officers note that Brixton Road monitoring station already
indicates a decline in all measured concentrations over the five-year period of data presented in the
report from 2015 to 2019.

13.13 Furthermore, paragraph 8.28 of the ES Volume 1 discusses uncertainty in the modelling and refers to
the report on Performance of Defra’s Emission Factor Toolkit 2013-2019 published in February 2020.
It states “The report concluded that recent analysis of recent NOX measurements provides evidence
that vehicle controls are working, and as a result, the Emission Factor Toolkit (EFT) is now reflecting
the rate of observed reductions. Therefore, this air quality assessment has been undertaken using the
emission factors published by Defra in EFT version 10.” The Council’s independent consultant advises
that this is accepted as reductions in both roadside and background concentrations have been
observed across Greater London in recent years and are predicted to continue to improve in line with
national forecasting and ongoing improvements to road vehicle emissions standards. Therefore, a
reduction in background NO2 in the future is now considered to be a robust prediction of air quality
conditions in the future and is supported by monitoring data and trend analysis.
13.14 The results indicate that the 2019 NO2 annual mean concentrations are not predicted to exceed the
NO2 objective at any of the sensitive receptors modelled. The predicted NO2 annual mean
concentrations in 2019 were below 60μg/m3 at all the existing locations and as such it is likely that the
1-hour mean objective is met at these locations. The Windsor Grove Development is predicted to
result in a ‘negligible’ impact at all 12 existing receptors and therefore it is considered the effect of the
Windsor Grove Development on NO2 concentrations would be ‘not significant’.
13.15 The results indicate that the annual mean concentrations of PM10 are predicted to be well below the
objective of 40μg/m3 at all the existing receptor locations considered. All existing receptor locations
are also predicted to be below the 24-hour mean PM10 objective value of 35 days exceeding
50μg/m3. Furthermore, all existing receptor locations are predicted to be below the annual mean
PM2.5 objective value of 25μg/m3. The Windsor Grove Development is predicted to result in a
‘negligible’ impact at all existing receptors and therefore the effect of the Windsor Grove Development
on PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations would be ‘not significant’.
13.16 The Council’s independent AQC reviewed the results and initially raised a number of issues that
needed to be addressed before they could support the conclusions and recommendations made in the
assessment. Waterman responded to this in their Briefing Note dated 1st March 2021, which provided
clarifications to the issues raised. Upon review of these clarifications the independent AQC advised
that the issues have all been sufficiently addressed and that the conclusions and recommendations in
the assessment are now supported.
13.17 The mitigation measures proposed by the applicant primarily includes the filtration system to be
incorporated into the building, which will improve internal air quality but also prevent these emissions
spreading outside. The report also lists the implementation of a green roof, living wall and landscaping
elements, which may provide some improvement but are considered to be largely incidental benefits
to air quality improvements as these would be required to meet other policy objectives anyway in
relation to design, ecological and amenity purposes.
13.18 The ES concludes that “The effect of the Proposed Windsor Grove Development on local air quality
has been predicted for sensitive receptors surrounding the site and the overall effect on air quality is
considered negligible. Therefore, no likely significant air quality effects have been identified at any of
the sensitive receptors both throughout demolition and construction and on completion and operation.”

13.19 The local community have expressed their concern about the air quality impacts from the vehicles
accessing the proposed development once completed and operational; however the assessment and
independent reviews indicate that the impacts are not significant. This is essentially a result of a
relatively low baseline of background air pollution, improving conditions as a result of tightening
restrictions on emissions, and the relatively modest scale of operation of the proposed development.
The applicant also advises that Southwark Metals is FORS Bronze accredited. All FORS Operators
are required to monitor their fuel usage and the higher the accreditation, the higher the monitoring.
Bronze O2 members only have to record and monitor fuel use whereas Silver S2 members monitor
fuel use, CO2, NOx and PM. At S2 this is benchmarked and then ‘S3 Fuel, emissions and air quality’
commits them to reducing consumption and emissions. A condition is therefore recommended
requiring the operator of the site to be FORS Silver accredited – refer to condition 27 of the draft
decision notice in Appendix 1.
13.20 The applicant, in response to concerns raised by the local community, offered to reduce the capacity
of the proposed development to 25,000 TPA, which is a reduction of 10,000 TPA or 28.6% of its
previously proposed capacity of 35,000 TPA. The assessment of air quality impacts discussed above
was based on the previous capacity of 35,000 TPA, which concluded that the impacts would be ‘not
significant’ and this is accepted by officers.
13.21 The Technical Note provided by Trium advises that this reduction would result in “21 less daily HGV
movements with 3 movements less in the max hourly movement and 2 movements less in the average
hourly movements”. The Note further states that the reduction in HGV movements “would result in the
Proposed Windsor Grove Development having less of an impact on local air quality (in respect of both
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5)) when compared to 35,000
TPA scenario”. This is to be expected given that the source of emissions during the operation of the
development is primarily from vehicles.
13.22 In summary, the application is supported by the Environmental Statement, which includes a chapter
on air quality effects arising from the Windsor Grove proposal. This has been reviewed by the
Council’s independent Air Quality Consultant and the ES has been reviewed by Council’s independent
EIA consultant. Clarifications have been provided in response to the reviews by both independent
consultants and the assessment is now considered to be sound. The air quality impacts from the
construction phase can be sufficiently mitigated by measures secured by appropriate conditions. The
air quality impacts from the operational phase of the completed proposal at the reduced capacity of
25,000 TPA are concluded to be negligible (not significant). The building will contain a filtered
ventilation system to further mitigate emissions from vehicles whilst on site and the details of this will
also be secured by condition.
13.23 From the above assessment it is concluded that the proposed development complies with policy SI1 of
the London Plan as it would not: a) lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality; b) create
any new areas that exceed air quality limits, or delay the date at which compliance will be achieved in
areas that are currently in exceedance of legal limits; or c) create unacceptable risk of high levels of
exposure to poor air quality. As such, the potential air quality effects from the proposed development
would not warrant a reason for refusal.
Noise and vibration
13.24 Policy D14 of the LP seeks to avoid significant adverse noise impacts on health and quality of life.
Policy D13 Part C of the LP states “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”. Policy Q2 of the LLP and
DRLLP supports development where “the adverse impact of noise is reduced to an acceptable level
through the use of attenuation, distance, screening, or internal layout/orientation”.

13.25 The application was submitted with a Noise Assessment Report, which assessed the potential noise
impacts of the proposal in relation to fixed plant noise, building service plants, operational noise and
road traffic noise respectively. This report was then superseded when the ES was submitted, which
includes an assessment of the noise and vibration impacts of the proposal at chapter 9 for both the
construction and operation phases. This has been independently reviewed by the EIA consultant
appointed by the Council and the Council’s Public Protection - Noise Officer. Following the receipt of
clarifications as requested by the independent EIA consultant it is considered that the assessment and
its recommendations are sound and is supported by the Noise Officer.
13.26 The ES confirms the noise impact assessments were carried out in accordance with BS 4142:
2014+A1:2019 procedures, specific reference to Design Manual for Road & Bridges (DMRB) and
BS5228-1:2009+1:2014 for assessment of road traffic noise levels and the councils Environmental
Noise emissions levels from industrial noise sources.
13.27 The assessments have been undertaken with reference to a baseline noise survey carried out in 2018.
The baseline noise survey has established the prevailing ambient and background noise levels during
the daytime period in comparison with the nearest sensitive receptor to the site, in order to adequately
safeguard the amenities of the surrounding residential properties and the area in general. The
surrounding receptors to potential noise emissions on site are shown in the table and map in figure 11
below and are all categorised as high sensitivity receptors.

Figure 11 – Surrounding receptors to potential noise emissions on site

13.28 The ES identifies that during the construction phase the proposed development would have a major
adverse and significant noise effect on all nearby receptors except for Auckland Hill, which would be a
moderate (not significant) impact. The ES states “This is due to the relatively close proximity of the
receptors to the works. On this basis mitigation is required to reduce the potential significant adverse
effects”. A condition requiring a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) is
recommended for approval prior to commencement, which will need to include details of the expected
impacts and mitigation measures to reduce these impacts – refer to condition 7 of the draft decision
notice in Appendix 1. The developer will also be expected to operate and be registered under the
Considerate Constructors Scheme.
13.29 The ES states “It is understood that the foundations will be concrete pads and not piles, although
sheet piling will be used for retaining wall to the railway embankment” and that “The potential effect
level during driven sheet piling is therefore temporary, local adverse of Moderate to Major effect”.
However, it considers the effect to be not significant due to the distance of the works to the receptors
and its temporary duration. Notwithstanding this, the ES recommends that “measures should be
employed to reduce the potential adverse effects of vibration such as the use of the pressed-in
method for sheet piling rather than driven, should site conditions allow”. This is accordingly included in
the condition.
13.30 The additional HGV movements on Windsor Grove during the construction works are expecting to only
result in a minor adverse impact on nearby properties. Due to the temporary nature of this effect it is
considered to be not-significant, however conditions requiring construction logistics within the CEMP
are included, which will seek to mitigate impacts on the nearby properties.
13.31 During the operational phase the proposed development will create noise emissions from building
services (including fixed plant and ventilation extraction), operational noise (including (waste
management activities onsite, vehicles manoeuvring and extract fan noise), and transport noise
(vehicles arriving and departing along Windsor Grove).
13.32 The ES finds that the noise from the building services would be negligible and not significant and
therefore no further mitigation is required for these aspects. The operational noise would be enclosed
within the proposed insulated structure, which would contain most of the noise. However, with the
doors open (required for ventilation) there would be a small amount of noise breakout that would
create a minor adverse impact to the closest 2-storey dwelling in Windsor Close, whilst the effect on
the other receptors would be negligible. It is noted that these findings are based on the worst-case
scenario over a 1-hour period, including:
 Maximum accumulation of 9 HGVs within the building;
 19 HGV movements into and out of the building;
 80dB reverberant noise level within the building; and
 Both doors open (which is an operational requirement for ventilation purpose).
13.33 The proposed operation and design of the development seeks to reduce adverse noise impacts. The
proposal would enclose all operations within the new building with enhanced insulated wall panels to
provide acoustic insulation. The inclusion of a concrete wall along the south-western façade facing
Windsor Close would provide additional sound insulation. Whilst there are no external operations the
doors would be permanently open during operational hours for ventilation purposes; however these
face away from the sensitive receptors. The hours of operation are proposed for normal daytime
working hours: 08:00-17:00 hours Monday to Friday and 08:00-13:00 hours on a Saturday and
therefore avoids the more sensitive evening and in-particular night-time period.

