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Land To The East Of Shakespeare Road, Shakespeare Road,
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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.
Urban & Provincial
Rolfe Judd Planning
Refer to draft decision notice attached in Appendix 1.
Refer to draft decision notice attached in Appendix 1.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
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:
a.
b.

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.

SITE PLAN

Reproduced from the Ordance Survey map with permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office ©
Crown Copyright 2012.
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
London borough of Lambeth LA 100019338

SITE DESIGNATIONS
Relevant site designations
Smoke Control Area
Tree Preservation Order
Safeguarded Waste Site

Tree Preservation Order 276 - 84A Shakespeare Rd

LAND USE DETAILS
The site area covers hectares.
Site area (ha):
0.59 ha

NON-RESIDENTIAL DETAILS
Use Class

Use Description

Floorspace (sqm)
(Gross Internal Area)

Existing

B2

Waste transfer station and associated
service yard

1,250sqm

Proposed

C3

Residential

18,663.5sqm

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DETAILS

Residential Type

Affordable Rented
Social Rented
Intermediate
Private/Market
Total

The payment in lieu of
affordable housing
Review mechanism

No. of bedrooms per unit
Studio
0

1
0

2
0

3
0

4
0

0

11

21

12

0

0

14

9

0

0

14

79

51

7

0

14

104

81

19

0

Total
0
(0%)
44
(20.2%)
23
(10.6%)
151
(69.3%)
218
(100%)

Total
Habitable
Rooms
0
(0%)
145
(25.3%)
55
(9.6%)
374
(65.2%)
574
(100%)

Amount (£)
n/a
Details/Trigger
1. Pre implementation: if not implemented within 3 years of the
date of planning permission
2. Late Stage Review: triggered at when 75% of the market units
are disposed of.

ACCESSIBILITY
Number of C3 Units
196
22

M4(2) Units
M4(3) Units

PARKING DETAILS
Car Parking Spaces
(General)
Existing
Proposed

Resi
0
0

Commercial
7
0

Bicycle Parking Spaces
Long stay
Short stay

Visitor
0
0

Car Parking Spaces
(Disabled)
Resi
0
11

Commercial
0
0

Visitor
0
0

% of
EVCP

Motor-cycle
Spaces

0
100%

0
0

Number of spaces
374
12

LEGAL SERVICES CLEARANCE
Name and
Position/Title
Susan Boucher,
Senior Lawyer

Lambeth Directorate
Legal Services

Date Sent

Date
Cleared

Comments
in
paragraph:

27/08/2021

01/09/2021
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This application has been submitted by Urban and Provincial, who are seeking to redevelop the site to provide 218
residential units. The application site is a safeguarded waste site and is currently occupied by a waste transfer
facility. However, the site is in a predominantly residential area, which is not within a designated industrial area,
and its access is constrained by low bridges on the nearby roads. As a result, the waste facility operates well below
its optimum capacity. The application was advertised as a departure from the development plan and has been
assessed as such for the reasons explained in the report.
The proposed development includes the demolition of the existing waste facility owned by Southwark Metals. The
proposed redevelopment would be entirely residential and would provide 218 units, comprising 14 studio units, 104
x 1-bedroom units, 81 x 2-bedroom units, and 19 x 3-bedroom units. The proposal also includes 67 affordable
housing units (35% calculated by habitable room) with a tenure split of 72% as social rent and 28% as intermediate
tenure affordable housing.
The application was submitted in parallel with a linked application at Windsor Grove (ref: 20/01066/EIAFUL) for the
redevelopment of the car breakers yard into a modern metal waste recycling facility, which would have provided
compensatory waste capacity to allow the release of the Shakespeare Road site from its safeguarding for waste.
This application was refused by the Planning Applications Committee (PAC) on 27 th July 2021. It may be appealed
in due course. Officers are recommending the use of a Grampian condition and legal obligations within a s106
agreement that would only allow commencement of the Shakespeare Road proposal if satisfactory scheme of
compensatory waste provision is approved by the LPA and (in relation to the Windsor Grove site specifically) would
tie progress at the Shakespeare Road site to the delivery of the waste facility at Windsor Grove should the latter be
consented in due course. The use of a Grampian condition and s106 agreement in these circumstances is
considered appropriate and consistent with the Planning Practice Guidance. On this basis the principle of the
proposed redevelopment is acceptable. The principle of the proposed redevelopment for housing is strongly
supported as this addresses the high demand for housing, and in particular affordable housing, in the borough and
wider London.
The massing of the scheme is designed to optimise the development potential for the site while sensitively
considering the amenity of the neighbouring properties and visual amenity of the area. The proposed blocks are
designed with articulated facades to maximise the number of dual aspect units and consist primarily of brickwork
with metal clad features to relate to the historic context of the area. Subtle variations in the brickwork are included
in the proposed design to differentiate between the blocks. Balconies and windows that overlook the public areas
surrounding the site provide passive surveillance to promote a safe environment and garden areas front onto
Shakespeare Road to activate this frontage. Generous areas of communal open space and landscaping are also
provided throughout the development. The details of the application also indicate that the proposed development
would not harm the settings of any nearby designated or non-designated heritage assets.
All blocks are covered with green roofs and the proposed energy strategy includes the use of air source heat
pumps, which results in an overall carbon saving of 51% improvement over baseline emissions. This includes 11%
reduction from energy efficiency measures at the Be Lean Stage and 40% savings at the Be Green stage. The
proposal would also achieve an Urban Greening Factor to 0.4 and a net biodiversity gain of 182%. There is a Tree
Protection Order (TPO) applying to the group of Leyland cypress trees along the frontage of the site, however the
existing trees are of limited value and understood to primarily serve as screening to the existing waste use. Whilst
the proposed development is unable to retain the existing trees it creates an opportunity to provide high quality
replacement trees that are more suitable to the residential setting.
The proposed development would be car free with the exception of parking for blue badge holders, which will be
supported with electric vehicle charging points. Given the existing waste use of the site, the proposed development
would result in an improvement on local vehicle movements and future residents will be encouraged to use
sustainable modes of transport. The proposal includes 386 cycle parking spaces provided within secure storage
areas and cycle parking stands for visitors are provided within the communal open space areas.

All 218 units of the proposed development would be self-contained, are provided with private amenity space, and
meet the minimum floorspace requirements, including space requirements for bedrooms and storage areas. The
unit layouts are well considered, with 77% achieving dual aspect or better, including through-units where possible.
The units that are single aspect are not north facing and are provided with a shallow plan to ensure that rooms gain
good levels of light access and ventilation.
Whilst the site has a history of industrial and waste uses, a Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment sets out
the steps that would be taken to ensure the site can be safely redeveloped for residential use, including a
comprehensive remediation strategy and verification plan. The proposed development will be air quality neutral and
mitigates all potential environmental impacts. An outline fire strategy has also been submitted and the approach is
considered to be reasonable and achievable.
The proposed residential redevelopment optimises this brownfield site within a predominantly residential area. 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. Weighing the
identified departure from the development plan with all relevant material considerations, the application is
recommended for approval.

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

1.

The Application Site

1.1

The site is located in Herne Hill, with Herne Hill District Centre 400m to the south of the site and Brixton
Town Centre 900m to the north-west. The site is approximately 0.6ha in area and two separate railway lines
run along the eastern and south-western boundaries of the site. The primary frontage faces onto
Shakespeare Road, and there is an access road running along the south-west boundary of the site. This
provides access from Shakespeare Road to a Network Rail maintenance depot, located between the southeast site boundary and the rail line. The part of the site adjoining the railway line to the east has a steep
embankment, which produces a significant level change between the elevated railway and the street
frontage.

1.2

The site is a designated safeguarded waste site and is currently in use as a waste transfer station operated
by Norris Haulage Ltd. The maximum waste throughput capacity of the site in the last 5 years is stated to be
20,151 tonnes per annum (TPA) in Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base (2020) with 12,551 TPA of this being
municipal waste. The site is regarded as a non-designated industrial site as it is currently an isolated
industrial site within a predominantly residential area and is not within a Key Industrial and Business Area
(KIBA).

1.3

The site is not located in a conservation area and there are no listed buildings close to the site, however the
Poet’s Corner Conservation Area (CA52) is located approximately 100m south-west of the site on the other
side of the rail line. A line of Leyland Cypress trees run along the north-west boundary of the site, which are
valued for the screening they provide between the existing waste use and the residential properties opposite.
These are protected by a preservation order for this reason (TPO 276).

1.4

The site benefits from a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 3-4 which is considered 'Good'
and has access to several local public transport services, including Herne Hill Station, which is situated
approximately 650m to the south. The site currently has two access points along Shakespeare Road and is
within a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ). The site is in flood zone 1 and has a low probability of flooding.

2.

The Surrounding Area

2.1

The surrounding area is largely residential in character and Shakespeare Road is lined with 2 and 3-storey
residential terraced houses along the western side of the road, whilst there are 2 storey post-war houses and
3 storey apartments blocks to the north of the site that are arranged with the flank elevation facing the street.
Adjoining to the east of the site is the Network Rail depot, which includes single storey maintenance sheds
and a 1-2 storey site office.

2.2

On the opposite side of the railway line to the east is Kerin House, which is a contemporary 3-4 storey
apartment block that fronts onto Milkwood Road, constructed in 2015. Adjoining Kerin House to the south is
a short row of 3-storey houses, which are part of the same development, whilst to the north of it is the Brixton
Ambulance Station. To the south of the application site opposite the railway line there are 2-storey terraced
houses that front onto Mayall Road.

2.3

There are also larger scale developments within close proximity of the site, including the 12 storey Guinness
Trust development to the north-west and post-war blocks near Brockwell Park of approximately 18 storeys.
The Poet's Corner Conservation Area is located to the south west of the site beyond the railway lines and is
comprised predominantly of low-rise and Victorian terraced housing.

2.4

To the north-east, on the other side of the railway line, is the Milkwood Road Key Industrial Business Area
(KIBA). Shakespeare Road Depot KIBA is located approximately 200m north of the site along Shakespeare
Road. Brockwell Park is located 400m to the south-west of the site at the end of Shakespeare Road, and is
designated as Metropolitan Open Land. Herne Hill District Centre and its Primary Shopping Area are located
approximately 400m to the south.

3.

Site Photographs

3.1

Figure 1 – Shakespeare Road and site plan

Figure 2 – The application site

Figure 3 – longer views of the site

4.

Proposal
Summary of the Proposal

4.1

Planning permission is sought for the demolition of the existing building and the construction of a series of
new buildings formed of three blocks of 5, 10 and 11 storeys in height providing 218 new residential units.
The proposal includes 11 blue badge car parking spaces, bicycle parking spaces and hard and soft
landscaping works including integration into Shakespeare Road.