13.34 It is acknowledged that there would be a minor adverse impact on the end 2-storey dwelling closest to
the site in Windsor Close; however this is only a slight increase above the background noise level and
only in a worst case situation. There is a policy direction to optimise the capacity of safeguarded waste
sites and it is demonstrated that noise emissions from the site have been mitigated as far as
reasonable. As such, on balance, it is considered that the minor adverse impact is not significant and
therefore not unacceptable.
Windsor Grove Road Traffic Noise
13.35 The ES sets out the predicted effects of noise from traffic related to the operation of the proposed
facility as it arrives and departs on the local highway network. Table 9.25 in the ES identifies 10
locations where this is assessed, including the following:
1. Norwood High Street (North of Ernest Avenue)
2. Ernest Avenue
3. Norwood High Street (south of Ernest Avenue)
4. Norwood High Street (south of Windsor Grove)
5. Chapel Road
6. Gipsy Road
7. Elder Road
8. Crown Dale
9. Central Hill
10. Windsor Grove
13.36 The results in table 9.25 uses haul road calculation methodology under BS5228-1 to predict the
potential effects, which indicates that the locations at 1 – 9 listed above see a negligible magnitude
and effect (and therefore not significant) due to the relative high volume of vehicles and percentage of
HGVs already on these roads. This is expected given they mostly comprise A or B class roads and a
local distributor road (Gipsy Rd) which are designed for this type of traffic. Chapel Road is a Borough
Road, however it continues on from Gipsy Road, serves part of the KIBA and is located between two
A-class roads. Therefore, given its context the results are also unexpected for this road.
13.37 The ES indicates that there would be an increase in road traffic noise levels in Windsor Grove based
on the increase in HGVs associated with the proposed development. It indicates that there would be a
small magnitude (+2.7dB) and minor effect under the maximum flow conditions and a medium
magnitude (+4.9dB) with moderate to major effect under the average flow conditions. Essentially what
this means is that the maximum number of HGVs that could be expected travelling along Windsor
Grove in one hour with the development would have a minor effect when compared to the maximum in
the existing situation. However, the average number of proposed movements compared with the
average number of existing movements would have a moderate to major impact.
13.38 The ES highlights that further calculations were undertaken given the potential moderate to major
impact found when using the BS5228-1 methodology. The ES states this involved “CadnaA noise
modelling software for properties on Windsor Grove to take account of screening afforded by the high
brick wall adjacent to Windsor Grove at the bottom of the gardens”. The modelling indicates the
existing brick wall attenuates HGV noise by approximately 5dB to the ground level of the dwellings
that face Windsor Grove and therefore would be below the baseline level. This is illustrated in the
noise contour map in figure 12 below for the maximum (worst case) scenario.

13.39 Figure 12 - CadnaA Noise Model – dB LAeq,16h, Noise Contour Plot 1.5m agl (including screening from brick
wall) – 16 HGVs per hour

13.40 The Council’s EIA consultant asked for clarification of the effect on the first floor of the properties
facing Windsor Grove from HGV noise. The applicant’s EIA consultant advised that assessment of this
would only be required if the proposal was operational at night-time as this level contains bedrooms,
whereas during daytime hours residents will typically be in ground level habitable rooms. This is
understood to be in accordance with the guidance and standards for noise assessments and therefore
the clarification was accepted.
13.41 Clarification was also provided for the effect of HGVs on Windsor Grove on the rear façade of the
western-most block in Windsor Close. It was clarified that the predominant noise source to this block is
from Norwood High St and that the additional noise data presented indicates that development traffic
will not be likely to give rise to a significant effect at these properties.
13.42 It is acknowledged that the increase in HGV movements created by the proposed development would
consequently increase the noise emissions from traffic along Windsor Grove. Whilst there are 2-storey
residential properties that back onto Windsor Grove, the modelling demonstrates that the existing brick
wall along Windsor Grove sufficiently mitigates this impact to the main day-time living areas of these
properties. The proposed hours of operation are for normal daytime working hours and therefore
avoids the more sensitive evening and in-particular night-time period. The Council’s Public Protection
(Noise) Officer advises that on the basis of this assessment he has no objections to the proposed
development.
13.43 There is a policy direction to optimise the capacity of safeguarded waste sites and it is demonstrated
that noise emissions from the proposal have been mitigated as far as reasonable. As such it is
considered that the noise impact from vehicular traffic is not significant and therefore on balance
acceptable. For these reasons it is considered that the proposed development avoids significant
adverse noise impacts on health and quality of life in accordance with policies D13 and D14 of the LP
and policy Q2 of the LLP and DRLLP.
Ground Contamination

13.44 In accordance with policy EN4 of the LLP and DRLLP proposals should include an assessment of
existing ground conditions and identify appropriate remedial measures for any contaminated land prior
to development commencing. It further states “Where contamination exists, a remediation strategy
should be submitted to the council for approval and implemented by a suitably qualified person prior to
development commencing”.
13.45 A Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment (GQERA) prepared by Waterman has been
submitted in support of the proposed development of a metal recycling and management facility at the
former West Norwood Car Breakers yard. This has been reviewed by an independent ground
contamination consultant appointed by the Council, Atkins Limited.
13.46 The GQERA has been completed to a standard sufficient to meet the requirements of a CLR11 / Land
Quality: Risk Management compliant site investigation. The assessment has not identified
unacceptable risks that would affect site users in the developed scheme or offsite users and
construction workers during the development if codes of construction practices are followed. However,
Japanese Knotweed has been identified on the site and will require mitigation measures to prevent its
spread.
13.47 The GQERA recommends that a remediation strategy and validation report should be prepared to
outline the mitigation measures to ensure the site meets the appropriate standards for its intended
use. Atkins queried the requirement for the remediation strategy with Waterman given the assessment
has not identified unacceptable land quality risks in the conceptual model risk evaluation. However,
Waterman indicated that the requirement for the remediation strategy was to assist in the
management of waste soils and Japanese Knotweed during the development. Atkins therefore
suggest that if the development is granted consent, conditions for the preparation of a remediation
strategy, validation that the remediation strategy has been implemented and a discovery strategy to
appropriately deal with any unexpected contamination should be applied.
13.48 Officers agree with the recommendations and the relevant conditions have been included accordingly.
Subject to these conditions the proposal is acceptable in accordance with policy EN4 of the LLP and
DRLLP.
Unexploded Ordnance
13.49 Concerns have been raised by the local community about the potential presence of unexploded
ordinance (UXO) on the site. There is no planning policy that deals with UXO directly as it is not a
material planning consideration. However, due to the public interest in this matter the following
response, which has been prepared by the Council’s independent contamination consultant (Atkins), is
provided to inform the local community of this issue:
13.49.1 The CIRIA C681 document titled Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) A Guide for the Construction Industry
(dated 2009) provides a construction industry guide and recommendations for good practice for
managing UXO risk. The CIRIA document details the requirements and the objectives for a sequence
of studies and suggested management options based on the findings of the UXO studies. The studies
include a Preliminary Risk Assessment and, if UXO risks are identified, a Detailed Risk Assessment.
13.49.2 Although nearby strategic targets for WWII bombing have not been identified on free to view online
UXB maps, the outer areas of London are often assigned a medium risk of UXO due to the recorded
bombing densities in the general area. These digital resources have been reviewed by Atkins and
show the site to be located in a medium risk area and therefore a detailed desk study is required to
further evaluate the UXO risk at the site. EOD Contracts Ltd completed an Explosive Ordnance Desk
Study for the site, which is representative of the detailed risk assessment study, and this was
appended to the Waterman Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment (GQERA).

13.49.3 The specialist UXO contractor assigned a medium risk of encountering UXO on the site based on the
Explosive Ordnance Desk Study findings and has recommended basic precautions. The basic
precautions include safety awareness and training for those with responsibility for planning, safety and
site operations and safety monitoring of ‘at risk’ excavations, such as the exploratory investigation
completed by Waterman. Exploratory investigation, particularly borehole drilling and foundation piling
are considered ‘at risk’ activities given the lack of visibility of the subsurface material as the augurs are
progressed into the ground.
13.49.4 Waterman indicate in the GQERA that a specialist UXO consultant was also present on the site during
the borehole drilling works. Although detail is not provided in the GQERA report, the role of the UXO
consultant is to provide toolbox talks, inform site operatives of emergency procedures should
suspected UXO be uncovered and as an ‘over watch’ of the ‘at risk’ site activities. No suspected UXO
finds are reported in the GQERA.
13.49.5 Based on the findings of the specialist Explosive Ordnance Desk Study and the CIRIA guidance,
Atkins considers that full-time ‘over watch’ of construction activities at the site would not normally be
required unless ‘at risk’ activities such as piling were undertaken. However, a UXO Emergency
Response Plan should be completed and form part of the project health and safety planning and be
prepared by a suitably qualified person. The Emergency Response Plan should be communicated to
those with safety and operational responsibilities and to site operatives during site induction briefings.
13.50 Standard advice is included as an informative to draw the developer’s attention to these requirements
if planning permission is granted.
Construction impacts
13.51 The construction works associated with the proposed development are described within the ES –
Volume 1, Chapter 5. The works are expected to take 12 months to complete, consisting of 4 months
of enabling works, 5 months of substructure works and 5 months of superstructure works with a month
of overlap between each of these phases.
13.52 Details of the mitigation and monitoring measures required during construction works associated with
the proposal have been outlined in ES Volume 1, Chapter 14. This chapter recommends that
conditions be included requiring the submission for approval prior to commencement of a construction
environmental management plan (CEMP). A draft construction logistics plan (CLP) has been provided
and is discussed in the Transport section of this report. It is concluded that a full CEMP will be
required for approval by condition as recommended by the ES to ensure measures are taken to
minimise impacts on the locality. The developer will also be expected to operate and be registered
under the Considerate Constructors Scheme.

14 Sustainability and Ecology
Policy Context
14.1 Policy SI2 of the London Plan requires major development proposals to be net zero-carbon. It seeks
to achieve this by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and minimising energy demand in accordance
with the energy hierarchy: Be Lean, Be Clean, Be Green, Be Seen. The policy also requires that a
minimum on-site reduction of at least 35% beyond Building Regulations is required for major
development.

14.2 Policy EN3 of the LLP and DRLLP requires development to utilise decentralized heating networks in
the vicinity of the site, or future proof for planned energy networks. Policy EN4 of the LLP requires
new development to meet high standards of sustainable design and construction, relating to the scale,
nature and form of the proposal. Under the DRLLP this policy is updated to reflect the new
requirements for zero-carbon in major new developments in LP policy SI2. Of particular relevance to
this proposal is policy EN4 - part D(i), which requires all new non-residential development to meet at
least BREEAM ‘Excellent’.
14.3 Policy G5 of the London Plan requires major development proposals to contribute to the greening of
London by including urban greening as a fundamental element of site and building design, and by
incorporating measures such as high-quality landscaping (including trees), green roofs, green walls
and nature-based sustainable drainage. Policy Q9 and EN1 echo the aims of the London Plan in
promoting opportunities for greening as well as protection and enhancement of existing biodiversity.
Sustainable design
14.4 The submitted Energy Strategy indicates that the proposed development will achieve approximately
50% improvement over baseline emissions using SAP10 emission factors, of which there is 24%
reduction from energy efficiency measures at the Be Lean Stage. This is achieved through energy
efficiency measures including the use of energy efficient building fabric, a mechanical ventilation heat
recovery system, efficient building services and provision of efficient air source heat pumps systems
for heating and hot water.
14.5 There are no potential district heating network connections available to the development site and the
use of CHP is not considered to be appropriate. As such, there are no savings at the Be Clean stage.
The proposal includes the use of Air Source Heat Pumps, which accounts as renewable technology
and provides 26% savings at the Be Green stage. To confirm that the suggested performance will be
achieved and to potentially find improvements at the detailed design stage a condition is included
requiring details prior to commencement of the above ground works.
14.6 The proposed development surpasses the required 35% reduction in CO2 emissions. The remaining
regulated carbon dioxide emissions are proposed to be off-set through a cash in lieu contribution of
£1,795.5 to be ring fenced to secure delivery of carbon dioxide savings elsewhere. This would be
secured within a s106 agreement. There is no proposal for energy-efficient LED lighting within the
development, however it is considered that this could be incorporated for the ancillary office and
potentially for the warehouse if and where tube lighting isn’t used. Therefore, a condition is included
for details of an energy efficient lighting scheme to be submitted for approval should permission be
granted.
14.7 Subject to the inclusion of appropriate conditions and securing of obligations within a s106 agreement,
the proposed development is considered to achieve the objectives for sustainable development and
mitigating CO2 emissions. The proposed development therefore complies with the relevant policies
and is supported by officers.
Climate Change
14.8 In addition to the Energy Strategy and its indication of savings in emissions as discussed above, the
application is also supported by a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Assessment, which is included
in the Environmental Statement at Volume 3, Appendix 9. The report presents an assessment of GHG
emissions expected to arise from the proposal and an evaluation of their significance.

14.9 The report identifies that GHG emissions contribute to climate change, which has the potential to lead
to significant environmental effects and therefore all GHG emissions, including any residual emissions
following adoption of any mitigation measures, are to be determined as significant when considered
cumulatively at a global level. It also identifies that there is a carbon budget that defines a level of
dangerous climate changes whereby any GHG emission within that budget can be considered as
significant.
14.10 Section 4.7 of the GHG Assessment states that the total estimate of GHG emissions for the Proposed
Windsor Grove Development over a 60-year lifespan is 4,299.56 tCO2e. The report also indicates that
GHG emissions associated with the operational stage is the largest contributor to GHG emissions
throughout the lifecycle of the Proposed Windsor Grove Development. The emissions represent less
than 0.0005% of the UK carbon budget, which is a negligible contribution. However, the report
acknowledges that the cumulative impact of emissions on a global scale is significant and therefore
steps to further reduce emissions should be considered.
14.11 To reduce these emissions the report recommends that further opportunities to maximise resource
efficiency in operations should be identified over the course of the ongoing detailed design. Because
of the early stage of the design process when this assessment was prepared, it is considered that
further mitigation above that detailed in the Energy Strategy may be found through the detailed design
phase. Conditions are already included for further improvements to emission reductions as discussed
in the sustainable design section, which will capture any additional improvements found in later design
stages – refer to conditions 13 and 14 of the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
14.12 When considering the whole life cycle impact of the development on climate change it is concluded
that overall, there would be a minor adverse impact. The proposed development does, however, reutilise a brownfield site, and provides a facility for recycling metal waste, which is a high carbon
content material. Recycling metal reduces the need to extract raw materials to create new metal
products and therefore promotes a positive carbon outcome and contributes to the circular economy.
These CO2 savings aren’t included in the above emissions estimate; however it is clearly a
sustainable form of waste management and provides a positive carbon narrative. The energy strategy
for the proposal also achieves approximately 50% improvement over baseline emissions and
conditions will seek further improvements at the detailed design stage. Therefore, it is considered that
the proposed development results in an overall positive impact on climate change in accordance with
policy SI2 of the LP and EN4 of the LLP and DRLLP.
Ecology
SINC
14.13 It is acknowledged that approximately 0.11 ha of the Railway Linesides - West Norwood SINC is
located within the current site boundary, which equates to approximately 1.27% of the total SINC area.
Lambeth Local Plan policy EN1 presumes against any development that would result in the loss,
reduction in area or significant harm to the nature conservation or biodiversity value of any existing
open space, including any designated or proposed SINC. However, the policy also accepts that
development can take place provided suitable mitigation or compensatory measures are included that
are deemed appropriate to the nature conservation value of the assets involved and impacted upon by
that development.
14.14 It has been understood for some considerable time that the portion of the SINC that lies within the
boundary of the original West Norwood Car Breakers site was in a very poor state. There had been
some marked degradation of its intrinsic ecological value, and its net contribution to the rest of the
surrounding SINC, and indeed other non-designated wildlife habitats in the immediate vicinity, has
been progressively declining with no evidence of rehabilitation.

14.15 The Council’s Parks and Open Space team held growing concerns that the continued use of the site
and neglect of its ecological assets would result in the rest of the SINC being adversely affected, such
as encroachment by industrial wastes, and continued pollution or colonisation by invasive species like
Japanese Knotweed. Furthermore, there were concerns that the portion of the SINC within the
scrapyard would need to be de-designated and removed from the SINC to both protect the surviving
portion and accept the impossibility of securing redress from the site’s previous occupiers.
14.16 Many Lambeth SINCs are designated not only for their intrinsic ecological value for the borough, but
also for their net positive contribution to the landscape character and amenity value. The previous
scrapyard was visually unattractive and significantly detracted from the natural feel of the adjacent
SINC, and therefore the proposal provides visual benefits to the amenity of the SINC.
14.17 The proposed ecological and soft landscaping measures, as detailed in the submitted Design &
Access Statement and associated plans and specifications, improves the biodiversity value of the site,
which is in accordance with Policy EN1 and the Lambeth Biodiversity Action Plan. It also positively
contributes to the adjacent SINC by offering habitat opportunities for species that will utilise both the
SINC and the development site, such as bats, wild birds and invertebrates.
14.18 The proposal offers the opportunity to provide a more sustainable and realistic solution to the previous
degradation of this portion of the SINC. Whilst the proposed development would be located on a small
part of the SINC within the eastern side of the site, it is considered that the proposal provides suitable
compensation and mitigation for the loss of this part of the SINC. Furthermore, it also offers the
opportunity to secure the continued protection of the remaining 99% of the SINC from any further
unauthorised encroachment or inappropriate use or colonisation by undesirable or invasive plants or
other species. As such, the proposal accords with Policy EN1 as acceptable mitigation can be secured
and implemented.
Trees and landscaping
14.19 The proposed main building is set back by 6m from the western boundary, which allows for as many
existing trees to be retained as possible, being 18 of the 21 existing trees, and is welcomed. Officers
accept that some of these existing trees are in a very poor condition and may need to be replaced.
This will need to be compensated for by planting more trees throughout the site and along the
boundary where possible, ideally with species of greater landscape, amenity and ecological value,
which has been proposed and will be secured by condition.
14.20 It is acknowledged that at this stage some of the details of the actual species of plants to be used in
any soft landscaping schemes for the site are outline in character, and the final species palette may
change closer to the commencement of development. This is acknowledged and can be addressed by
securing a condition to submit more detailed plans with accurate species information, showing exact
locations and quantities, along with appropriate planting and maintenance specifications. This should
cover any ecological features including wildflower meadows and green walls / roofs. In addition, a
condition is also included for additional information on the exact type, location and installation of any
other ecological enhancements, such as bat/bird boxes – refer to condition 18 of the draft decision
notice in Appendix 1.
Urban Greening and Biodiversity
14.21 The proposal has adopted a net gain approach to ecology, which is demonstrated through a
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessment. BNG is an emerging Government policy that aims to ensure
appropriate mitigation and gain is secured from any developments that may impact upon any site of
ecological importance, whether designated or not, or any wildlife species, whether legally protected or
not. The assessment indicates that the BNG value for the proposed development will be 113%, which
is welcomed by officers.

14.22 The application has also calculated an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) for the proposed development,
which again is a positive element and enables a full assessment of how this will improve the green
infrastructure value of the site and compatibility with the councils own Green Infrastructure Strategy,
another key supporting document for the Lambeth Local Plan. The assessment indicates the UGF will
be 0.484, which is well above the required minimum score of 0.3 for a commercial development of its
size and purpose.
14.23 Conditions are included to ensure that the development will fully implement all of the various
ecological and landscaping improvements as proposed in order to secure the required environmental
benefits including remediation of the existing contaminated site, improved landscaping and
protection/enhancement of local biodiversity.
14.24 The proposed details include an extensive sedum living (green) roof, a green wall on the southern end
of the new main building and extensive soft landscaping including shade tolerant wildflower meadows,
native shrubs, tree planting and shade tolerant bulbs and groundcover. The proposed green roof
would be a mixed sedum species type roof, rather than based on a single (monospecies) sedum
design, which is supported as this encourages greater biodiversity and will make a positive
contribution to both the developments BNG value and the wider biodiversity of the area. The details
also include proposals for provision of bat and bird boxes, and a commitment to ensure any soft
landscaping will include a significant ecological element, which is appropriate to the site and its
surroundings, including that of the retained SINC. Officers support the proposals, which work towards
achieving good BGN and UGF values, and conditions are included to secure these elements of the
design.
Conclusions on Ecology
14.25 For the above reasons it is considered that the application provides suitable mitigation for the
development proposed within the SINC and provides an overall enhancement to the ecological values
of the site. Appropriate mitigations are proposed, which are deemed acceptable for the size, location
and intended purpose of the redeveloped site, and are considered to complement and be compatible
with surrounding wildlife habitat and areas of ecological importance. The proposal is therefore
compliant with the relevant policies and is supported by officers.

15 Flood Risk and Drainage
Flood Risk
15.1 The NPPF states that inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by
directing development away from areas at highest risk but, where development is necessary, making it
safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere. LP policy SI.12 states that development proposals should
ensure that flood risk is minimised and mitigated, and that residual risk is addressed.
15.2 Policy EN5 of the LLP and DRLLP states that flooding in the borough will be minimised through
applying a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development to avoid flood risk to people
and property. This general approach is designed to ensure that areas at little or no risk of flooding
from any source are developed in preference to areas at higher risk. For all developments, it must be
demonstrated that development will be safe, and where required it will reduce fluvial, tidal, surface
run-off and groundwater flood risk through using appropriate flood risk measures, including the use of
sustainable drainage systems.
15.3 A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has been submitted with the application to demonstrate that the
development can be satisfactorily accommodated without worsening flood risk for the area and without
placing the development itself at an unacceptable risk of flooding, as per national guidance provided
within the NPPF and in accordance with LLP policy EN5.

15.4 The Environment Agency’s (EA’s) flood map for planning for the area confirms that the application site
lies within Flood Zone 1 (low risk). The site was previously operating as a breakers yard and is
therefore considered under the NPPF’s flood risk vulnerability classification as “Less Vulnerable” and
the site would maintain its vulnerability classification under the current proposal.
15.5 The applicant has identified a risk of flooding from Local Sources (i.e. surface water) and has
proposed raising the finished flood levels above the lowest point by 150mm. It is considered that this
particular development combined with the mitigation measures proposed is compatible with the level
of risk. As such, the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) officer raised no objection to the proposed
development. The Environment Agency also raised no objections to the proposed development.
15.6 The flood risk would be sufficiently mitigated with an appropriate drainage strategy as discussed in the
following section. The proposed development therefore complies with the NPPF, LP policy SI.12 and
LLP policy EN5.
Sustainable Drainage
15.7 LLP policy EN6 requires development to utilise sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) unless
there are practical reasons for not doing so. It also requires should aim to achieve greenfield run-off
rates and adequately manage surface water run-off. LP policy SI13 sets out a drainage hierarchy
which should be followed.
15.8 The applicant has submitted a drainage strategy and the LLFA officer is satisfied with the general
principal of its approach. To ensure that the site’s drainage system will achieve the discharge rates
required the LLFA officer has recommended a condition requiring the drainage system’s detailed
design for approval prior to commencement. The condition is included accordingly – refer to conditions
10, 11 and 12 of the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
15.9 The applicant has provided details of the drainage system’s maintenance requirements, which is
sufficient for this application. The LLFA officer advises that a condition should be included requiring
further details for approval to ensure the drainage system remains operational for the lifetime of the
development. The condition is included accordingly.
15.10 For the above reasons and subject to the relevant conditions the proposed development is considered
not to pose a flood risk and provides an acceptable drainage strategy. The proposal therefore accords
with the NPPF, policies SI.12 and SI13 of the London Plan and policies EN5 and EN6 and the
Lambeth Local Plan and Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan.

16 Designing Out Crime
16.1 Policy D11 of the LP encourages boroughs to work with the Metropolitan Police to minimise potential
risks related to criminal activity through good design. Policy Q3 of the LLP and DRLLP expect good
design to minimise opportunistic crime, anti-social behaviour, violence and intimidation.
16.2 The proposed development would include the installation of new security fencing around the site
boundary and a new security gate at the entrance. The operations on site would be contained within
the proposed structure, which contains roller shutter doors at both openings and fire exit doors along
the side elevation. It is therefore anticipated that all openings would allow for secure closure of the
premises after hours.