4.2

This application was advertised as a departure application due to its designation as a safeguarded waste site
under the Lambeth Local Plan (2015). Although a mechanism is now proposed for requiring the provision of
alternative waste capacity before the proposed development is able to come forward, officers remain of the
view that the application is a departure from the development plan looked at as a whole. This is because of
the non-compliance of the proposal with policies in the London Plan that seek to prevent the loss of industrial
land save in certain very specific circumstances. For the reasons explained in the report, officers consider
that these London Plan policies relating to the loss of industrial land apply do also apply to a loss of a waste
use, albeit that loss of waste uses is specifically provided for elsewhere in the London Plan. Officers
consider that there are material considerations that outweigh the departure from the development plan, as
discussed in the report.

4.3

The proposed development is subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment and the application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES). This application is also linked with the planning
application reference: 20/01066/EIAFUL for the development proposed at: Land Off Windsor Grove,
Adjoining Railway At West Norwood, London, for a new metal waste recycling facility (max capacity of
25,000 TPA), which was refused by the Planning Application Committee (PAC) at the meeting on 27th July
2021.
Detail of the Proposal

4.4

The application proposes the demolition of the existing waste facility owned by Southwark Metals. The site is
not within a KIBA and is currently in use as a Waste Transfer station. The surroundings are predominantly
residential with the exception of the Network Rail maintenance depot which adjoins the site to the east.

4.5

The proposed redevelopment would be entirely residential and would provide 218 units, comprising 14 studio
units, 104 x 1-bedroom units, 81 x 2-bedroom units, and 19 x 3-bedroom units. Of these units, 22 are
designed to meet the requirements of Building Regulations requirement M4(3) - comprising 11 x 1 bed / 2
person units, 9 x 2 bed / 4 person units and 2 x 3 bed / 4 person units. The proposal also includes 67
affordable housing units (35% calculated by habitable room) with a tenure split of 72% as social rent and
28% as intermediate tenure affordable housing.

4.6

The proposed development consists of three blocks (Blocks A, B and C) surrounding a central courtyard
area. Block A, which would be 4-storeys in height plus a set-back roof level, fronts onto Shakespeare Road
and acts as the gateway to the development with a central main entry point. The main entrance is framed
within a series of industrial metal arches to relate to the history of the area.

4.7

Block B is L-shaped and wraps around the north and eastern part of the site. The tallest element of this block
is 9 to 10-storeys where it adjoins the railway line to the east and then steps down to a height of 5-storeys
where it adjoins the residential properties to the north and the Shakespeare Road frontage to the west. Block
B contains the energy centre, water and sprinkler tank room, and two secure cycle parking areas at the
ground floor level.

4.8

Block C, which is located in the southern part of the site is part 7-storeys and part 11-storeys tall. The ground
floor this block contains the central refuse storage area, sub-station and generator rooms, a 2-storey cycle
storage area and the blue badge car parking area. A delivery and servicing area is also provided between
Blocks A and C and gains access from Shakespeare Road via the access road shared with Network Rail.

4.9

The ground level car park within Block C would provide 8 blue-badge car parking spaces. A further 3 bluebadge spaces are proposed along Shakespeare Road. The development is proposed to be 'car free' with
only 11 blue-badge car parking spaces for M4(3) residential units only. Car parking equates to 5% of the
total number of units. Secure, cycle parking storage is to be installed with a total of 386 cycle parking
spaces. Cycle parking for visitors is provided with Sheffield Stands within the communal open space areas
providing capacity for 12 cycles.

4.10 The massing of the scheme is designed to optimise the development potential for the site whilst sensitively
considering the amenity of the neighbouring properties and visual amenity of the area. The proposed blocks
are designed with articulated facades to maximise the number of dual aspect units and consist primarily of
brickwork with metal clad features to relate to the historic context of the area. Subtle variations in the
brickwork are proposed to differentiate between the blocks. The public areas surrounding the site are
overlooked by balconies and garden areas front onto Shakespeare Road to activate this frontage.

4.11 The central courtyard area, which is designed with a high-quality landscape strategy, serves as the main
amenity space for future residents and includes play space for 0-11 year old age groups. Attractive
landscaping is also provided along internal circulation routes and boundary setbacks to provide defensible
space to ground level units. An attractive but tranquil landscaped area is also provided in the northern part of
the site to provide a green buffer between the proposed development and the neighbouring residential units
to the north. Setbacks to other boundaries also include landscaping as part of the boundary treatment.

4.12 All blocks have green roofs and the proposed energy strategy includes the use of air source heat pumps,
which results in an overall carbon saving of 51% improvement over baseline emissions. This includes 11%
reduction from energy efficiency measures at the Be Lean Stage and 40% savings at the Be Green stage.
The proposal would also achieve an Urban Greening Factor to 0.4 and a net biodiversity gain of 182%.

5.

Amendment(s)

5.1

Additional information was received on 21st April 2021, which included further information in relation to the
Environmental Statement to address matters requiring clarification as requested in the comments received
from LB Lambeth and statutory consultees and the independent EIA consultant appointed by the Council. 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.

5.2

The information submitted in April 2021 also included revised plans with the following minor revisions:
 Introduction of privacy screens and frosted glass to prevent overlooking between balconies and
habitable rooms.
 Amended layout to unit B5 (Floors 1-5) to provide a higher quality 2B3P home.
 Introduction of frosted glazing and new planting as defensible space to safeguard privacy of ground
floor units.

6.
6.1

Planning Performance Agreement
The current proposals at the Shakespeare Road site together with the Windsor Grove 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, design and conservation, planning policy,
transport & highways, environmental health, and ecology teams at Lambeth as well as the applicant and
their consultant teams.

6.2

The proposed development was considered on 27th November 2019 by the Strategic Panel where an initial
steer was given. The proposal at this stage was larger than the current proposal as it consisted of 224
residential units and 281sqm of commercial floorspace with building heights up to 15 storeys. The panel
raised concerns of issues symptomatic of overdevelopment, including daylight access, single aspect units,
and lack of play space. They also raised concerns of the visual impact of the proposal from Brockwell Park
and, being taller than the Guinness Trust Estate, that it would stand out rather than blending into the
townscape. The Panel also raised concern with the heights along Shakespeare Rd and conflicts between
vehicle access within the central courtyard area and play space. The Strategic Panel also raised concerns of
conflicts between the co-location of commercial and residential uses on site and asked the applicant to
ensure that a robust noise mitigation strategy catered for the neighbouring Network Rail depot.

6.3

Pages 49 to 57 of the Design and Access Statement demonstrates the revisions made to the proposal during
the pre-application stages to address the concerns raised by the Strategy Panel comments. This includes a
reduction of building heights and introduction of setbacks to upper floors, relocation of vehicle parking and
servicing, rationalisation of access points and circulation, and improved on-site amenity space provision.

6.4

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.

7.

Relevant Planning history
20/01066/EIAFUL – Land Off Windsor Grove (linked application) – Demolition of all existing buildings and
structures and the provision of a new building and associated hard and soft landscaping in respect of the
continued use as metal recycling and management facility – Application refused 27 th July 2021.
00/00151/FUL – Erection of a weighbridge office within the site of the Brixton Transfer Station. Application
permitted 25th August 2001.
99/01699/FUL - Amendment of planning permission DC/91/0575/15000 dated 28 July 1992 in respect of site
access, weighbridges, car parking, skip storage, landscaping and materials storage. This application was
decided by planning appeal (ref. APP/N5660/C/00/1041212) – the associated enforcement notice was
quashed and planning permission was granted subject to conditions.
86/00648/PLANAP - Change of use to a Builders Merchants, together with the erection of a single storey
building for use as a Builders Merchants office/store and the erection of a screen tree planting. Application
permitted 29th October 1986.
86/01885/PLANAP – Replacement of the existing Portakabin and improvements to existing fence.
Application permitted on the 29th October 1986.

8.

Consultations

8.1

The application was publicly consulted for the first time on 4th January 2021, which involved letters to nearby
properties, a notice published in a local paper and site notices placed near the property. This consultation
period lasted 30 days, in accordance with statutory requirements.

8.2

Further information in relation to the Environmental Statement was later received in response to clarifications
on several matters raised by officers. As such, a second 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 property. This consultation period lasted 30 days, in accordance with statutory requirements.

8.3

Statutory External Consultees
Greater London Authority (GLA) – Stage 1 response (17th May 2021)
The proposals are broadly supported but do not fully comply with the London Plan, as set out below:

Land use principle: The two linked applications could ensure the provision of sufficient compensatory waste
capacity, with an overall net increase proposed. To ensure deliverability, an obligation is required to prevent
the implementation of this application until the proposed replacement waste facility at Windsor Grove is
completed. However, if the linked application for intensified waste use at Windsor Grove is refused, there
would be no deliverable mechanism for ensuring replacement waste capacity. So, in this scenario, the
proposed residential redevelopment of the safeguarded waste site would not be acceptable and the
application would be contrary to Policy SI9 of the London Plan.
Housing and affordable housing: 35% affordable housing (by habitable room), with a 73:28 tenure mix
between social rent and intermediate housing. Whilst the higher benchmark for industrial floorspace capacity
would not be met to ensure compliance with Policy H5 of the London Plan, replacement waste throughput is
proposed. Given that both sites are safeguarded for waste use, waste throughput is considered to be a more
appropriate metric for assessing the reprovision of industrial capacity in this particular instance. However,
this is subject to the Windsor Grove application being approved and replacement waste throughput being
secured. Intermediate housing affordability levels should be confirmed.
Urban design and heritage: The design, massing, density and residential and architectural quality of the
proposal is supported. Harm to heritage assets would be less than substantial and could be outweighed by
public benefits associated with housing and affordable housing provision, subject to these being secured.
Whilst tall buildings are proposed in a location which is not identified as suitable for tall buildings in the
Development Plan, in conflict with Policy D9, the application does meet the qualitative assessment criteria
set out in Policy D9. Therefore, GLA officers consider that the heights proposed could be acceptable in this
instance, taking into account the site location, surrounding context and the proposed massing and noting the
overall visual, heritage, functional, environmental and cumulative impacts and other material considerations
in this case.
Climate change: The energy, drainage and urban greening strategies are acceptable.
Transport: Cycle parking should be secured in line with the London Cycling Design Standards, together with
healthy streets improvements within the vicinity of the site, a car parking management plan, CPZ restriction,
delivery and servicing plan, construction logistics plan and travel plan.
Officer comment:
The matters raised are addressed in the relevant sections of this report. It is considered that with the
recommended conditions and s106 obligations that the proposal would be compliant with the London Plan.

Environment Agency – no objection subject to conditions
Initial response advises that there is no objection to the proposal subject to recommended planning
conditions and their final response simply reiterates the conditions in their earlier response. The EA reminds
the LPA that it should be satisfied that the loss and proposed transfer of waste capacity from Shakespeare
Road to Windsor Grove is in line with London Plan policies, to prevent loss of waste capacity. The EA
further advises that the existing environmental permit will need to be surrendered and offers guidance to the
developer to assist in doing this, which is included as an informative.
Officer comment:
The advice is duly noted and the conditions and informative are included in the draft decision notice to relay
the EA’s advice to the developer. It should be noted that the EA’s environmental permitting regime, including
for waste, 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”.
Historic England – no objection
GLAAS advise that no further assessment or conditions are necessary.