16.3 The Met Police Design Out Crime Officer (DOCO) has reviewed the application and raised no
objection subject to the inclusion of standard conditions requiring secure by design measures and
proof of certification to be submitted for approval by the local authority. These conditions are included
accordingly. The DOCO further recommends that the applicant follow the current Metropolitan Police
advice on metal recycling facility security and have an agreed security plan in place following
discussions with the DOCO. This advice will be included as an informative.
16.4 In accordance with comments made by the DOCO the proposals are considered to be acceptable
subject to the conditions in accordance with the relevant policies.

17 Employment and Training
17.1 Policy ED14 of the LLP and policy ED15 of DRLLP state that planning obligations should be used to
secure employment opportunities and apprenticeships arising from major developments, so that local
residents are given access to the right skills training so that they can take advantage of opportunities
created by new development.
17.2 The development is estimated to support 15 permanent full-time jobs. The estimated number of jobs
that could be generated during the demolition and construction phase has not been provided as this
was considered to be negligible and therefore was scoped out of the EIA.
17.3 The SPD on Employment and Skills (2018) sets out a ‘headline’ target of 25 per cent of jobs
generated by developments as being for local residents. The SPD envisages that an applicant will be
asked to work towards delivery of that target through the carrying out of an approved employment and
skills plan, which would be designed so as to include the intended target numbers and types of job
opportunities. The SPD envisages an element of flexibility in how an applicant may agree to work
towards delivery of employment and skills obligations, including (for example) the target mix of jobs,
apprenticeships and/or bespoke employment training and support arrangements. The employment
and skills plan should also set out how an applicant will aim to deliver young people’s training and
careers initiatives.
17.4 The applicant has offered to include a planning obligation within the s106 agreement to secure the
provision of an employment and skills plan developed in accordance with the Employment and Skills
SPD 2018. This will include requirements for reasonable endeavours to secure 25% of jobs created
by the development during construction and first 2 years of end-use occupation for local residents. It
will also include engagement with local school and colleges to promote the skills and qualifications
needed for employment in the commercial sectors of the end-use occupiers in place during the first
two years of the development.
17.5 The Employment and Skills SPD also seeks a monetary contribution 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. The financial contributions are used by the council to fund
training and support to enable access to newly created employment opportunities arising from
development. For this development the financial contribution would be £9,656 based on the formula
set out in the SPD and an employment density of 60 FTE per sqm, which is lower end of variation for
B2 uses (General Industry) in accordance with the Employment Densities Guide (2nd Edition) (2010).
17.6 Overall, it is considered that the proposal meets the requirements of LLP policy ED14, DRLLP policy
ED15 and the SPD on Employment and Skills.

18 Planning Obligations and CIL

18.1 The LLP Policy D4 and Annex 10 sets out the Council’s policy in relation to seeking planning
obligations and the charging approaches for various types of obligation. For contributions that are not
covered by Annex 10, the Council’s approach to calculating contributions is guided by the
Development Viability SPD (adopted 2017) and the Employment and Skills SPD (adopted 2018).
18.2 The planning obligations that are proposed are considered necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms, are directly related to the development and are fairly and reasonably
related in kind and in scale to the development. They are therefore compliant with the requirements of
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.
18.3 The proposed obligations to be secured through the S106 Agreement are as follows:
Item
Transport

Employment and Skills

Details
A suite of local highway improvements to be delivered by S106
contribution:
 Advanced stop lines at Elder Road / Gipsy Road / Chapel
Road / Norwood High Street junction
 Right-turn HGV ban for vehicles exiting Windsor Grove onto
Norwood High Street, which should also be supported by a
new camera to enforce the restriction in the vicinity.
 Further loading restrictions (e.g. blips on the existing double
yellow lines) outside the builder’s merchant that operates
from 80 Norwood High Street.
 Raised side-road entry treatment on Linton Grove, outside St
Luke’s Primary school, at the Linton Grove / Elder Road
junction.
 Zebra crossing on Elder Road, outside St Luke’s Primary
school
 Enhanced pedestrian crossing facilities at the Elder Road /
A214 Central Hill / A214 Crown Dale junction.
 A number of changes are required to the public highway on
Windsor Grove, to be delivered via S278:
o New on-street parking bays and waiting restrictions in
several locations on Windsor Grove.
o Relocating the existing on-street carriageway parking
bays adjacent to the Royal Mail Sorting Office to be
inset into the footway.
o Provision of dropped kerbs and tactile paving at three
vehicle accesses on Windsor Grove:
•
Two vehicle accesses associated with ‘The
Windsor Centre’
•
Windsor Close
o Raised side road entry treatment at the Windsor Grove /
Norwood High Street junction.




Employment and Skills Plan to cover reasonable endeavours
to secure 25% of jobs created by the development during
construction and first 2 years of end-use occupation for local
residents. It will also include engagement with local school
and colleges to promote the skills and qualifications needed
for employment in the commercial sectors of the end-use
occupiers in place during the first two years of the
development.
Financial contribution of £9,656 to be used towards vocational
training and employment support

Carbon Offset




Air quality



Other




Carbon off-set contribution (approximately £1,795.5)
Submission of further details to find further energy
improvements during the detailed design stage and to identify
the value of final carbon off-setting contribution
Contribution towards two new air quality monitoring stations in
the local area (£4,000)
Monitoring fee
Registration with the ‘Considerate Constructors Scheme’

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
18.4 If the application is approved and the development is implemented, a liability to pay the Lambeth
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will arise.
18.5 Expenditure of the majority of a future CIL receipt will be applied towards Borough infrastructure needs
in accordance with the applicable policies and procedures relating to expenditure decisions.
18.6 Allocation of CIL monies to particular infrastructure projects is not a matter for consideration in the
determination of planning applications. Separate governance arrangements are being put in place for
Borough Infrastructure needs.

19 CONCLUSION
19.1 The site is a Safeguarded Waste Site as designated under the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and
London Plan (2021), and is located within the West Norwood Key Industrial and Business Area
(KIBA), which is a Locally Significant Industrial Site (LSIS). In accordance with policy E4 of the London
Plan, Lambeth’s KIBAs are a vital part of the local economy representing the borough’s strategic
supply of land for industry, logistics and services to support London’s economic function. KIBAs are
protected for specific industrial uses only (set out in policy E4). Under Lambeth’s Local Plan policy
ED1 and Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan policy ED3, KIBAs are an appropriate location for waste
management uses. Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base (2020) identifies the West Norwood KIBA as
being suitable for recycling and treatment operations.
19.2 The proposed development seeks to redevelop the site for a new metal treatment and recycling facility
with a proposed capacity of 25,000 tonnes per annum (TPA) of waste throughput. The proposed
facility falls within the category of recycling and treatment operations and would therefore be suitable
in principle for this location under the current Local Plan. The provision of compensatory waste
capacity at this location accords with policy SI 9 A of the LP.
19.3 The proposed metal recycling facility is at the same level in the waste hierarchy and provides an
increased capacity when compared to both the previous use at this site and at the related safeguarded
waste site at Shakespeare Rd. The increase in waste throughput capacity will also help to address a
current shortfall in recycling capacity in the borough including helping to meet LB of Lambeth’s targets
for managing apportioned waste as set out in the London Plan.
19.4 The proposed development is appropriate for its location, nature and scale. The potential impact from
its onsite operation is acceptable, and the transport and environmental impacts of related vehicle
movements are also acceptable. The applicant has also offered to reduce the capacity of the facility
by 10,000 TPA (from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA), which is 29% of its former proposed capacity, in
direct response to representations received from the community during public consultation. This has
reduced the potential net increase of waste management capacity for Lambeth from 14,700 TPA to
4,700 TPA; however it vitally continues to provide a capacity uplift.

19.5 The proposed development is well designed, sensitive to its context and will offer an improvement to
the visual appearance of the street, SINC and townscape. There would be no harm to the setting of
any heritage assets, and the design of the proposed buildings would not adversely impact on the
amenity of neighbouring properties.
19.6 The increased intensity of operations at the application site will consequently result in an increase in
vehicular movements to and from the site. This will increase vehicular activity on Windsor Grove and
Norwood High Street and then these movements will disperse throughout the wider area. The
proposed transport impacts have been thoroughly scrutinised by LBL officers, TfL, independent
environmental impact assessment consultants and independent transport consultants. The details
have been refined through this process and the findings are concluded to be sound.
19.7 The applicant has agreed to a package of mitigation measures that ensure the transport impacts from
the proposal are sufficiently managed. Part of this includes directing HGV movements away from the
town centre and towards the main arterial routes via A class roads, which are designed to carry this
type of traffic. The applicant has also reduced the capacity of the proposed facility in response to
public concerns about the transport related impacts to give further assurance that the impacts will be
minimal. The residual transport impacts are minimal and therefore the proposal is acceptable on
transport grounds.
19.8 The proposed development would not: a) lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality; b)
create any new areas that exceed air quality limits, or delay the date at which compliance will be
achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of legal limits; or c) create unacceptable risk of
high levels of exposure to poor air quality. It therefore complies with policy SI1 of the London Plan. It
has also been demonstrated that appropriate measures have been put in place to mitigate and
manage any noise impacts for neighbouring residents.
19.9 The proposed development re-utilises a brownfield site, and provides a facility for recycling metal
waste, which is a high carbon content material. Recycling metal reduces the need to extract raw
materials to create new metal products and therefore promotes a positive carbon outcome and
contributes to the circular economy. It is clearly a sustainable form of waste management and
provides a positive carbon narrative. The energy strategy for the proposal also achieves approximately
50% improvement over baseline emissions and conditions will seek further improvements at the
detailed design stage.
19.10 The proposed development aligns with the Spatial Strategy for Lambeth, it represents Good Growth
for London, and it represents Sustainable Development in accordance with the National Planning
Policy Framework. Taking account of all the relevant material considerations the proposal is
considered to be acceptable in all respects and should be granted planning permission without further
delay.

20 EQUALITY DUTY AND HUMAN RIGHTS
20.1 In line with the Public Sector Equality Duty the council must have due regard to the need to eliminate
discrimination and advance equality of opportunity, as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010.
In making this recommendation, regard has been given to the Public Sector Equality Duty and the
relevant protected characteristics (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity,
race, religion or belief, sex, and sexual orientation).

20.2 In line with the Human Rights Act 1998, it is unlawful for a public authority to act in a way which is
incompatible with a Convention right, as per the European Convention on Human Rights. The human
rights impact have been considered, with particular reference to Article 1 of the First Protocol
(Protection of property), Article 8 (Right to respect for private and family life) and Article 14 (Prohibition
of discrimination) of the Convention.
20.3 The Human Rights Act 1998 does not impair the right of the state to make decisions and enforce laws
as deemed necessary in the public interest. The recommendation is considered appropriate in
upholding the council's adopted and emerging policies and is not outweighed by any engaged rights.

21 RECOMMENDATION
1.

Resolve to grant conditional planning permission subject to the completion of an agreement under
Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) containing the planning
obligations listed in this report and any direction as may be received following further referral to the
Mayor of London.

2.

Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Planning, Transport and Sustainability to:
•
Finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report, addendums and/or PAC minutes;
and
•
Negotiate, agree and finalise the planning obligations as set out in this report, addendums
and/or PAC minutes pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended).

3.

In the event that the committee resolves to refuse planning permission and there is a subsequent
appeal, delegated authority is given to the Director of Planning, Transport and Sustainability, having
regard to the heads of terms set out in this report, addendums and/or PAC minutes, to negotiate and
complete a document containing obligations pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended) in order to meet the requirement of the Planning Inspector.