Natural England – no objection
Natural England advise that they have no objections to the proposal.
Network Rail - Holding objection
Impact on Depot – (Agent of Change)
 It is vital that that any new development which proposes to introduce a noise sensitive use is designed
and built to a specification that mitigates the noise emitting from the Maintenance Depot Unit (MDU)
consequently reducing the risk of noise complaints, which could prejudice the existing and future
operations of the site.
 Network Rail are concerned that the noise data used in the Noise & Vibration Assessment was not
collected during planned railway works when noise emitting from the depot is at its greatest.
 In a meeting between Network Rail and the applicant on the 7th September 2020, it was agreed that a
date would be arranged when the applicant would be able to collect noise data during a period that the
noise emitting from the depot was at its greatest.
Access and Parking
 Access - applicant must ensure that the proposed development does not impact Network Rail’s ability to
use this access point.
o raises concerns as to the possibility of residents parking vehicles on the access road. Network
Rail will require some sort of control/restrictions/enforcement to remove the risk of unauthorised
vehicles parking on the access road, which must be kept clear at all times.
 Parking opposite entrance creates issues for vehicles accessing depot – concerns that this will get
worse with proposed development.
 Network Rail has a right and intends to buy back a part of the land included within the application in
order to widen the current access.
o Network Rail request that 2 conditions are attached which address the risk of Network Rail’s
access road being blocked by unauthorised vehicles.
 First condition should address the risk from construction vehicles through provision of a
Construction Management Plan
 the second should address post construction vehicles in the form of a Parking Control
Strategy.
 Both documents will need to sufficiently demonstrate and provide assurance to Network
Rail that there is no risk from this development and its future residents impacting Network
Rail’s ability to access the MDU to carry out critical railway works.
Asset protection and informatives
 Standard advice and informatives due to proximity to railway line
Officer Response
The concerns raised by Network Rail have been considered in the assessment of the application and
discussed with the Council’s environmental health consultant and EIA consultant. The concerns have also
been discussed with the applicant’s consultants and has resulted in additional information being submitted in
direct response to these issues, including confirmation of the dates when the noise survey work was carried
out. This information has been reviewed by officers and council appointed consultants and is considered to
be acceptable. The issues are discussed further in section 14 of this report.
Thames Water – No objection subject to conditions.
Thames water advised that further information is required to determine the water and waste water
infrastructure needs of the proposed development and therefore recommended conditions for such details
accordingly. Standard guidance was also provided, which is included in the draft decision notice as an
informative.
Officer comment:
The advice is duly noted and the conditions and informative are included in the draft decision notice to relay
Thames Water advice to the developer.

Transport for London (TfL) – requests minor revisions and conditions
TfL advise that the proposed development provides public realm improvements, which will help promote
sustainable travel. However, in order to be fully compliant with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and the LP,
further information required from the applicant is summarised below:
1. Blue badge parking should be reduced in line with the LP.
2. Cycle parking should meet the standards of the LP.
3. Detailed layout plans of cycle parking should be secured by condition.
4. Travel Plan, Construction Logistics Plan and Delivery and Servicing Plan should be secured by condition.
Officer comment:
The advice is duly noted and the conditions are included in the recommendation accordingly. Blue badge
parking includes 8 spaces within the development and 3 spaces on street whereby TfL are seeking only 7
spaces initially with room to provide further spaces if the need arises. TfL are also seeking an additional 2
short stay cycle parking spaces. It is considered that these provisions can be adequately addressed through
suitable conditions. This is discussed further in section 16 of this report.
8.4

Internal Consultees
Lambeth Planning Policy
The requirements of EN7 could only be met on the Shakespeare Road site if there is a clause within a
section 106 legal agreement accompanying any permission for an alternative use on the Shakespeare Road
site, ensuring that that permission could not be implemented unless and until the replacement waste
management capacity has been secured and provided on another site in the borough. Lambeth’s Waste
Evidence Base (April 2020) states the maximum recent throughput on the Shakespeare Road site is 20,151
tonnes, with 12,551 tonnes of this contributing to managing apportioned waste (including 12,551 of
apportioned waste management). Therefore at least this amount of waste capacity must be secured and
provided on another site in the borough before any permission for an alternative use on the Shakespeare
Road site could be implemented.
Given the position with regard to replacement industrial capacity is not known and not yet secured, the 50%
affordable housing threshold should be applied and the application should be viability tested. In terms of the
proposed tenure split, 23 intermediate units and 44 social-rented units are proposed which equates to a
66:34 split which does not align with the H2 a) policy requirement of 70:30 where 70% of new affordable
housing units should be low cost rented homes allocated according to need in line with the council’s
allocation scheme and for Londoners on low incomes (Social Rent/London Affordable Rent) and 30 per cent
should be intermediate products. The proposed dwelling size mix for social rented accommodation is
consistent with emerging revised Local Plan policy H4. There is a small proportion of family sized
accommodation proposed in the private tenure and none in the intermediate tenure accommodation, which
will need to be justified
Officer Comment:
The policy position is set out in section 12. The application is being assessed as a departure from the
development plan. The applicable threshold for the availability of the fast track route is discussed in section
13.
Lambeth Design and Conservation
The design officer advises that the principle of redeveloping the site is supported in design terms, which in its
current use is considered to visually detract from this residential street. The general site layout and height
strategy with perimeter blocks arranged around a communal amenity space is broadly acceptable. Given the
constrained nature of the site the daylight/sunlight impacts need to independently assessed in accordance
with policy Q2.

The proposal will be visible from Brockwell Park, which is a locally designated view; however the overall
effect on the view is very low adverse. No harm or adverse impact was identified in all other submitted
agreed townscape views. The general architectural and landscape approach is considered acceptable and
provides an opportunity to enhance the existing site whilst providing new homes. The proposal is not
considered to cause harm to the Poet’s Corner Conservation Area, and there are no harmful impacts
identified to other heritage assets.
The quality of accommodation is considered broadly acceptable; however single aspect units facing the
railway should be appropriately sound proofed and ventilated to enhance quality for future occupants.
Further information regarding window/room placement across all floors to mitigate overlooking between
blocks is welcomed. Conditions are recommended for details of materials of facades and detailing,
landscaping, and storage areas.
Officer response: the issues raised are discussed further at sections 14 and 15.
Lambeth Ecology – no objection subject to conditions
The ecology officer advises that the application is acceptable in terms of both the assessment and the
mitigation of any potential ecological impacts. The officer highlights that the application site is adjacent to
areas proposed to be designated as a new Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and to ensure
that the development will incorporate features and enhancements, as well as appropriate mitigations, that
will maximise protection of and benefit to this adjacent area of land. The proposed development includes
provision of suitable green features and areas and the submitted EIA and supporting ecological assessment
were to the required standard. Furthermore, the responses for clarification under items in ES Chapter 11
(Ecology & Biodiversity) are acceptable and sufficient justification provided for the actions and approaches
taken. Conditions are recommended in regards to the landscape design, green roof design and biodiversity
improvements.
Lambeth Local Lead Flood Authority – No objection subject to conditions
The Local Lead Floor Authority (LLFA) officer has advised that the Flood Risk Assessment is supported;
however further details were requested to demonstrate that the statements in the drainage strategy are
achievable. Upon receipt of this information it was confirmed to be acceptable.
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.
Lambeth Transport – No objection subject to conditions
The LBL Transport officer requested clarification on matters regarding access, trip generation data, cycle
parking, servicing and deliveries, the travel plan and construction logistics. Upon receipt of this further
information Lambeth Transport are now satisfied that the data, analysis, and modelling have been completed
appropriately and the assessment is robust. Therefore, Lambeth Transport supports the application, subject
to the recommended conditions and obligations within a s106 legal agreement.
Highways
No objection subject to the conditions and obligations to be secured in the s106.
Lambeth Waste Services (Veolia) – No objections
No objection subject to acceptance of swept paths for the new fleet vehicles from the transport team.
Officer update: The swept paths have been confirmed with the LBL Transport Team.
RSS (Environmental Health Consultant) – no objection subject to conditions.
Recommended the following conditions for further details following permission:
1. Ground contamination site investigation, remediation strategy and verification
2. Construction and Environmental Management Plan
3. wind microclimate mitigation measures
4. flues and extraction plant

5.
6.
7.
8.

noise attenuation for fixed plant
noise attenuation for units from environmental noise
delivery and servicing management plan
External lighting

RSS also responded to further information provided in response to concerns from the adjoining National Rail
depot and advised that the findings of the technical note are agreed and the noise mitigation required to
meet the habitable room standards for noise will also mitigate the impacts of activity at the maintenance
depot.
Avison Young (Daylight / Sunlight Consultant)
Avison Young advise that the DSO Report is comprehensive in respect of its neighbouring properties scope
and methodology adopted and provides relevant specialist technical analysis. They acknowledge that full
compliance with BRE guidelines by a scheme of this typology is unlikely and alternative criteria will be
appropriate. Avison Young note that the most significant alterations in amenity have been identified at the
107 Shakespeare Road, 109 Shakespeare Road, Kerin House and 1st floor of Derek Walcott House.
However, with reference to the retained values and supplementary assessments, it is considered that
that these reductions might be considered reasonable in the context of the retained values, existing
obstruction and supplementary assessments.
Overall, the proposed development is considered to be reasonable in terms of the daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing amenity to neighbouring sensitive receptors, and for future occupants of the scheme itself.
Bioregional (Sustainability Consultant) – no objection subject to conditions.
Initially advised that further details were required in regard to the proposed energy strategy, sustainable
design standards, water efficiency, circular economy compliance, whole life carbon compliance, overheating
modelling, urban greening compliance and biodiversity net gain compliance. Further information was
subsequently provided, including minor revisions that resulted in a policy compliant urban greening factor,
which addressed the concerns that were raised. Conditions are recommended for details for whole life
carbon and circular economy statements prior to commencement and further approval for an energy
statement, overheating mitigation, water saving, landscaping details, and green roofs.

Met Police (design out crime) - No objection subject to conditions
Recommended conditions include:
1. Secure by Design (SBD) measures – details prior to commencement; and
2. SBD Certification – prior to occupation.

Local Amenity Groups
8.5

Brixton Society
The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Brixton Society during the consultation
period and officer responses.
Summary of objection
Response
Housing
Although a residential use is preferable to the
existing Waste Transfer Station, the current
proposals are a gross over-development of the
site and unsuitable for this context.

Density is discussed in section 13 of this report.

The proportion of Affordable Housing, even
with a very wide definition, is disappointing at
only 30% of total dwellings.

Affordable housing is discussed in section 13 of this
report.

Summary of objection

Response

Design
The predominant form in the surrounding area
is of 2 and 3 storey terraces with only isolated
taller blocks at a distance. The proposed
blocks rising to 10 and 11 storeys clearly
breach planning policy on the scale and
location of Tall Buildings. In this context,
blocks rising to 7 or 8 storeys would be the
maximum acceptable, and then only away
from the road frontage.

The scale, bulk and massing and the suitability of the
site for tall buildings is discussed in section 15 of this
report.

External modelling and careful choice of facing
materials and colours can mitigate the
impression of bulk to some extent, but this
approach has not been carried through in this
design. We advised the applicants against the
use of unrelieved brick cladding for the larger
rectangular blocks, and that darker or stronger
colours should only be used to highlight small
areas. The metal-faced top storeys would be
more acceptable with a light grey or verdigris
finish, rather than an oppressive dark brown.

The architecture of the proposed buildings and choice
of materials is discussed in section 15 of this report.

This scheme potentially has a very high Child
Density. Since the site has not previously
been in residential use, this is a substantial
number for local primary schools to absorb,
taking account of other residential
developments already approved nearby, such
as Somerleyton Road.

The socio-economic impacts of the proposal, including
increased demand on local schools and cumulative
impact of development in the area, was scoped into
the Environmental Impact Assessment and is included
in Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement (ES). The
ES concludes that there would be a negligible (not
significant) effect.

Design
3 dwellings in Derek Walcott Close and 15 in
Kerin House will experience a serious loss of
Daylight to at least one window, and a further
30 (including 7 in Shakespeare Road, 4 in
Milkwood Road and 1 in Mayall Road) will be
affected to a “moderate” degree but still
breaching the BRE guidelines. Furthermore,
substantial loss of Sunlight will be experienced
by all 6 houses in Derek Walcott Close, and by
4 apartments in Kerin House to the east of the
site. However, the EIA is far too dismissive of
the breaches of the BRE Guidelines adopted
by the Council. Worse, no mitigation
measures have been proposed by the
applicants.

The daylight, sunlight and overshadowing impacts of
the proposed development on the neighbouring
properties is discussed in section 15 of this report.

Summary of objection

Response

Transport
Although the applicants claim a PTAL rating of
3 to 4, the PTAL score alone is inadequate as
a measure of accessibility, because it does not
account of the actual carrying capacity of the
public transport network at peak hours.

PTAL is the accepted means of measuring public
transport accessibility in London. In addition to the
PTAL analysis, the applicant has carried out a trip
generation and distribution assessment which found
given the site’s location, services at Brixton, Herne Hill
and Loughborough Junction are likely to be most
heavily used by residents of the development.
The Thameslink services in particular are known to be
busy in the peak at Herne Hill but the numbers of
additional passengers generated by the development
are considered to be manageable. As a worst case,
assuming all 40 additional rail trips in the AM peak use
Herne Hill station, this equates to circa 2 additional
passengers per service (18 services per hour).
TfL have also assessed the application and did not
raise public transport capacity as a concern.

Even before other proposed housing
developments take place, it is already
impossible to board a northbound Thameslink
train at Loughborough Junction in the morning
peak. Prospects are marginally better at
Herne Hill, because this is an interchange.
Although Brixton offers access to the Victoria
Line, it is already the busiest terminus on the
Underground network. The nearest bus route
is the 322 along Railton Road, but this is only
an infrequent single-decker service.

Thameslink services in particular are known to be busy
in the peak at Herne Hill and Loughborough Junction.
As a worst case, assuming all 40 additional rail trips in
the AM peak use Herne Hill station, this equates to
circa 2 additional passengers per service (18 services
per hour). In reality these trips would be spread across
services at Brixton, Herne Hill and Loughborough
Junction.
Demand for London Underground services at Brixton
are expected to increase by a maximum of 80
passengers during the AM peak as a result of the
development. Over 36 services run to/from Brixton
during the morning peak period, equating to circa 2
additional passengers per service.
Bus demands are expected to increase by a maximum
of 41 passengers during the AM peak as a result of the
development. Over 35 buses serve the application site
during the morning peak period, equating to an
average of up to 1 additional passenger per bus.
The expected levels of additional public transport
demand generated by the development are considered
to be manageable. TfL have also assessed the
application and did not raise public transport capacity
as a concern.

Summary of objection

Response

The recent Low Traffic Neighbourhood centred
on Railton Road means that vehicle access is
no longer available from the south-west, and
nowadays bulk deliveries can only be made
from the Loughborough Junction end of
Shakespeare Road.

Shakespeare Road and Railton Road are on the
Healthy Routes Network (HRN), and the site is
adjacent to an experimental modal filter which was
installed at the junction with Mayall Road, as part of
the Railton Low Traffic Neighbourhood (LTN) scheme,
which aims to stop through traffic from cutting through
the neighbourhood, enabling more walking and cycling.
Vehicular access to the site will therefore be from the
northern end of Shakespeare Road. However, it should
be noted that the proposed development will generate
significantly fewer vehicular trips than the previous use
on the site. A worst-case servicing trip generation
assessment predicts 67 two-way servicing movements
generated by the site, most of which would be LGVs or
smaller. This compares to 233 daily movements
generated by the existing site, many of which are
HGVs.

Other
The number of new residents concentrated
within a small area will overload the existing
community infrastructure.
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The socio-economic impacts of the proposal, including
increased demand on local community infrastructure
and cumulative impact of development in the area, was
scoped into the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) and is included in Chapter 6 of the Environmental
Statement (ES). The ES concludes that there would be
a negligible (not significant) effect.

Herne Hill Society
The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Herne Hill Society during the consultation
period and officer responses.

Summary of objection

Response

Land Use
The alternative site proposed, in Windsor
Grove, is not suitable in the Society’s view. It
is much smaller than the Shakespeare Road
site, and it is only proposed to deal with metal
recycling, for which it already has existing use
rights. It cannot therefore be considered an
appropriate alternative, as some of the waste
currently dealt with at the Shakespeare Road
site, principally construction, demolition and
excavation material, would have to be dealt
with elsewhere. The additional traffic
generated, and the noise and pollution caused
by that traffic is such as to make the site
unsuitable for such a use.

The Windsor Grove site was the subject of a separate
application and assessment. Notwithstanding the
refusal of permission for the Windsor Grove
application, this separate assessment demonstrated
that the Windsor Grove site had an adequate area to
provide compensatory capacity for the Shakespeare
Road site.

Lambeth policy EN7a (iii), states that the loss
of a waste site will only be supported where
appropriate compensatory capacity is provided
in appropriate locations elsewhere in the
borough. It is the Society’s view that these two
linked applications might satisfy the
requirements of the landowner but they do not
address the specific requirements of policy
EN7 and are in conflict with several Lambeth
and London plan policies. The Society
suggests that both applications be deferred
and the Council engage with the GLA, the
Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA)
and other boroughs to propose a longer-term
solution to the needs of dealing with the
various waste streams.

The recommendation includes a Grampian condition,
which would ensure that this site would only be
developed if appropriate compensatory waste capacity
was secured elsewhere in the Borough. This matter is
discussed further in section 12 of this report.

There is no policy requirement or expectation that a
compensatory site must manage the same waste, or
even the same type of waste, as that which it is
replacing. Indeed, the destination of waste is largely
dependent on market forces and waste tends to go to
the nearest, cheapest or most suitable facility.
Lambeth cannot influence where Commercial and
Industrial (C&I) waste, and Construction & Demolition
(C&D) waste is managed.

The GLA, through the London Plan, sets out the
requirements for London as a whole and each borough
to deal with waste. Lambeth’s Local Plan is in
conformity with the London Plan. The GLA have been
consulted in the Shakespeare Road application.
The WRWA are the waste disposal authority for
Lambeth’s Local Authority Collected Waste. They do
not have any role in the Borough’s planning process.

Design
This development is too dense and out of
scale for this location and therefore would be
in conflict with Lambeth local plan policies Q5
and Q7 which relate to how a development
must respond to the local context in terms of,
amongst others, local distinctiveness and built
form. The development is also in conflict with
the new London Plan policies D2 and D3
which relate to the appropriate density levels
for the location.

Density is discussed in section 13 of this report.
The scale, bulk and massing of the proposed
development are discussed in section 15 of this report.
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Summary of objection

Response

The revised HTVIA report is a very detailed
comprehensive analysis of the impact of the
proposals on a wide range of factors.
However, we cannot accept its conclusion that
the scheme is ’overwhelmingly beneficial for
the surrounding townscape and visual
receptors.’ The report refers to several
instances of the impact being negligible, and
/or beneficial. In only one instance is the
impact judged to be ‘adverse’, relating to the
cumulative impact of other developments on
views from Brockwell Park. It is true that the
present use is visually and environmentally
unattractive but to attribute such positive
comments is to oversimplify and overstate the
case, especially in the context of the
surrounding housing being predominantly 2/3
story with the proposal is for up to 11 stories.

The effect that the proposed development has on the
townscape and views is discussed in section 15 of this
report.

Norwood Action Group, Norwood Forum, Norwood Planning Assembly, Station to Station (BID)
The following table provides a summary of the issues raised by the Norwood Action Group, Norwood Forum,
Norwood Planning Assembly, Station to Station (BID) during the consultation period and officer responses.
Summary of objection

Response

Land Use
Inadequate alternative employment provision.
The application proposes that employment
should not be replaced on-site at Shakespeare
Road. Instead, it transfers such matters to
Windsor Grove, subject to the linked
application. As the employment at
Shakespeare Road currently exceeds what is
proposed in the application for Windsor Grove

There is no policy requirement to provide like-for-like
employment if a waste site is redeveloped for another
use (and an appropriate compensatory waste site is
provided).

Concerns that the proposed replacement
facility at Windsor Grove is not sufficient to
release this site from its existing waste use.

Intensification of waste sites is supported by London
Plan policy SI8.A.3 and draft Local Plan (MM) policy
EN7.a.iii. Windsor Grove has been considered on its
own merits as a separate application.

Non-compliant proposals for Compensatory
Apportioned Waste Capacity, and Waste
Hierarchy issues

If compensatory capacity is provided elsewhere in
Lambeth, at or above the same level in the waste
hierarchy (recycling), the Shakespeare Road site can
be released for other uses, with this secured by the
recommended Grampian condition and s106
obligations, which is discussed further in section 12 of
this report.

Summary of objection

Response

Land Use
It is self-evident that the proposed release of
the Shakespeare Road waste site is not “planled” and is indeed “ad-hoc”. This directly
conflicts with policy.
The London Plan (LP) has statutory targets
only for “apportioned” waste capacity. Such
definitions and matters are defined by National
Planning Practice Guidance, and reported in
LP Policy SI8, para 9.8.13. The application
under consideration would run counter to
addressing the LB Lambeth escalating
handling capacity shortfall for “apportioned”
waste detailed in LP SI8. This increasing
shortfall extending to 2036 is stated at Table
4.4 of the LBL Waste Evidence Base (WEB).
Shakespeare Road site has not been in
continuous operation Consequently it is
essential to establish achievable/potential”
“apportioned” capacity of Shakespeare Road
as required by TLP SI9 C to set the
compensatory apportioned capacity required.