4.

In the event that the Section 106 Agreement is not completed within 6 months of committee, delegated
authority is given to the Director of Planning, Transport and Sustainability to refuse planning
permission for failure to enter into a section 106 agreement for the mitigating contributions identified in
this report, addendums and/or the PAC minutes.
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Your Ref:
Our Ref: 20/01066/EIAFUL

Urban And Provincial
c/o Planning
Old Church Court
Claylands Road
London
SW8 1NZ

30th June 2021

DRAFT DECISION NOTICE
Dear Urban And Provincial

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990.
PERMISSION FOR DEVELOPMENT
The London Borough of Lambeth hereby permits under the above mentioned Acts and associated orders the
development referred to in the schedule set out below subject to any conditions imposed therein and in
accordance with the plans submitted, save in so far as may otherwise be required by the said conditions.
In accordance with the statutory provisions your attention is drawn to the statement of Applicant’s Rights and
General Information attached.
Application Number: 20/01066/EIAFUL
30.06.2021

Date of Application: 20.03.2020

Date of Decision:

Proposed Development At: Land Off Windsor Grove, Adjoining Railway At West Norwood London
For: Demolition of all existing buildings and structures and the provision of a new building and associated hard and
soft landscaping in respect of the use of the site as a metal recycling and management facility.
This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES) which is available for inspection online with
the planning application documents. Electronic copies of the Environmental Statement may be viewed at
https://planning.lambeth.gov.uk/online-applications/ using the application reference 20/01066/EIAFUL.
This application is linked with the planning application reference: 20/01822/EIAFUL for the development proposed
at: Land to the east of Shakespeare Road, London, SE24 0PT.
RE-CONSULTATION DUE TO:
- Reduction of throughput capacity from 35,000 TPA to 25,000 TPA
- Additional technical information in relation to transport and air quality
- Further information and evidence has been provided under Regulation 25 of the EIA Regulations, including:
- ES Review Response Table
Lambeth Planning
PO Box 734
Winchester
SO23 5DG

Telephone 020 7926 1180
Facsimile 020 7926 1171
www.lambeth.gov.uk
planning@lambeth.gov.uk
PEFULZ

- Windsor Grove Capacity Change Technical Note
Approved Plans
Cover letter prepared by Rolfe Judd (09/03/2020);15656-101-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900100-P05 GENERAL
ARRANGEMENT;15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900120-P01 EXISTING CONTOURS;15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DRC-900121-P01 PROPOSED CONTOURS;15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900122-P01 CUT FILL;15656-114-WIEZZ-XX-DR-C-900125-P01 CROSS SECTION PLAN;15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900126-P01 CROSS
SECTIONS;15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900127-P01 CROSS SECTIONS;15656-114-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-C-900130P01 12D SCREENSHOTS;15656-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-L-74001 GA Landscape;15656-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-L-74100 GA
Landscape;15656-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-L-74101 GA Trees Retained and Proposed;15656-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-L-74200
Hard Landscape;15656-WIE-ZZ-XX-DR-L-74300 Soft Landscape;B90100-P03-Existing Site Plan;B90300-P02Existing Site Sections;B90301-P02-Existing site section S04;B91100-P02-Site Location Plan;T91100-P02-Ground
Floor Site Plan;T91102-P02-Site Roof Plan;T91300-P02-Proposed Site Sections;T91400-P02-Site entrance gate
elevation & typical boundary;TA20200-P02- Metal Recycling Shed Proposed Elevations;TB20200-P02- Office
Accommodation Proposed Elevations;WG-WBS-ZZ-00-DR-E-63900;Landscape and Habitats Management Plan
(March 2020);Arboricultural Survey Report (March 2020);Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment (March
2020);Ground investigation specification (March 2020);Statement of Community Involvement (March 2020);Energy
Statement (March 2020);Sustainability Statement (March 2020);Transport Assessments (March
2020);Archaeological Report (March 2020);Light Pollution Assessment (March 2020);Flood Risk Assessment
(March 2020);Drainage Strategy (inc SuDS) (March 2020);Apportioned Waste Assessment (March
2020);Ecological Impact Assessment (August 2020);Number of Trips to Site by Location per Week
(01/07/2020);Cover letter prepared by Vectos (29/01/2021);Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
(Oct 20)EIA Volume 1: Environmental Statement Main ReportEIA Volume 3: Technical AppendicesEIA
Environmental Statement Non-Technical SummaryCover letter prepared by Rolfe Judd (20/04/2021);Response to
Independent ES Review Report (April 2021);Windsor Grove Capacity Change Technical Note;Document ref:
184458/N09, prepared by Vectos (April 2021);Air Quality Clarifications Following Ind. Review 01/03/2021.

1
Time period (standard three years)
The development to which this permission relates must be begun no later than three years from the date of this
decision notice.
Reason: To comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.
2
In accordance with approved plans
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in complete accordance with the approved plans and
drawings listed in this decision notice, other than where those details are altered pursuant to the conditions of this
planning permission.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.
3
Non road-mobile machinery (NRMM)
No non-road mobile machinery (NRMM) shall be used on the site unless it is compliant with the NRMM Low
Emission Zone requirements (or any superseding requirements) and until it has been registered for use on the site
on the NRMM register (or any superseding register).
Reason: To ensure that air quality is not adversely affected by the development in line with London Plan policy
7.14 and the Mayor's SPG: The Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition.
4

Contamination

A) No demolition or development shall commence until the following components of a scheme to deal with the risks
associated with contamination of the site have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority:
i) A site investigation scheme, based on previous findings to provide information for a detailed assessment of the
risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off-site;
ii) The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment resulting from i);
iii) An options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures required and how
they are to be undertaken;
iv) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to demonstrate that the works set
out in iii) are complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages,
maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.

The development shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the details and measures approved.
B) Prior to occupation of any part of the development, a verification report demonstrating completion of the works
set out in the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The report shall include results of sampling and monitoring
carried out in accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site remediation criteria have
been met. It shall also include any plan (a "long-term monitoring and maintenance plan") for longer-term monitoring
of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action, as identified in the verification plan,
and for the reporting of this to the local planning authority.
C) If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then no further
development shall be carried out until the developer has submitted, and obtained written approval from the Local
Planning Authority for, an amendment to the remediation strategy detailing how this unsuspected contamination
will be dealt with in accordance with the objectives of the previously approved remediation strategy.
Reason: Development must not commence before this condition is discharged to safeguard future users or
occupiers of this site and the wider environment from irreversible risks associated with the contaminants which are
present by ensuring that the contaminated land is properly treated and made safe before development. Depending
on the outcome of any ground investigation and subsequent risk assessment, it may be necessary for remediation
to be carried out. If this is the case, it will be necessary to demonstrate that any work has been carried out
effectively and the environmental risks have been satisfactorily managed (policies 5.21 of the London Plan (2015)
and EN4 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
5

Piling method statement

No piling shall take place until a piling method statement (detailing the depth and type of piling to be undertaken
and the methodology by which such piling will be carried out, including measures to prevent and minimise the
potential for damage to subsurface water infrastructure, and the programme for the works) has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority in consultation with Thames Water. Measures should also
be employed to reduce the potential adverse effects of vibration such as the use of the pressed-in method for sheet
piling rather than driven, should site conditions allow. Any piling must be undertaken in accordance with the terms
of the approved piling method statement.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not harm groundwater resources in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 170) and to safeguard residential amenity and biodiversity value around the
site during the whole of the construction period. (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policy SI 5 of
London Plan (2021)).
6

Air Quality and Dust Management Plan (AQDMP)

No demolition or development shall commence until full details of the proposed mitigation measures for impact on
air quality and dust emissions, in the form of an Air Quality and Dust Management Plan (AQDMP), have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The AQDMP shall include the following for
each relevant phase of work (demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout):
a) A summary of work to be carried out;
b) Proposed haul routes, location of site equipment including supply of water for damping down, source of water,
drainage and enclosed areas to prevent contaminated water leaving the site;
c) Inventory and timetable of all dust and NOx air pollutant generating activities;
d) List of all dust and emission control methods to be employed and how they relate to the AQDMP;
e) Details of any fuel stored on-site;
f) Details of a trained and responsible person on-site for air quality (with knowledge of pollution monitoring and
control methods, and vehicle emissions);
g) Summary of monitoring protocols and agreed procedure of notification to the local authority; and
h) A log book for action taken in response to incidents or dust-causing episodes and the mitigation measures taken
to remedy any harm caused, and measures employed to prevent a similar incident reoccurring.
The AQDMP must also include details of automatic continuous PM10 monitoring which should be carried out on
site. Baseline monitoring must commence at least three months before the commencement of the enabling works.
If baseline monitoring can not begin during this time frame, PM10 data for this 3 month advance period from
monitors already in place at the site may be submitted, subject to approval of details (monitor locations and
specifications) by the LPA. Monitors must then be installed on-site at locations indicative of exposure of sensitive
receptors to dust emitted from works from commencement of phase 1 and should continue throughout all
construction phases. Details of:

o
the equipment to be used
o
its exact positioning
o
trigger levels above which construction works must stop until the source of emissions can be identified
o
additional mitigation to be employed during high pollution episodes must be included and approved by the
council prior to use. If proposed trigger level is above 190 µg/m3 this must be justified and approved by the LPA. A
monthly summary report of continuous monitoring data should be provided to the council for the duration of the
development, and monitoring data should be available for download by the local authority on request at any time.
Reports of exceedances of trigger levels with details of the source of exceedances, mitigation measures applied
and future preventative measures to be taken should be submitted to the local authority by the next working day.
No demolition or development shall commence until all necessary pre-commencement measures described in the
AQDMP have been put in place and set out on site. The demolition and development shall thereafter be carried out
and monitored in accordance with the details and measures approved in the AQDMP.
Reason: Development must not commence before this condition is discharged to manage and mitigate the impact
of the development on the air quality and dust emissions in the area and London as a whole, and to avoid
irreversible and unacceptable damage to the environment (London Plan (2021) Policy SI 1, and the London Plan
SPGs for Sustainable Design and Construction and Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and
Demolition).
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Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)

No development shall commence until a Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) relating to
that phase has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority in consultation with TfL.
The CEMP shall include details as set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 14: Mitigation and
Monitoring Schedule, including of the following relevant measures:
a)
An introduction consisting of construction environmental management plan, definitions and abbreviations
and project description and location;
b)
A description of management responsibilities;
c)
A description of the construction and demolition programme which identifies activities likely to cause high
levels of noise, vibration or dust;
d)
Site working hours and a named person for residents to contact;
e)
Detailed Site logistics arrangements;
f)
Details regarding parking, deliveries, and storage;
g)
Details regarding dust and noise mitigation measures to be deployed including identification of sensitive
receptors, together with arrangements for ongoing continuous monitoring and provision of monitoring results to the
Local Planning Authority;
h)
Details of measures to prevent the deposit of mud and debris on the public highway;
i)
Any measures to mitigate the impact of demolition and construction upon the function and safety of the
surrounding area for cyclists;
j)
Any other measures to mitigate the impact of demolition and construction upon the amenity of the area and
the function and safety of the highway network;
k)
Details of a temporary lighting strategy, including details of temporary lighting of all public areas and
buildings showing acceptable positioning and levels of glare;
l)
Measures to heighten awareness of the potential for ecological features as set out in the Environmental
Statement Volume 1, Chapter 11: Ecology and Biodiversity;
m)
Communication procedures with the LBL and local community regarding key construction issues newsletters, fliers etc.;
n)
Details demonstrating that Street Space for London Plan guidance informed the CEMP (where
relevant/feasible).
The demolition and construction shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the details and measures
approved in the CEMP, unless the written consent of the Local Planning Authority is received for any variation.
Reason: This is required prior to construction to avoid hazard and obstruction being caused to users of the public
highway and to safeguard residential amenity and biodiversity value around the site during the whole of the
construction period. (Policies T6, EN1 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP)

A CTMP shall be submitted to the local planning authority prior to the commencement of construction works on-site
and shall set out measures to control the potential impacts of the construction process on the local transport
network. The CTMP shall ensure that a strategy for planning the demolition and construction access routes will be
implemented and to take into account current legislation.