The Local Plan safeguards Shakespeare Road site for
waste use. However, the London Plan policy SI9
allows waste sites to be released for other uses if
satisfactory compensatory capacity is provided.
Lambeth’s Local Plan policy EN7 stipulates that
compensatory capacity should be provided within
Lambeth. Therefore, if compensatory capacity is
provided elsewhere in Lambeth, the Shakespeare
Road site can be released for other uses.
The London Plan includes apportionment targets for
Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW), Commercial
and Industrial (C&I) waste but also requires boroughs
to plan for identified waste needs and includes a target
for net self-sufficiency for all waste streams (except
excavation waste) by 2026. The NPPW and NPPG
requires Lambeth to plan for seven waste streams and
the need for these waste streams is set out in the
Waste Evidence Base which supports the Local plan.
There is a capacity gap in Lambeth for both LACW/C&I
waste streams (apportioned waste) and C&D waste.
Apportionment is different from compensatory
capacity. “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 Shakespeare Road site has been in continuous
operation. This can be demonstrated through the
Environment Agency’s Waste Data Interrogator which
records annually the throughput for each waste site.
Throughput for the last five years at Shakespeare
Road is set out in the table below. Compensatory
capacity is based on the maximum throughput the site
has achieved over the last five years (London Plan
policy SI9 and para 9.9.2).
2019

2018

2017

2016

2015

22,578

2,398

20,151

17,258

17,435

Air Quality
Non-compliant Air Quality adverse impacts to
other areas due to displaced traffic from the
existing waste operation.

Any alternative site for waste uses that would require
planning permission would need to be assessed as
part of the application process in relation to their
potential impacts. In addition, the proposed Grampian
condition prevents commencement until a satisfactory
scheme of compensatory waste provision is presented,
which would enable the LPA to judge the suitability of
the site(s) of the alternative provision.
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Summary of objection

Response

The loss of the existing waste site will result in
additional vehicle miles due to the extra
distance travelled to the Windsor Grove site
and consequently increased air quality
impacts.

Please see response above.

Public responses
As discussed earlier in this section, the application was publicly consulted for the first time on 4 th 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. As of the 9th August 2021, 179 responses
were received including 14 in support, 160 objections, and 1 representation (neutral). A summary of the
material planning matters raised is set out in the table below. It is noted that there were objections received
that only raised matters relevant to the Windsor Grove Application but were submitted to the Shakespeare
Road reference. The issues raised are the same as those that were documented in the PAC report for the
Windsor Grove Application; however as they are not material to this application the issues have not been
included in this report.
Summary of objection

Response

Land Use
Loss of waste facility contravenes policy

The recommended Grampian condition and
s106 obligations would only allow development
of the current proposal to proceed if a
satisfactory compensatory scheme was
secured. This is discussed further in section 12
of this report.

Land should be retained for nature conservation

The site is safeguarded for waste use and is
identified as brownfield land. The relevant
policies seek to optimise development of such
sites and this is discussed further in section 12
of this report.

Agree with the relocation of the waste use in
predominantly residential area

Duly noted.

Good use of brownfield land and close to public
transport, including the Victoria Line

Duly noted.

Moving the waste capacity to an existing
industrial location is strongly supported

Duly noted.

Existing use generates polluting traffic in a
residential area, which houses people of all
backgrounds

Duly noted.

Summary of objection

Response

Housing / Affordable Housing

Affordable housing provision is too low, and the
viability should be challenged

Affordable housing provision and viability is
discussed in section 13 of this report.

Lack of family sized units

The proposed unit size mix is discussed in
section 13 of this report.

Supports valuable house building in an area of
high need, which addresses housing shortage in
Brixton, London and wider south-east

Duly noted.

It will encourage diversity and more affordable
housing in the area

Duly noted.

Residential Amenity

Lacks outdoor amenity space

The proposal includes communal amenity space
areas and each unit is provided with private
outdoor amenity space in the form of a balcony
or terrace. Amenity space is discussed further in
section 14 of this report.

There are too many single aspect units.

The proposed development achieves 80% dual
aspect units, which is considered to be a high
proportion for a development of this nature in
this context. The quality of the proposed
residential environment is discussed further in
section 14 of this report.

Design / Character / Heritage

Density is excessive for this site

The density of the proposed development is
discussed in section 13 of this report.

The height of the buildings is not in keeping with
surrounding character and impacts on the
townscape

The proposal has three blocks ranging in height
from 5 to 11 storeys. This is one storey lower
than the nearby Guinness Trust Development.
The proposal is considered to be in keeping with
the context of the site and surrounding area,
and this is discussed further in section 15 of this
report.

The 5-storey height along Shakespeare Road
does not relate to the scale of existing two
storey terraces

The scale and massing of the proposed
development is considered to be acceptable for
its context. This matter is discussed further in
section 15 of this report.

The proposed 10-11 storey blocks are
excessive in height, dominate outlook and
views, are out of character with the surrounding
area and breach the Council and Mayor’s
planning policy on the scale and location of Tall
Buildings

The scale, bulk and massing of the proposed
development are considered to be appropriate
for its context. These issues are discussed
further in section 15 of this report, along with the
effect on views and townscape.

The height of the development will impact on the
view of the city from Brockwell Park

The effect of the proposed development in this
view is discussed in section 15 of this report.

The proposal will impact on the Poet’s Corner
Conservation Area

The proposed development is considered to
preserve the character and appearance of the
Poet’s Corner Conservation Area. This matter is
discussed further in section 15 of this report.

The choice of materials for the façade design is
not appropriate

The choice of materials including brick and
metal relate the railway history and is
considered to respond positively to the
character and appearance of the surrounding
area. This matter is discussed further in section
15 of this report.

The proposed development does not provide
quality communal or private green space with
regard to landscaping

The proposal includes communal amenity space
areas, and each unit is provided with private
outdoor amenity space in the form of a balcony
or terrace. Landscaping is discussed further in
section 5 of this report.

The design of the proposed development will
enhance the locality

Duly noted.

Impact on Neighbouring Amenity

The proposal will impact on daylight and
sunlight to nearby residential properties and will
overshadow adjoining gardens and the
communal amenity area for Kerin House and no
mitigation is offered by the applicant.

The daylight, sunlight, and overshadowing
impacts from the proposal are discussed in
section 17 of this report.

The proposal will be overbearing on Kerin
House

The proposed development is well separated
from Kerin House, which includes a train line
that separates the two properties. The scale and
massing of the proposed development in
relation to this separation is considered to be
sufficient to mitigate the overbearing impact on
the residents of this property.

The taller blocks will dominate the outlook from
neighbouring properties

The separation of the proposed development
from the adjoining properties is considered to be
sufficient to mitigate the impact on their outlook.
This matter is discussed further in section 17 of
this report.

The proposal will cause privacy impacts to
adjoining properties from overlooking

The separation of the proposed development
from the adjoining properties in addition to
sensitive design measures is considered to be
sufficient to mitigate the impact on their privacy
from overlooking. This matter is discussed
further in section 17 of this report.

The proposal will impact on the health and
wellbeing of neighbours.

The impacts of the proposed development on
the health and wellbeing was scoped into the
EIA and a Health Impact Assessment is
included as an appendix in Volume 3 of the ES.
The ES concludes that the proposal would have
an overall positive effect on health and
wellbeing.

Environmental Health

Impacts from construction (particularly during
lockdown)

Impacts from construction are discussed in
section 18 of this report.

Noise and vibration impacts reflected off
proposed buildings from passing trains

Noise and vibration impacts from the proposed
development are discussed in section 18 of this
report.

Air pollution impacts

Air quality impacts from the proposed
development are discussed in section 18 of this
report.

Light pollution

Impacts from light spill from the proposed
development are discussed in section 18 of this
report.

The proposal will create wind tunnel impacts

Microclimate impacts from the proposed
development, including wind, are discussed in
section 17 of this report.

Transport / Highways

The proposal will add pressure on already busy
transport services (trains, buses)

The expected levels of additional public
transport demand generated by the
development are considered to be manageable.
As a worst case, assuming all 40 additional rail
trips in the AM peak use Herne Hill station, this
equates to circa 2 additional passengers per
service (18 services per hour). In reality these
trips would be spread across services at Brixton,
Herne Hill and Loughborough Junction.
Demand for London Underground services at
Brixton are expected to increase by a maximum
of 80 passengers during the AM peak as a
result of the development. Over 36 services run
to/from Brixton during the morning peak period,
equating to circa 2 additional passengers per
service.
Bus demands are expected to increase by a
maximum of 41 passengers during the AM peak
as a result of the development. Over 35 buses
serve the application site during the morning
peak period, equating to an average of up to 1
additional passenger per bus.
TfL have also assessed the application and did
not raise public transport capacity as a concern.

Pedestrian access to local amenities is not as
easy as suggested in documents

The Transport Assessment includes an Active
Travel Zone (ATZ) assessment which covers a
zone within a 20-minute walk/cycle
(approximately 5km) of the site. This was scaled
down to cover the key amenities accessible
within the immediate neighbourhood, focusing
on four local routes to reach these amenities: 1)
towards Loughborough Junction and Jessop
Primary School; 2) towards Herne Hill Station;
3) towards Brockwell Park; and 4) towards
Brixton. The site is considered to benefit from
good access to transport links, green spaces
and other local amenities.

The proposal will exacerbate impacts of the Low
Traffic Neighbourhood (LTN) barriers.
(Conversely) The proposal will impact on the
performance of the excellent LTN barriers.

The site is adjacent to an experimental modal
filter which was installed at the junction with
Mayall Road, as part of the Railton Low Traffic
Neighbourhood (LTN) scheme, which aims to
stop through traffic from cutting through the
neighbourhood, enabling more walking and
cycling.
It’s understood that as a result of the LTN
interventions car traffic levels are 56% down,
while cycling levels are up 74% on Shakespeare
Road.
The applicant will be requested to make a
financial contribution towards environmental and
public realm improvements on Shakespeare
Road, as part of the HRN, to deliver long term
walking and cycling improvements to the
neighbourhood.

Traffic impacts from additional cars

The proposed development is car free with the
exception of blue badge parking spaces and
results in a reduction in vehicle movements
compared to the existing use. This matter is
discussed further in section 16 of this report.

Impacts on parking

The proposed development is car free with the
exception of blue badge parking spaces and a
legal obligation in the s106 will prevent the
remaining future residents from gaining a
parking permit. This matter is discussed further
in section 16 of this report.

No provision for Electric Vehicle Charging
Points (EVCPs)

The proposed parking spaces will be provided
with EVCP in line with the relevant policies. This
matter is discussed further in section 16 of this
report.

Accessible location means it will have minimal
impact on traffic and AQ

Duly noted.

Ecology

Loss of established trees

Socio-economic

The existing trees were planted to provide
screening to the existing waste use and will be
replaced with good quality specimens that will
be more suitable for the proposed residential
context.

The proposed development ill overload the local
infrastructure, including:


Impacts on local schools due to high
child density / lack of school places



Impacts on local GP surgeries and
dentists



Local parks are already too busy



Impact on nurseries

The socio-economic impacts of the proposal,
including increased demand on local community
infrastructure and cumulative impact of
development in the area, was scoped into the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and is
included in Chapter 6 of the Environmental
Statement (ES). The ES concludes that there
would be a negligible (not significant) effect.

Sustainability

No evidence of any substantive attempt to
incorporate climate change mitigation and
adaption measures to mitigate overheating

Overheating mitigation is incorporated into the
design and includes mechanical ventilation
where necessary. This matter is discussed
further in section 19 of this report.

The proposed redevelopment of a brownfield
site with good public transport accessibility
helps to address the climate crises.

Duly noted.

Other

Impact on water supply – pipes in the area are
bursting with pressure

9.

Thames Water have reviewed the application
and recommended conditions.

Policies

9.1

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning decisions to be made in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The development
plan in Lambeth is the new London Plan (2021) (hereon referred to as LP) and the Lambeth Local Plan
(September 2015) (hereon referred to as LLP). This application is also subject to the heritage statutory
provisions as set out in the agenda pack and heritage analysis of the report.

9.2

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 new London Plan which
now has full weight in planning decisions.

9.3

The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 20 July 2021 and sets out the
government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. This revised
Framework replaces the previous NPPF published in March 2012, revised in July 2018 and updated in
February 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.

9.4

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.

9.5

The Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (DRLLP) was submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on
22 May 2020. The Inspector’s Report was received on 22 July 2021. The Report finds that the Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan is sound, subject to recommended main modifications. It is anticipated that Lambeth
Council will consider the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan, as amended by the main modifications, for
adoption on 22nd September 2021. All policies in the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan, as amended by the
main modifications, can be considered to have significant weight at this point. Any decision on this
application is unlikely to be issued until after the Revised Lambeth Local Plan is adopted (if that is what the
Council decides to do), and therefore the application has also been assessed against the latest version of
the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (including main modifications)

9.6

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

ASSESSMENT
10. Environmental Impact Assessment
10.1 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 was the application located at Land Off Windsor
Grove – ref: 20/01066/EIAFUL (The Windsor Grove Application); whilst the second is this application located at Land to The East of Shakespeare Road, London, SE24 0PT – ref: 20/01822/EIAFUL (The
Shakespeare Rd Application).
10.2 The now refused Windsor Grove Application was linked by the Applicant 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 considered
the two applications are linked and constituted a single project for EIA purposes and therefore submitted an
Environmental Statement to accompany both planning applications in accordance with the EIA Regulations.
10.3 The proposed development is not located within a sensitive area as defined by the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations, 2017 (the ‘EIA Regulations’). However, it
exceeds the threshold defined under Schedule 2, Category 10 (Infrastructure projects) – (b) (ii) – being an
urban development project, whereby the development includes more than 150 dwellings.
10.4 In accordance with Part 1 4(5) of the EIA Regulations, the Council (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 Council 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.
10.5 The ES submitted with this application and its addendum considers the effects on the local environment for
both sites. The topics that are considered to be relevant to The Shakespeare Road Application are as
follows:
a) Socio-economics
b) Daylight, sunlight, overshadowing and solar glare
c) Townscape and visual impact
d) Climate change
e) Demolition and construction
f) Health and wellbeing

10.6 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.
10.7 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.
(a) Socio-economics
10.8 Matters regarding socio-economics are addressed in the relevant sections of this report, including
Employment (section 22) and Environmental Health (section 18).
(b) Daylight, sunlight, overshadowing and solar glare
10.9

This matter is addressed in Section 17.
(c) Townscape and visual impact

10.10

This matter is addressed in section 15
(d) Climate change

10.11

This matter is addressed in Section 19.
(e) Demolition and construction

10.12

This matter is addressed in Sections 16 and18.
(f) Health and Wellbeing

10.13 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 10: Daylight, sunlight, overshadowing and solar
glare. The effects on health and wellbeing in relation to this chapter are therefore covered in the
corresponding sections in this report, including any potential effects interactions as identified in ES Chapter
12: Effect Interactions.

11. Linked Application
11.1 The application was submitted in parallel with a linked application at Windsor Grove (ref: 20/01066/EIAFUL)
for the redevelopment of the car breakers yard into a modern metal waste recycling facility, which would
have provided compensatory waste capacity to allow the release of the Shakespeare Road site from its
safeguarding for waste. The Windsor Grove application was refused by the Committee on 27 July 2021.
The applicant has indicated that they intend to appeal the refusal although has not as yet submitted an
appeal.

12. Principle of Development
Loss of existing waste use

Policy Context
12.1 The proposal would redevelop the existing site, which is safeguarded for waste use, for housing. 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 and to plan for identified waste needs. The London Plan also
sets a target for net self-sufficiency (i.e. managing the equivalent of 100% of London’s waste within London)
for all waste, except excavation waste, by 2026. The main policy tools to enable London to meet this target
is safeguarding existing waste sites, intensifying existing waste sites where appropriate, provision of
compensatory capacity within Lambeth if waste sites are developed for other uses, and identifying suitable
land for new waste facilities.
12.2 LP policy SI 9 allows safeguarded waste sites to be released for other uses if “appropriate compensatory
capacity” is provided within London before the site is developed for other uses. Compensatory capacity
must be at or above the same level of the waste hierarchy (for example recycling or recovery) and at least
meet, and should exceed, the maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost. The
supporting text clarifies that “when assessing the throughput of a site, the maximum throughput achieved
over the last five years should be used.” Compensatory capacity does not need to be the same type of
site/facility or manage the same type of waste as that which it is replacing.
12.3 LLP policy EN7 extends LP policy SI 9. The pertinent clause of policy EN7 is (a)(iii) which safeguards
“existing waste transfer and management sites for waste management use unless appropriate compensatory
provision is made in appropriate locations elsewhere in the borough”. Lambeth is reviewing its current Local
Plan (2015), including waste policies. The DRLLP (2020) includes proposed changes to the waste policy,
however the key requirement of compensatory capacity within the borough remains. Policy EN7(a)(iii) of the
DRLLP states that the Council will safeguard “existing waste transfer and management sites for waste. The
loss of a waste site for other uses will only be supported where appropriate compensatory capacity is
provided in appropriate locations elsewhere in the borough. Compensatory provision should be at or above
the same level of the waste hierarchy of that which is lost and meet or exceed the maximum achievable
throughput of that the site over the last five years”. The GLA have confirmed that the DRLLP waste policy
with main modifications is in general conformity with the London Plan. The Report from the Planning
Inspector reviewing the DRLLP finds that it is sound, subject to the recommended main modifications.
12.4 Policy EN7 of the LLP and DRLLP both state that Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) are an
appropriate location for waste management uses. This is supported by LP policy SI8.B.3.b, which directs
new waste facilities towards designated industrial land. The Waste Evidence Base (published in April 2020
to support Lambeth’s Draft Revised Local Plan submission) provides further analysis about the types of
waste facility which are suitable for each KIBA.
Addressing Lambeth’s need for additional waste capacity
12.5 The metal recycled by the current facility at the application site falls into the Local Authority Collected Waste
(LACW), Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste, and Construction & Demolition (C&D) waste streams.
There is currently a capacity gap in Lambeth for the management of LACW, C&I and C&D waste. This is
shown in the table below taken from Lambeth’s Local Plan.

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

12.6 The Windsor Grove Planning Application was proposed to provide compensatory capacity for Shakespeare
Road and would provide an additional net increase in capacity of 4,700 TPA, which would have been
sufficient to release the Shakespeare Road site from its existing waste use and off-set some of the borough’s
waste management capacity gap. However, officers’ recommendation for approval was overturned by the
PAC on 27th July 2021. Notwithstanding this decision, the Waste Evidence Base sets an expectation that the
Windsor Grove site has the potential to have its capacity increased through redevelopment as it has
“potential to intensify” and is “currently operating well under the potential capacity for the site size”. The
Waste Evidence Base also identifies other sites in the borough that could be intensified or upgraded, and
therefore there is potential within the borough for compensatory waste capacity to be provided.
12.7 Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base 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,
which supports the potential for compensatory capacity to be provided.
12.8 The London Plan states that “Waste plans should be adopted before considering the loss of waste sites”.
The supporting text goes on to say, “Any proposed release of current waste sites or those identified for future
waste management capacity should be part of a plan-led process, rather than done on an ad-hoc basis.”
Lambeth is not preparing a separate Waste Plan but is planning for waste through its Local Plan supported
by the Waste Evidence Base. Lambeth’s waste management needs and the plan to meet those needs are
set out in Policy EN7. The DRLLP is not proposing the loss of any existing waste sites in the Borough and
all existing waste sites continue to be safeguarded for waste use. The DRLLP is at an advanced stage and
has been submitted to the Secretary of State for Examination. The GLA have confirmed Lambeth’s waste
policy is in general conformity with the London Plan.
Amount of compensatory provision
12.9 The Shakespeare Road site is an existing waste site and is safeguarded for waste use. Therefore, it is
necessary to assess if an appropriate amount of compensatory provision can be secured to release
Shakespeare Road for other uses, and if that compensatory capacity can be provided within the borough.
12.10 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.
Throughputs change from year to year and Lambeth’s Waste Evidence Base states the maximum recent
throughput on the Shakespeare Road site is 20,151 TPA. This was also the maximum throughput for the site
when the application was submitted, although it rose to 22,500 tonnes in 2019. A throughput capacity of at
least this amount will need to be secured in order for Shakespeare Road to be released for other uses.
12.11 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 that is to be
secured would therefore need to be at the same level in the waste hierarchy to meet the requirement of
London Plan policy SI9C.
12.12 The facility proposed by the Windsor Grove Planning Application would have provided up to 25,000 TPA of
metal waste recycling throughput capacity. This would have been sufficient to provide compensatory
capacity for both Shakespeare Road and Windsor Grove sites. It would have also been at the same tier of
the hierarchy and therefore would have met the requirement of the London Plan policy SI9C.
12.13 The evidence provided in the Windsor Grove application demonstrated that the applicant’s Southwark Metals
facility in LB Southwark managed an average of 38,000 TPA on a site of 0.25ha in area (based on data from
2014-2018). The evidence of throughput at the Southwark Metals facility provided by the applicant
comprises data from the last five years extracted from the weighbridge software showing monthly incoming
and outgoing tonnages.