The strategy for planning the demolition and construction access routes should be regularly reviewed and shall
include details of the following:
Temporary traffic control measures (if required);
Timing controls (e.g. limiting peak period vehicle movements);
Temporary and permanent access to the works for personnel/vehicles;
Traffic management procedures for waste disposal vehicles;
Personnel and vehicle segregation;
Traffic Management Equipment, e.g. road cones, temporary fencing and signage etc.;
Provision made to ensure that vehicles can be loaded and unloaded off the public highway where possible;
A construction travel plan that encourages the site labour force to use public transport to travel to and from
the site where possible. There would only be limited vehicle parking permitted on-site for visitors;
Wheel washing facilities, their location and procedures to ensure that wheels are washed prior to vehicles
leaving the site;
A schedule of road sweeping to be used on adjacent roads at an appropriate frequency depending on the
stage of construction to keep the roads clean and free from mud etc.;
Traffic management plans to minimise the potential effect of the works on the local road network. This
would include ensuring that any lane closures (following approval) are undertaken outside of peak hours where
considered necessary and appropriate; and
Any temporary diversions of pedestrian and cycleways during the public highway works where necessary
(following approval).
The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the details and measures approved in the
CTMP, unless the written consent of the Local Planning Authority is received for any variation.
Reason: This is required prior to construction to avoid hazard and obstruction being caused to users of the public
highway and to safeguard residential amenity during the whole of the construction period. (Policies T6 and Q2 of
the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
9
Arboricultural Impact Assessment
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, an Arboricultural Impact Assessment shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority and the measures set out within the approved
details must be fully implemented prior to the commencement of any works on site or as approved in the
assessment and shall be maintained until the completion of the development hereby approved. The Arboricultural
Impact Assessment shall reflect the relevant details outlined in the Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 14
(Mitigation and Measures) - Table 14.3.
Reason: Development must not commence before this condition is discharged to ensure the retention of, and avoid
irrevocable damage to, the retained trees on the site that provide important visual amenity value to the locality and
the wider surrounding area (policy G7 of the London Plan (2021) and Q10 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS)

No development shall take place until details of a Sustainable Drainage System, including its implementation,
maintenance and management, have been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority. The SUDS
should reflect the mitigations and measures set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1. Infiltration methods
and rainwater harvesting should be considered in line with the drainage hierarchy set out in the London Plan. The
proposed drainage outfalls must account for the potential surcharging of the adjacent Effra culverted sewer. Nonreturn valves and appropriate cover levels should be applied at a minimum to avoid any sewer surcharge entering
the private drainage network within the proposed site.
The submitted details shall include:
a) information about the design storm period and intensity, the method employed to delay and control the surface
water discharged from the site and the measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or
surface waters;
b) a timetable for its implementation; and
c) a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development which shall include the arrangements
for adoption by any public authority or statutory undertaker and any other arrangements to secure the operation of
the scheme throughout its lifetime.
The scheme shall be implemented and thereafter managed and maintained in accordance with the approved
details.

Reason: To manage the water environment of the development and mitigate the impact on flood risk, water quality,
habitat and amenity value. (Policies EN5 and EN6 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policy SI12 of the London
Plan (2021)).
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Flood emergency and evacuation

No development shall commence until the applicant has submitted to and had approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority a Flood Warning and Evacuation Plan (FEP). This Plan shall include the following information:
During Construction Process
command & control (decision making process and communications to ensure activation of FEP);
training and exercising of personnel on site (H& S records of to whom and when);
flood warning procedures (in terms of receipt and transmission of information and to whom);
site evacuation procedures and routes; and
provision for identified safe refuges (who goes there and resources to sustain them).
During Occupation of Development
occupant awareness of the likely frequency and duration of flood events;
safe access to and from the development;
subscription details to Environment Agency flood warning system, 'Flood Warning Direct'.
The FEP shall be implemented during the demolition, construction and occupation phases of the development
hereby approved and maintained in operation for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: In order to mitigate the impact of a flood event on users of the development (Policy SI 12 of the London
Plan (2021)) and EN5 of Lambeth Local Plan Policy (2015)).
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Flood mitigation measures
The development shall be constructed in accordance with the following flood mitigation measures as identified in
the approved Environmental Statement Volume 1:
The finished floor level of the buildings within the development shall be a minimum of 48.57m AOD to
minimise any surface water flooding effects on the proposed development.
Any critical equipment or plant key to the operation of the proposed Waste Management Facility that could
be affected by potential flooding should be located at a safe appropriate level to avoid any risk or damages.
Reason: In order to mitigate the impact of a flood event on users of the development (Policy SI 12 of the London
Plan (2021)) and EN5 of Lambeth Local Plan Policy (2015)).
13
Reduction in carbon emissions
Prior to commencement of the above-ground works of the development hereby permitted, an Energy Statement
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority which demonstrates that the
development will achieve a minimum reduction in carbon emissions of 50% over that required by Part L of the
Building Regulations 2013. The Energy Statement shall include the calculations for the final cash-in-lieu payment
for offsetting the remaining regulated CO2 emissions (using the carbon price of £95 per tonne for 30 years). Where
GLA SAP10 factors are used, the spreadsheet should be provided as evidence. The details shall also include an
energy efficient lighting scheme to further improve the energy performance of the development.
The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved Energy Statement.
Reason: To ensure that the development makes the fullest contribution to minimising carbon dioxide emissions
(Policy SI 2 and SI 3 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN3 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
14
BREEAM
A.
Prior to commencement of above-ground works on site, BREEAM pre-assessments for the commercial
spaces should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority demonstrating that a rating
of 'Excellent' has been achieved. (If this is not possible, justification and a minimum of Very Good should be
achieved with a minimum score of 63%).
B.
Within six months of work commencing on site, BREEAM Design Stage certificates and summary score
sheets should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority demonstrating that a rating
of 'Excellent' has been achieved. (If this is not possible, justification and a minimum of Very Good should be
achieved with a minimum score of 63%).
C.
Within six months of first occupation, BREEAM Post Construction certificates and summary score sheets
for both assessments should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority

demonstrating that a rating of 'Excellent' has been achieved, and that a minimum of one credit has been achieved
for Wat 01 'Water Consumption' in both BREEAM assessments. (If BREEAM Excellent is not possible, justification
and a minimum of Very Good should be achieved with a minimum score of 63%)
Reason: To ensure that the development has an acceptable level of sustainability (Policy EN4 of the Lambeth
Local Plan (2015) and Policy SI 2 of the London Plan (2021)).
15
Overheating
Prior to the commencement of the above-ground works of the development, the applicant should submit an
Overheating Assessment Report showing that the risk of overheating has been reduced in line with the Mayor's
cooling hierarchy. The report should demonstrate compliance against CIBSE TM52, should provide the results
from testing using CIBSE TM49 and should demonstrate that the cooling hierarchy has been followed and the
reliance on active cooling has been minimized. The mitigation measures shall thereafter be retained for the lifetime
of the development.
Reason: To ensure the design of the development reduces (as far as is possible) the potential for overheating and
reliance on air conditioning systems (Policy SI 2 and SI 4 of the London Plan (2021)).
16
Water efficiency - pre-occupation
Prior to the occupation of the development hereby permitted, evidence should be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority to demonstrate that water metering, water saving and leak detection
measures have been incorporated into the design (and justification provided where these measures are deemed
inappropriate). The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: Occupation must not commence prior to these details being discharged in order to ensure the
development would achieve an acceptable standard of water efficiency (Policy SI 5 of the London Plan (2021)).
17
Energy efficiency - pre-occupation
Prior to first occupation of the development, As Built SBEM calculations as an output of the National Calculation
Method should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority demonstrating that the
development has achieved a minimum of 50% reduction in carbon emissions over that required by Part L of the
Building Regulations 2013, in line with the approved Energy Report (Waterman Building Services Ltd, May 2020).
Reason: To ensure that the development makes the fullest contribution to minimising carbon dioxide emissions
(Policy SI 2 and SI 3 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN3 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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Landscape Ecological Management Plan (LEMP)

Prior to commencement of the above ground works of the development hereby approved, a Landscape Ecological
Management Plan (LEMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. All tree,
shrub and hedge planting included within the scheme shall accord with BS3936:1992, BS4043:1989 and
BS4428:1989 (or subsequent superseding equivalent) and current Arboricultural best practice.
The LEMP shall demonstrate that a minimum Net Biodiversity Gain value of 113% and a minimum Urban Greening
Factor of 0.48 has been achieved. The LEMP shall include the following:
a)
The treatment of all parts of the site not covered by buildings including walls and boundary features
b)
The quantity, size, species, position and the proposed time of planting of all trees and shrubs to be planted
including details of appropriate infrastructure to support long-term survival
c)
An indication of how all trees and shrubs will integrate with the proposal in the long term with regard to
their mature size and anticipated routine maintenance and protection including irrigation systems
d)
Details of infrastructure to maximise rooting capacity and optimize rooting conditions;
e)
All shrubs and hedges to be planted that are intended to achieve a significant size and presence in the
landscape shall be similarly specified;
f)
All hard landscaping features;
g)
Biodiversity mitigation and enhancement measures (including but not limited to bird and bat boxes,
wildflower grassland, bulbs, native planting, hedgehog nesting opportunities, and habitats for invertebrates and
reptiles) as set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 14 (Mitigation and Measures) - Table 14.5.
The development shall be thereafter carried out in accordance with the approved LEMP and the relevant aspects
of the development specified in the LEMP shall be completed prior to the date of occupation of the site unless an
alternative temporary landscaping and phasing scheme has otherwise been submitted to and agreed by the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: In order to introduce high quality landscaping in and around the site in the interests of the ecological value
of the site and to ensure a satisfactory landscaping of the site in the interests of visual amenity and to ensure high