12.14 As such given the Waste Evidence Base and noting its site area of 0.38ha, the Windsor Grove Planning
Application Site, needs to be considered as a potential compensatory waste site. The Waste Evidence Base
also identifies a number of other sites in the borough that could be upgraded or intensified. The applicant has
indicated that the Windsor Grove Planning Application will be taken to appeal and if this were to be allowed
by the Planning Inspectorate, it would sufficiently provide compensatory waste capacity.
12.15 Officers are recommending the imposition of a Grampian condition (condition number 4). This would prevent
commencement on the Shakespeare Road site until a scheme has been approved in writing by the Council
that secures to its satisfaction compensatory waste capacity within the borough with a minimum annual
throughput of 21,151 Tonnes Per Annum.
12.16 Officers are also recommending the inclusion in the heads of terms for the s106 an agreement of an
obligation that would set out in more detail than is appropriate for a planning condition the timing of the
delivery of the Shakespeare Road development in relation to waste provision on alternative sites including
Windsor Grove, should this application be granted on appeal. The planning obligation would need to provide
that in the event that the proposed development at the Windsor Grove Site (application ref:
20/01066/EIAFUL) is allowed on appeal (assuming an appeal is lodged) then the facility at Windsor Grove
needs to be constructed and ready for operation prior to any commencement of the development at the
Shakespeare Road site, or for some other satisfactory timetable to be adhered to that links any progress of
the build at Shakespeare Road to specific steps in the construction and opening of the facility at Windsor
Grove. The planning obligation would also need to stipulate that the waste capacity provided at Windsor
Grove compensates only for the waste capacity lost at Shakespeare Road and is not counted as
compensatory capacity for any other site. If an appeal in relation to Windsor Grove were to be brought but is
dismissed, then the planning obligations will need to include a mechanism that would allow for one or more
alternative development proposals to gain planning permission and to be delivered to the LPA’s satisfaction
prior to any commencement at the Shakespeare Road site. The alternative proposals would be required to
provide a minimum annual waste throughput of 21,151 TPA as compensatory waste capacity for the
Shakespeare Road site only and for no other site.
12.17 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on the use of planning conditions at paragraph 009 provides advice
for using Grampian conditions. It states “using a condition worded in a negative form (a Grampian condition)
– ie prohibiting development authorised by the planning permission or other aspects linked to the planning
permission (eg occupation of premises) until a specified action has been taken (such as the provision of
supporting infrastructure). Such conditions should not be used where there are no prospects at all of the
action in question being performed within the time-limit imposed by the permission.” (emphasis added).
12.18 Officers do not consider it can reasonably be said that there is ‘no prospect’ of alternative waste provision
being made within the 3-year life span of a permission being granted at Shakespeare Road. The use of a
Grampian condition in the current circumstances is considered to comply with the tests for use of planning
conditions generally and with the guidance in the PPG regarding the use of conditions to restrict
development unless and until some other event takes place.
12.19 Officers further consider that the use of a planning obligation to manage the detail of the relationship
between the delivery of Shakespeare Road and specific waste sites including that at Windsor Grove (if
approved at appeal) is an appropriate use of a planning obligation. If a consent at Shakespeare Road were
to be granted subject to the restrictions discussed above in the form of a Grampian condition and planning
obligation, it is considered that the scheme will comply with 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 by not
permitting the release of the land at Shakespeare Road for non waste use unless and until appropriate
compensatory provision is made.
Proposed replacement of industrial floorspace

12.20 Policy E4B of the LP recognises that land and premises for industry, logistics and services falls in to 3
categories (i) Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL), (ii) Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIL), which in
Lambeth means Key Industrial and Business Areas, and (iii) non-designated industrial sites. The application
site is not in a SIL or an LSIL in any event. This leaves the question of whether the site should be treated as
a non-designated industrial site. It might be said that Policy E4 is not intended to extend to waste uses,
which are specifically provided for elsewhere in the London Plan. In officers’ assessment, although
reference to ‘waste’ is not specifically made in Policy E4B, reading policy E4 as a whole, together with the
supporting text, indicates that waste uses do fall within ‘industry logistics and services’.
12.21 Policy E4 Part C requires that the “retention, enhancement and provision of additional industrial capacity
across the three categories of industrial land set out in Part B should be planned, monitored and
managed”. The policy goes on to provide that “any release of industrial land in order to manage issues of
long-term vacancy and to achieve wider planning objectives, including the delivery of strategic infrastructure,
should be facilitated through the processes of industrial intensification, co-location and substitution set out in
Policy E7 Industrial intensification, co-location and substitution…”.
12.22 Looking at the relevant parts of the London Plan, officers consider that the appropriate metric for the
application of LP policy E4 (and by extension, policy E7 as well) is floorspace, rather than other measures
such as throughput which are specific to waste uses. The existing facility at Shakespeare Road provides
1,250sqm of floorspace within a large shed that accommodates the majority of operations on site.
12.23 LP policy E7 Part C states that mixed-use or residential development proposals on non-designated industrial
sites should only be supported where:
1) there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for the industrial and related purposes set
out in Part A of policy E4; or
2) it has been allocated in an adopted local Development Plan Document for residential or mixed-use
development; or
3) industrial, storage or distribution floorspace is provided as part of mixed-use intensification.
12.24 The applicant has not demonstrated that any of the 3 tests contained in LP policy E7 Part C are satisfied.
The site is currently in use as a waste site, which as discussed above generally falls within the definition of
“industrial and related purposes”, and therefore the proposal does not pass the first test. It has also not been
allocated in an adopted plan for residential or mixed-use redevelopment as it is designated as a safeguarded
waste site, and therefore the proposal does not pass the second test. The proposal does not include any
industrial, storage or distribution floorspace within the Shakespeare Road site as part of a mixed-use
intensification and therefore it does not pass the third test.
12.25 As regards to borough level development plan policy, Local Plan policy ED2 part C states that mixed-use
development including housing will be supported where the existing quantity of B class floorspace is
replaced or increased. DRLLP policy ED4 Part B states that “Development proposals for change of use,
mixed-use or residential development on non-designated industrial sites will be assessed under London Plan
policies E2 and E7 sections D and E”. Policy ED4 Part C further states that new B2 and B8 uses should
generally be located in KIBAs, away from neighbouring residential uses.
12.26 During pre-application discussions the proposed development at the Shakespeare Road site explored an
element of light industrial use in the ground level of Blocks A and C in an attempt to co-locate the industrial
and residential uses. However, this significantly impacted the quality of the residential element of the
scheme, which was leading the redevelopment of the site, and created a barrier to its successful design as
identified by the Design Review Panel (10th December 2019). Furthermore, the attempts to resolve the
relationship between the uses limited the amount of replacement industrial floorspace on site, resulting in a
tokenistic provision that added little value to the scheme or local economy.
12.27 In order to improve the design quality and the overall function of the scheme the commercial element was
removed from the proposed development. Set against the above considerations, as noted previously,
borough level development plan policy expressly contemplates the loss of waste sites provided that
alternative provision is made.

12.28 In terms of the compliance of the scheme with the development plan overall, on the one hand policies in the
development plan envisage that waste sites may be released for other uses if compensatory provision is
forthcoming. On the other hand, policies for industrial and B class land generally envisage that land should
be released from those uses only if equivalent or greater amounts of replacement floorspace are provided.
12.29 When considering whether an application is a departure from the development plan, it is necessary to
approach the development plan taken as a whole. Having done so, officers have reached the view that the
application does not comply with the development plan when this is taken as a whole. The application
therefore needs to be assessed as a departure from the development plan. An application which departs
from the development plan looked at overall may nonetheless be granted permission if the decision maker is
satisfied that there are material considerations of sufficient weight to justify the departure. The degree of
weight to attach to material considerations is a matter for the decision maker. In officers’ assessment the
following material considerations would outweigh the departure:






The site is a non-designated industrial site, but relevant land use policies encourage waste use to be
located within designated industrial locations – which are KIBAs in the London Borough of Lambeth.
The current waste use is located in a predominantly residential area and is adjoined by residential
uses on its northern and western boundaries and is in relatively close proximity to residential dwellings
to the east and south. The proposal therefore represents an opportunity for a waste use to be reprovided in a location more appropriate for such a use.
The residential setting of the site and access to the site via low bridges restricts the size of vehicle that
is able to access the site and limits the ability of the site to be optimised for waste use. The existing
facility holds a Waste Permit from the EA for 75,000 TPA; however it has only managed a maximum
annual throughput of 22,500TPA, which is just over one quarter of the capacity of its EA permit in the
last 5 years.
The proposed residential redevelopment will provide 218 additional homes, including 44 social rent
units and 23 shared ownership units. It will also provide environmental and visual improvements to the
immediate locality through its high quality design and landscaping strategy.

Proposed residential replacement
12.30 Policy H1 of the LP sets out the Mayor’s approach to increasing housing supply and sets a ten-year housing
target of 13,350 new homes for Lambeth. The policy states that to achieve this target, boroughs should
“optimise the potential for housing delivery on all suitable and available brownfield sites through their
Development Plans and planning decisions”.
12.31 Policy H1 of the LLP seeks to maximise the supply of additional homes in the borough to meet and exceed
the annual housing target for Lambeth. Policy H1 of the DRLLP updates this policy by reflecting the LP’s
objective to optimise the potential for housing delivery on brownfield sites and that the density of new
residential developments will be optimised through the design-led approach within policy D1B of the London
Plan.
12.32 The application proposes 218 self-contained residential units. As discussed above, the principle of change of
use from the existing waste use is acceptable with the Grampian condition to secure compensatory waste
provision elsewhere in the borough, and therefore the principle of housing would be satisfactory and this
would help to address the high demand for housing in the borough and wider London and is supported by
Policy H1 of the LP, and Policy H1 of the LLP and DRLLP.
12.33 In addition to addressing the demand for new homes, it is considered that the use of this site for residential is
compatible with the surrounds given the existing waste site immediately adjoins residential areas to the north
and west and is in close proximity to residential properties across the railway lines to the east and south. The
site has a PTAL of 3/4 which is considered ‘moderate-good’. Increased housing density is encouraged within
areas of good public transport accessibility.

12.34 For the above reasons, the redevelopment of the site to provide new housing is strongly supported having
regard to the provisions of Policy H1 of the LLP and DRLLP, subject to securing a satisfactory compensatory
waste site elsewhere in the borough and addressing all other policy requirements.
Lambeth’s Housing Targets
12.35 Lambeth has a good track record in meeting its London Plan housing target. 1,436 net additional dwellings
were completed in the financial year 2019/20, which exceeds the London Plan target of 1,335 net additional
dwellings for that year. Full information about Lambeth’s record against targets over the past ten years can
be seen in Table (i) on page 2 of the Lambeth Housing Development Pipeline Report 2019/20. Information
on the proportions of affordable housing secured is reported from page 19 onwards of the same report.
12.36 The anticipated level of housing completions in Lambeth between 2019/20 and 2028/29 is set out in detail in
the evidence presented to the examination of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan, within Topic Paper
10a. This document includes an updated housing trajectory on pages 99 and 100. In summary, Lambeth’s
housing requirement is established through the new London Plan 2021, which sets a borough-level housing
target for ten years from 2019/20 to 2028/29. The target for Lambeth is to deliver at least 13,350 net
additional dwellings over the ten years, which results in a delivery target of 1,335 net additional dwellings per
annum (dpa).
12.37 The updated housing trajectory demonstrates potential to deliver 7,526 units over the first five years of this
period, which is 181 more than the cumulative 5-year target plus requisite 10% buffer for that period (7,345).
It demonstrates potential to deliver 14,490 over the 10-year period (470 more than the cumulative target plus
buffer of 14,020).
12.38 It is noted that this is an estimate based on the best available information at the time of writing, in
accordance with planning practice guidance. These margins are narrow and will be subject to change as
circumstances evolve over the ten-year period. An annual update of the trajectory will be produced.
Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the London Plan requirement is to optimise the potential for housing
delivery on all suitable and available sites (Policy H1) in order to ensure that borough-level housing delivery
targets are met. Therefore, the provision of housing in the proposed development is warranted significant
weight in the consideration of the application.