quality of housing. (Policy EN1, Q2, Q6, Q9, Q10 and H5 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policy G6 of the
London Plan 2020)).
19
Landscaping - First Planting
All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved landscaping scheme shall be carried out in the first
planting and seeding season following the initial occupation of the development hereby permitted or the substantial
completion of the development, whichever is the sooner. Any trees, hedgerows or shrubs forming part of the
approved landscaping scheme which within a period of five years from the initial occupation or substantial
completion of the development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in
the next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless the Local Planning Authority gives written
consent to any variation.
Reasons: In order to introduce high quality soft landscaping in and around the site in the interests of the ecological
value of the site and to ensure a satisfactory landscaping of the site in the interests of visual amenity (Policy EN1,
Q2, Q9, Q10 and H5 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policy G6 of the London Plan 2020)).
20
Green roof and living wall
Within six months of construction work starting on site, a detailed specification of the green roof and living wall shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The specification shall include details of
the quantity, size, species, position and the proposed time of planting of all elements of the green roof and wall,
together with details of their anticipated routine maintenance and protection.
The green roof and living wall shall be installed prior to occupation of the development and thereafter maintained in
accordance with the approved details and shall be retained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: In order to promote biodiversity and rainwater attenuation on the site. (Policy G1, G5, SI 2 and SI 13 of
the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN1, EN4, EN5, EN6 and Q9 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
21
Green roof maintenance
If within 5 years of the installation of the green roof any planting forming part of the green roof shall die, be
removed, or become seriously damaged or diseased, then this planting shall be replaced in the next planting
season with planting of a similar size and species.
Reason: To safeguard the visual amenities of the area and to ensure that the development has an acceptable level
of sustainability and biodiversity and to mitigate the impact on flood risk (Policy G1, G5, SI 2 and SI 13 of the
London Plan (2021) and Policy EN1, EN4, EN5, EN6 and Q9 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
22
Travel Plan
The operation of the development hereby permitted shall not commence until a Full Travel Pan has been submitted
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The measures approved in the Full Travel Plan which are
required to be implemented before occupation shall so be implemented prior to the initial occupation and shall be
so maintained for the duration of the development, unless the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority
is obtained to any variation.
Reason: To ensure that the travel arrangements to the site are appropriate and to limit the effects of the increase in
travel movements (Policy T1 and T4 of the London Plan (2021) and Policies T1 and T6 of the Lambeth Local Plan
(2015)).
23
Cycle Parking Details
Prior to initial occupation of the development hereby permitted, full details of the cycle parking provision shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details shall include:
Floor plans and detailed construction drawings (where relevant)
Specification of cycle stands including manufacturer's details
Details of lifts to accommodate non-standard cycles (unless it is has been demonstrated that it is not
technically feasible)
Details of automatic doors
Phasing of delivery of short-term cycle parking (including temporary provision if relevant)
The cycle parking shall thereafter be implemented in full in accordance with the approved details before the
relevant use hereby permitted commences and shall thereafter be retained solely for its designated use.
Reason: To ensure adequate cycle parking is available on site and to promote sustainable modes of transport
(policies T1, T3 and Q13 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policy T5 of the London Plan
(2021).

24
Delivery and Servicing Management Plan
The development hereby permitted shall not be commence operation until a Deliveries and Servicing Management
Plan (DSMP) has been submitted and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The submitted DSMP must include the following details:
a)
A booking system for arrival of OGV2 vehicles at all times, including a definition of larger ordinary goods
vehicles (OGV2) as defined in the Standard UK Vehicle Classification System;
b)
frequency of other servicing vehicles such as refuse collections;
c)
dimensions of delivery and servicing vehicles;
d)
proposed loading and delivery locations; and
e)
a strategy to manage vehicles servicing the site.
f)
confirmation that the maximum length of vehicles accessing the Development, when operational, is 10.2m.
g)
confirmation of the restriction on OGV2 movements, preventing movements to and from the site between
school peak hours 08:00-09:00 and 15:00-16:00 during the school term
h)
confirmation that the gates to the site will remain open during operational hours;
i)
a strategy to prevent vehicles accessing the site from parking in Windsor Grove.
The development hereby permitted shall thereafter be operated in accordance with the approved DSMP.
Reason: To protect the amenities of adjoining occupiers and the surrounding area and to limit the effects of the
increase in travel movements (Policy Q2 and T8 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policies
T4 and T9 of the London Plan (2021)).
25
Electric Vehicle Charging Points
100% of the vehicular parking spaces to be provided within the development hereby permitted shall be provided
with electrical charging points for electric vehicles.
Reason: To encourage the uptake of electric vehicles (Policy T6 and T6.1 of the London Plan (2021)).
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Transport restrictions
The development hereby approved must be adhered to the following transport restrictions:
a)
The maximum length of vehicle allowed to access the site is 10.2m;
b)
The development hereby approved shall restrict the movement of larger ordinary goods vehicles (OGV2)
as defined in the Standard UK Vehicle Classification System during the school peak hours (Monday to Friday
during the school term) as follows:
o
Between 08:00 and 09:00 - there shall be no OGV2 arrivals to the site and a maximum of 3no. OGV2
departures from the site
o
Between 15:00 and 16:00 - there shall be no OGV2 arrivals to or departures from the site.
c)
The gates to the site must remain open during operational hours;
d)
Vehicles accessing the site shall not park on Windsor Grove;
e)
The parking spaces on the site shall be used for operational vehicles only and not for use as staff car
parking (other than for a disabled person using the designated bay);
Reason: To protect the amenities of adjoining occupiers and the surrounding area and to limit the effects of the
increase in travel movements (Policy Q2 and T8 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policies
T4 and T9 of the London Plan (2021)).
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FORS Accreditation and Euro VI vehicles
The operator of the metal waste recycling facility hereby approved is required to:
a)
Achieve at least silver Fleet Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS) accreditation within 12 months of first
occupation of the site.
b)
Ensure that the occupier's fleet of vehicles achieve at least Euro VI vehicle emission standards within 12
months of first occupation of the site.
Reason: To protect the amenities of the surrounding area and to limit the effects of the increase in travel
movements (Policy Q2 and T8 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policies T4 and T9 of the
London Plan (2021)).
28
Flues and extraction plant
Prior to the initial occupation of the development hereby approved, details and full specifications of ventilation
extraction and filtration equipment, and ongoing maintenance plan (including elevational drawings) shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The ventilation shall incorporate the provision
of NOx and PM2.5 filtration to reduce emissions released through the ventilation system during the operational
phase of the development. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until the approved details are

fully implemented. The approved flues, extraction and filtration equipment shall thereafter be retained and
maintained in working order for the duration of the development in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To protect the amenities of future residential occupiers (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and
D14 of the London Plan (2021)).
29
Noise and vibration attenuation of plant
The developmnet hereby permitted, or the operation of any building services plant, shall not commence until an
assessment of the acoustic impact arising from the operation of all internally and externally located plant has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The assessment of the acoustic impact shall be undertaken in accordance with BS 4142: 2014 (or subsequent
superseding equivalent) and current best practice and shall include a scheme of attenuation measures to ensure
the rating level of noise emitted from the proposed building services plant is 5dB less than background.
The development hereby permitted, or the operation of any building services plant, shall not commence until a
post-installation noise assessment has been carried out to confirm compliance with the noise criteria. The scheme
of attenuation measures shall be implemented fully in accordance with the approved details and attenuation
measures, and shall be permanently retained and maintained in working order for the duration of the development
and the operation of any building services plant.
Reason: To protect the amenities of adjoining occupiers and the surrounding area (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local
Plan (2015) and D14 of the London Plan (2021)).
30
Use times (hours of operation)
The commercial trading operations of the development hereby approved shall not operate other than within the
following time periods:
08:00 Hours to 17:00 Hours - Monday to Friday
08:00 Hours to 13:00 Hours - Saturdays
There shall be no operation of the premises during Sundays, Bank Holidays or Public Holidays.
Reason: To ensure that no nuisance or disturbance is caused to the detriment of the amenities of adjoining
occupiers or users of the area generally (policies Q2 and T6 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan
(2015)).
31
Secured by design - construction
Prior to commencement of the development beyond the superstructure of the development hereby permitted, an
application for Secured by Design Certification shall be made for the development hereby approved.
Reason: To ensure that satisfactory attention is given to security and community safety (Policy GC6 of the London
Plan (2021) and Policy Q3 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
32
Secured by design - certification
Prior to the first occupation of any part of the development, evidence of the development having achieved Secure
by Design certification shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme
shall thereafter be maintained in accordance with the measures required to achieve certification for the lifetime of
the development.
Reason: To ensure that satisfactory attention is given to security and community safety (Policy GC6 of the London
Plan (2021) and Policy Q3 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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External lighting
Prior to initial occupation, an external lighting scheme for the development shall be submitted for the approval of
the Local Planning Authority in accordance with the Institute of Lighting Professional's Guidance notes for the
reduction of obstructive light. The scheme must be designed by a suitably qualified person in accordance with the
recommendations in the ILP document "Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light". The scheme should
refer to the mitigations and measures set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1.
Before commencement of operation of the approved lighting scheme the applicant shall appoint a suitably qualified
member of the institute of lighting professionals (ILP) to validate that the lighting scheme as installed conforms to
the recommendations in the ILP document "Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light".

Reason: To ensure minimal nuisance or disturbance is caused to the detriment of the amenities of adjoining
occupiers, the ecological values of the adjoining SINC and of the area generally (Policies EN2 and Q2 of the
Lambeth Local Plan (2015))
34
Removal of PD rights
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015
(or any order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), the premises shall be used as a
metal waste recycling facility and for no other purpose in Class B2 of the Town and Country (Use Classes)
(Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 or any provision equivalent to those Classes in any statutory instrument
revoking and re- enacting that Order with or without modification.
Reason: To safeguard waste capacity in the borough and to ensure that introduction of other uses such as those
falling within Use Class B2 are not introduced without further assessment (Policy ED1, EN7 and T6 of the Lambeth
Local Plan (2015)).
35
Throughput Capacity Limit
The maximum capacity of throughput of the development hereby permitted shall not exceed 25,000 tonnes per
annum.
Reason: To protect the amenities of the surrounding area and to limit the effects of the increase in travel
movements (Policy Q2 and T8 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policies T4 and T9 of the
London Plan (2021)).
Notes to Applicants:
In dealing with this application the Council has implemented the requirement in the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019) to work with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner. The council has made available
on its website the policies and guidance provided by Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and its supplementary planning
documents. We also offer a full pre-application advice service in order to ensure that the applicant has every
opportunity to submit an application that’s likely to be considered acceptable.

1.
NRMM Informative: For information on the NRMM Low Emission Zone requirements and to register
NRMM, please visit "http://nrmm.london/".
2.
EA Informative
Please be aware that this development will require an environmental permit under the Environmental Permitting
(England and Wales) Regulations 2016, Regulation 12. In circumstances where an activity or operation meets
certain criteria, an exemption from permitting may apply. Please refer to the relevant section of the gov.uk website
for further information on exempt activities: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/register-your-waste-exemptionsenvironmental-permits
This site already holds an environmental permit. However, for this permit to be fit for the operations proposed, it will
have to be transferred to a new permit holder and varied to match the requirements of the intended operations, or
surrendered and a new permit or exemption applied for.
The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 state that permitted sites should not harm
human health or pollute the environment. The operator is therefore required to have measures in place which will:
o
prevent pollution;
o
ensure that there is no harm to human health, the quality of the environment, or the surrounding amenity;
o
ensure that there is no offence to a human sense or damage to material property.
We would likely reject any permit application which did not include this information. Please note that this
information is highly important, as activities at this site have received noise complaints in the past, and the site is in
a highly populated residential area and adjacent to a school.
Furthermore, we would recommend that investigations are carried out before construction begins, in order to
ensure that waste generated from the ground is dealt with appropriately and in accordance with the guidelines. It is
imperative to determine the condition of the land, in order to surrender the current environmental permit and if a
new permit is applied for, a site condition report will most likely to be required (depending on the permit applied
for).
Where a development involves any significant construction or related activities, we would recommend using a
management and reporting system to minimise and track the fate of construction wastes, such as that set out in

Publicly Available Specification (PAS) 402: 2013, or an appropriate equivalent assurance methodology. This
should ensure that any waste contractors employed are suitably responsible in ensuring waste only goes to
legitimate destinations.
Please refer to the relevant section of the gov.uk website for further information on the use of waste in exempt
activities: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/waste-exemptions-using-waste
Non-waste activities are not regulated by us - such as activities carried out under the CL;AIRE Definition of Waste:
Development Industry Code of Practice (DoWCoP) (Version 2) - but the developer will need to decide if materials
meet 'End of waste' or by-product criteria (as defined by the Water Framework Directive). The 'Is It Waste?' tool
allows developers to make an assessment: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/isitwaste-tool-for-adviceon-the-by-products-and-end-of-waste-tests
3.
Thames Water Informatives:
There are public sewers crossing or close to your development. If you're planning significant work near our sewers,
it's important that you minimize the risk of damage. We'll need to check that your development doesn't limit repair
or maintenance activities, or inhibit the services we provide in any other way. The applicant is advised to read our
guide working near or diverting our pipes. https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planningyour-development/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes
We would expect the developer to demonstrate what measures will be undertaken to minimise groundwater
discharges into the public sewer. Groundwater discharges typically result from construction site dewatering, deep
excavations, basement infiltration, borehole installation, testing and site remediation. Any discharge made without
a permit is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under the provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991.
Should the Local Planning Authority be minded to approve the planning application, Thames Water would like the
following informative attached to the planning permission: "A Groundwater Risk Management Permit from Thames
Water will be required for discharging groundwater into a public sewer. Any discharge made without a permit is
deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under the provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. We would
expect the developer to demonstrate what measures he will undertake to minimise groundwater discharges into the
public sewer. Permit enquiries should be directed to Thames Water's Risk Management Team by telephoning 020
3577 9483 or by emailing trade.effluent@thameswater.co.uk . Application forms should be completed on line via
www.thameswater.co.uk . Please refer to the Wholsesale; Business customers; Groundwater discharges section.
Where the developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer
Services will be required. Should you require further information please refer to our website.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Apply-and-pay-for-services/Wastewater-services
A Trade Effluent Consent will be required for any Effluent discharge other than a 'Domestic Discharge'. Any
discharge without this consent is illegal and may result in prosecution. (Domestic usage for example includes toilets, showers, washbasins, baths, private swimming pools and canteens). Typical Trade Effluent processes
include: - Laundrette/Laundry, PCB manufacture, commercial swimming pools, photographic/printing, food
preparation, abattoir, farm wastes, vehicle washing, metal plating/finishing, cattle market wash down, chemical
manufacture, treated cooling water and any other process which produces contaminated water. Pre-treatment,
separate metering, sampling access etc may be required before the Company can give its consent. Applications
should be made at https://wholesale.thameswater.co.uk/Wholesale-services/Business-customers/Trade-effluent or
alternatively to Waste Water Quality, Crossness STW, Belvedere Road, Abbeywood, London. SE2 9AQ.
Telephone: 020 3577 9200.
4.
UXO
The developers are reminded that the site is at medium risk of unexploded ordinance (UXO) and should familiarise
themselves with the CIRIA C681 document titled Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) A Guide for the Construction
Industry (dated 2009), which provides a construction industry guide and recommendations for good practice for
managing UXO risk. They should also familiarise themselves the Explosive Ordnance Desk Study for the site
completed by EOD Contracts Ltd, which is representative of the detailed risk assessment study, and was
appended to the Waterman Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment (GQERA).
A UXO Emergency Response Plan should be completed and form part of the project health and safety planning
and be prepared by a suitably qualified person. The Emergency Response Plan should be communicated to those
with safety and operational responsibilities and to site operatives during site induction briefings.
5.
Design Out Crime
The DOC officer recommends that the applicant follow the current Metropolitan Police advice on metal recycling
facility security and have an agreed security plan in place following discussions with the DOCO. Please contact the
case officer for further details.

https://lambethmy.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/boates_lambeth_gov_uk/Eekq_1YqEF5FoYbXvjSn1H4B6mG0GKfTEzCnSbkzz
KiX1w?e=dPO6iK
6.
Network Rail
The developer must ensure that their proposal, both during construction and after completion does not:
o encroach onto Network Rail land
o affect the safety, operation or integrity of the company's railway and its infrastructure
o undermine its support zone
o damage the company's infrastructure
o place additional load on cuttings
o adversely affect any railway land or structure
o over-sail or encroach upon the air-space of any Network Rail land
o cause to obstruct or interfere with any works or proposed works or Network Rail development both now and in
the future
Network Rail strongly recommend the developer complies with the attached comments and requirements to
maintain the safe operation of the railway and protect Network Rail's
infrastructure.
https://lambeth-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/boates_lambeth_gov_uk/Ec1Wc4rfwZJkie8Vv5J_UQBS5X2Py0xpCGyplMEnknXwQ?e=pBwwIa

Yours sincerely
Rob Bristow
Assistant Director Planning, Transport & Development

Growth, Planning and Employment Directorate
Date printed: 30th June 2021

INFORMATION FOR APPLICANTS GRANTED PLANNING PERMISSION SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, OR
WHERE PERMISSION HAS BEEN REFUSED.
General Information
This permission is subject to due compliance with any local Acts, regulations, building by-laws and general
statutory provisions in force in the area and nothing herein shall be regarded as dispensing with such compliance
or be deemed to be a consent by the Council thereunder.
Your attention is drawn to the provisions of the Building Regulations 1985 and related legislation which must be
complied with to the satisfaction of the Council’s Building Control Officer, PO Box 734, Winchester SO23 5DG.
The Council’s permission does not modify or affect any personal or restrictive covenants, easements, etc., applying
to or affecting the land or the rights of any person entitled to the benefits thereof.
STATEMENT OF APPLICANT’S RIGHTS ARISING FROM THE REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION OR
FROM THE GRANT OF PERMISSION SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS.
Appeals to the Secretary of State
If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the local planning authority to refuse permission or approval for the
proposed development or to grant permission or approval subject to conditions, he may appeal to the Secretary of
State in accordance with Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 within six months from the date
of this notice. Appeals must be made on a form which is obtainable from The Planning Inspectorate, Room 3/13
Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol BS1 6PN. Alternatively an Appeal form can be
downloaded from their website at www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate. The Secretary of
State has power to allow longer period for the giving of a notice of appeal but he will not normally be prepared to
exercise this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal. The
Secretary of State is not required to entertain an appeal if it appears to him that permission for the proposed
development could not have been granted by the local planning authority, or could not have been so granted
otherwise than subject to the conditions imposed by them, having regard to the statutory requirements, to the
provisions of the development order, and to any directions given under the order.
Purchase Notice
If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions, whether by the local planning authority or
by the Secretary of State for the Environment, and the owner of the land claims that the land has become
incapable of reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonable beneficial
use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted, he may serve on the London
Borough of Lambeth a purchase notice requiring that Council to purchase his interest in the land in accordance
with the provisions of Section 137 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
Compensation
In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the local planning authority for compensation, where
permission is refused or granted subject to conditions by the Secretary of State for the Environment on appeal or
on a reference of the application to him. The circumstances in which such compensation is payable are set out in
Section 120 and related provision of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Appendix 2 - List of consultees (statutory and Other Consultees)
Statutory Consultee
Environment Agency
Network Rail
Thames Water
Transport for London (TFL)
Historic England – Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service
L.F.C.D Authority
London Ecology Unit
Internal Consultees
LBL Highways
LBL Transport
LBL Conservation & Urban Design
LBL Parks & Open Spaces
LBL Enterprise, Employment And Skills
LBL Regeneration Team
LBL Waste (Veolia)
LBL Arboricultural Officer
LBL Building Control
LBL Sustainability
LBL Lead Local Flood Authority (Flooding – SUDS)
Design Out Crime Officer (Metropolitan police)
Bioregional (Consultant sustainability advisors)
Air Quality Consultants (Consultant advisor)
Avison Young (EIA consultant)
Other Consultees
Norwood Society
Norwood Action Group
London Borough of Croydon
Gipsy Hill Residents Association
Crystal Palace Community Assoc
Brixton Business Forum
Herne Hill Society
Brixton Business Improvement Districts
Brixton Society
Becondale Road Residents Association
Norwood Forum
Dulwich Society
Gispy Hill Ward Councillors

Appendix 3 - List of relevant policies in London Plan, Lambeth Local Plan. Reference to
SPGs, SPD and other relevant guidance
London Plan (2021)
GG2 Making the best use of land
GG5 Growing a good economy
Policy D1 London’s form, character and capacity for growth
Policy D2 Infrastructure requirements for sustainable densities
Policy D3 Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach
Policy D4 Delivering good design
Policy D5 Inclusive design
Policy D11 Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy D12 Fire safety
Policy D13 Agent of Change
Policy D14 Noise
Policy E2 Providing suitable business space
Policy E4 Land for industry, logistics and services to support London’s economic function
Policy E6 Locally Significant Industrial Sites
Policy E7 Industrial intensification, co-location and substitution
Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth
Policy G5 Urban greening
Policy G6 Biodiversity and access to nature
Policy G7 Trees and woodlands
Policy SI 1 Improving air quality
Policy SI 2 Minimising greenhouse gas emissions
Policy SI 4 Managing heat risk
Policy SI 7 Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Policy SI 8 Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency
Policy SI 9 Safeguarded waste sites
Policy SI 12 Flood risk management
Policy SI 13 Sustainable drainage
Policy T1 Strategic approach to transport
Policy T2 Healthy Streets
Policy T4 Assessing and mitigating transport impacts
Policy T5 Cycling
Policy T6 Car parking
Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled persons parking
Policy T7 Deliveries, servicing and construction
Policy T9 Funding transport infrastructure through planning
Policy M1 Monitoring
Regional Guidance
Relevant publications from the GLA include:






The control of dust and emissions during construction and demolition (July 2014)
Character and Context (June 2014)
Use of planning obligations in the funding of Crossrail, and the Mayoral Community
Infrastructure Levy SPG (2013)
London Cycle Design Guide (2014)

Lambeth Local Plan (2015) policies

Provided below is a list of the key Local Plan policies which are considered relevant in the
determination of these applications:


































D1 Delivery and monitoring
D2 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
D3 Infrastructure
D4 Planning obligations
ED1 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
ED14 Employment and training
T1 Sustainable travel
T2 Walking
T3 Cycling
T4 Public transport infrastructure
T6 Assessing impacts of development on transport capacity
T7 Parking
T8 Servicing
EN1 Open space and biodiversity
EN3 Decentralised energy
EN4 Sustainable design and construction
EN5 Flood risk
EN6 Sustainable drainage systems and water management
EN7 Sustainable waste management
Q1 Inclusive environments
Q2 Amenity
Q3 Community safety
Q5 Local distinctiveness
Q6 Urban design: public realm
Q7 Urban design: new development
Q8 Design quality: construction detailing
Q9 Landscaping
Q10 Trees
Q12 Refuse/recycling storage
Q13 Cycle storage
Q15 Boundary treatments
Q18 Historic environment strategy
Q20 Statutory listed buildings

Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (January 2020)











D2 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
D3 Infrastructure
D4 Planning obligations
ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
ED15 Employment and training
T1 Sustainable travel
T2 Walking
T3 Cycling
T4 Public transport infrastructure
T7 Parking
























T8 Servicing
EN1 Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity
EN3 Decentralised energy
EN4 Sustainable design and construction
EN5 Flood risk
EN6 Sustainable drainage systems and water management
EN7 Sustainable waste management
Q1 Inclusive environments
Q2 Amenity
Q3 Safety, crime prevention and counter terrorism
Q5 Local distinctiveness
Q6 Urban design: public realm
Q7 Urban design: new development
Q8 Design quality: construction detailing
Q9 Landscaping
Q10 Trees
Q12 Refuse and recycling
Q13 Cycle storage
Q15 Boundary treatments
Q18 Historic environment strategy
Q20 Statutory listed buildings
Q23 Non-designated heritage assets: local heritage list

Local Guidance / Supplementary Planning Documents
Relevant local guidance and SPDs for Lambeth include:




Employment and Skills SPD (2018)
Waste Storage and Collection Requirements - Technical Specification (2013)
Air Quality Planning Guidance Notes

Appendix 4: Other relevant Plans and Photos