13. Housing
Affordable Housing
Affordable housing threshold
13.1 Policy H4 of the LP sets out the Mayor’s strategic target for 50% of all new homes to be delivered across
London to be genuinely affordable. Policy H5 of the LP sets out the Threshold Approach for affordable
housing, which applies to all major development proposals that trigger affordable housing requirements. The
threshold for affordable housing is set at a minimum of 35% for land in private ownership, or 50% on
industrial sites where policy E7 of the LP is relevant and where the scheme would result in a net loss of
industrial capacity.
13.2 Policy H2 of the LLP sets out the borough’s affordable housing policy. Part (a) seeks 50% affordable housing
(40% without public subsidy) from sites of at least 0.1ha or capable of accommodating 10 or more units, and
a 70:30 split between social / affordable rent and intermediate tenure split. The only circumstances in which
a lesser provision may be acceptable is where it is demonstrated to the council’s satisfaction, through a
financial viability appraisal, that a development cannot viably deliver affordable housing in line with Local
Plan policy requirements.
13.3 Policy H2 of the DRLLP updates the local policy on affordable housing to be more closely aligned with the
London Plan policy. Part a) states “The council will seek to maximise delivery of affordable housing in
accordance with London Plan policy and the following borough-wide approach: i) Residential developments
and mixed-use developments that include residential should provide affordable housing through the
threshold approach set out in London Plan policy H5”. Part a)(v) of the policy continues to seek a 70:30 split
between affordable or social rented units and intermediate affordable housing units.

13.4 As discussed in the previous section of this report, the application involves a non-designated industrial site
that is also a safeguarded waste site, whereby the existing waste transfer facility, which is an industrial use,
would be redeveloped for housing.
13.5 Paragraph 4.5.7 of the LP, which supports policy H5, states that the higher threshold for residential
proposals that would result in a net loss of industrial floorspace is due to the difference in values between
industrial and residential development. Footnote 59 in the LP provides further information on this floorspace
approach. It states “Floorspace capacity is defined here as either the existing industrial and warehousing
floorspace on site or the potential industrial and warehousing floorspace that could be accommodated on site
at a 65 per cent plot ratio, whichever is the greater”. It is accepted that policy E7 of the LP applies to this
application and therefore these elements of policy H5 also apply.
13.6 The difference in existing, proposed and potential industrial floorspace is provided in the following table. It is
demonstrated that the linked applications at Shakespeare Road and the Windsor Grove Planning
Application, when considered together, would have resulted in an uplift of industrial floorspace of 753sqm.
However, when assessed using the 65% benchmark plot ratio figure there would be a deficit in potential
industrial floorspace of 4,302sqm.
Existing industrial
floorspace

Proposed industrial
floorspace

Benchmark plot ratio at
65%

Windsor Grove

0

2,003sqm

3,835sqm

Shakespeare Road

1,250sqm

0

2,470sqm

Total

1,250sqm

2,003sqm

6,305sqm

753sqm

5,055sqm

Uplift from Existing

13.7 Given that the linked proposals would not have provided sufficient replacement floorspace capacity as
defined in Footnote 59 of the LP, the affordable housing Fast Track threshold is considered to be 50% as set
out in Policy H5 of London Plan. It is noted that at stage 1, the GLA’s view was that waste throughput rather
than floorspace was the appropriate metric in this case. As noted earlier in the report, officers are of the
view that LP policy E7 applies to the application. They have not been able to identify policy support for
deviating from floorspace as the appropriate metric. In officers’ assessment, therefore, the threshold level of
provision in this case that would open up the availability of the fast track route is 50% and provision below
this level means that the application should follow the Viability Tested route. A Financial Viability Assessment
was submitted with the application and has been reviewed by BNP, an independent viability consultant
appointed by the Council.
Viability Assessment
13.8 A Financial Viability Assessment (FVA) prepared by Bespoke Property Consultants was submitted with the
application and has been reviewed by an independent viability consultant appointed by the Council, BNP.
The FVA states “the residual land value derived by the toolkit is £10,188,794” and this is “£1.31M below the
BLV noted above but shows that the proposed scheme would deliver a 6% return to the land owner”.
Essentially this means that there is a deficit in the scheme and the application would see a profit well below
their margin of 17.22%.
13.9 The applicant has applied a value of £9,600,000 to the existing use of the Application Site. The applicant has
also applied a landowner’s premium of 20% which provides a benchmark land value of £11,520,000. BNP
advises that “Having reviewed the evidence and taking the safeguarded use into account, we consider a
rental value of £265,000 per acre to be a reasonable rental assumption. This provides the Application Site
with a rental value of £392,200 per acre. This represents an increase of 6.41% on the blended rental value of
the current lease arrangement”. They have also adjusted the yield applied by the applicant of 3.95%, which
is above market expectations, to 4.25%. This provides an existing use value of £9,228,235
13.10 BNP also advise that the landowner’s premium of 20% is high given that this is an income producing
property and there find a Benchmark Land Value of £10,151,059. The BNP appraisal therefore results in a
residual land value of £10,151,059, which creates a surplus of £743,683 above the profit margin. The
viability appraisals do not account for s106 contributions, which amount to an estimated £ 831,920 and
would therefore result in a marginal deficit of £88,237. Given the independent review confirms that the
scheme would be marginally in deficit it is considered that there is no need for further clarifications of the

viability of the scheme. As such, it is agreed that the application proposes the maximum reasonable
contribution to affordable housing.
Affordable housing provision and tenure split
13.11 As concluded in the previous section, the proposed development would have to deliver at least 50%
affordable housing on-site (without public subsidy) and the tenure split of the affordable units would need to
be consistent with policy requirements to be eligible for the Fast Track Route. In turn, the applicant must also
seek to increase the level of affordable housing by accessing grant and must also address all other policy
requirements. The percentage of affordable housing on a scheme should be measured in habitable rooms to
ensure that a range of sizes of affordable homes can be delivered, including family-sized homes.
13.12 The proposed development contains 67 affordable units, which equates to 31% of the total number of units.
However, paragraph 4.5.3 of the LP, which supports policy H5, the guidance within the Mayor’s Affordable
Housing SPG and paragraph 5.19 of the DRLLP state that affordable housing should be counted in terms of
habitable rooms to ensure that a range of sizes of affordable homes can be delivered. The application is
proposing to offer 200 habitable rooms for affordable housing, which equates to 35% of the total number of
habitable rooms with the viability appraisal demonstrating this offer is the maximum reasonable.
13.13 In accordance with policy H2 (a) (v), 70% of new affordable housing units should be low cost rented homes
and 30% should be intermediate products. Therefore the preferred borough-wide housing mix for social /
affordable rented and intermediate housing is calculated by units rather than habitable rooms. When
calculated by unit, the proposal includes 67 affordable housing units, consisting of 44 social rent units and 23
intermediate affordable housing units. This equates to a 66:34 ratio of social rented to intermediate units.
When calculated by habitable room, a total of 200 habitable rooms are proposed to be affordable, with 145 of
these proposed to be social rented and 55 are proposed to be intermediate. This equates to a 72:28 ratio of
social rented units to intermediate affordable units and is considered acceptable.
13.14 Whilst the proposal falls short of the required split when counted by units, this is only slightly below the
required amount and equates to 3 social rented units. The social rent units are all provided within Blocks A2
and B1, which are designed to provide an optimised level of built form and any additional bulk may lead to
increase impacts on the surroundings. The layouts of these blocks are also arranged to provide a policy
compliant mix of unit sizes, including 12 x 3-bed units. It is evident that given the proposed tenure mix is
acceptable when calculated by habitable room, that the lower ratio when counted by units is partly a result of
including larger sized units in the mix. Furthermore, the viability assessment indicates that the proposal
already offers a greater number of affordable housing units than is viable. As such, it is considered to be
acceptable in this instance.
13.15 The applicant states that they are currently exploring the potential for grant funding that will enable the
scheme to increase the affordable housing offer. However, no registered Investment Partner has been
associated with the development to date, therefore no formal determination on additional grant funding has
been provided at this stage. Officers would continue to work with the applicant to pursue grant funding to
increase the level of affordable housing beyond the proposed 35% should the proposal be supported by the
Council.
Affordable Housing Offer
13.16 Paragraph 5.30 of the DRLLP states “The council’s preferred mix of rental levels for affordable housing
secured through the planning system is set out in its Tenancy Strategy. This strategy also sets out the
council’s preferences for provision of intermediate affordable housing, taking account of the relative
affordability of different intermediate products and their ability to meet priority local housing need; and its
approach to allocating this accommodation. Lambeth’s Tenancy Strategy will be a material consideration in
the determination of planning applications required to provide affordable housing. As set out in the Mayor’s
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, shared ownership will not normally be appropriate in locations where
market sales values exceed £600,000. In those areas London Living Rent should be the intermediate
product provided”.
13.17 Paragraph 5.31 of the DRLLP states “Rented affordable housing should normally be managed by a
registered provider of social housing. The council will expect developers to demonstrate they have engaged
with a registered provider prior to submitting a planning application and to have secured from them a
commitment to provision”.
13.18 Paragraph 4.6.8 of the LP states “Intermediate ownership products such as London Shared Ownership and
Discounted Market Sale (where they meet the definition of affordable housing), should be affordable to

households on incomes of up to £90,000. Further information on the income caps and how they are applied
can be found in the Annual Monitoring Report. The caps will be reviewed and updated where necessary in
the Annual Monitoring Report.”
13.19 Paragraph 4.6.9 of the LP states “For dwellings to be considered affordable, annual housing costs, including
mortgage (assuming reasonable interest rates and deposit requirements), rent and service charge, should
be no greater than 40 per cent of net household income, based on the household income limits set out
above. Boroughs should seek to ensure that intermediate provision provides for households with a range of
incomes below the upper limit”.
13.20 The Lambeth Tenancy Strategy (June 2020) (LTS) states on page 3 in regard to rent levels, “For new
developments that are not in receipt of grant, larger units should be charged at target rent levels, or
equivalent, excluding service charges. This is to help with affordability for families affected by the Benefit
Cap. Smaller units, 1 and 2 beds may be charged at up to £217 and £282 per week respectively inclusive of
service charges.” In regard to intermediate housing, it states “Shared ownership or discount sales schemes
must demonstrate affordability in accordance with the GLA approach as set out in the London Plan”.
13.21 The LTS also provides criteria for allocating access to intermediate properties. It states, “Access to
intermediate properties is usually through the Homes for Londoners portal (or equivalent)” and that
“Applicants are required to bid directly to developers or housing associations”. The eligibility criteria that
apply to intermediate homes when they are first built should apply to subsequent re-sales / re-lets and
continue to be affordable, aligned with the GLA’s income thresholds
13.22 In accordance with the LTS and as advised by the GLA, rents will be secured at target social rent levels in
perpetuity and secured within a s106 legal agreement. The obligations will also secure the units to be owned
and managed by a registered provider on the council’s preferred list of providers in accordance with
paragraph 5.31 of the DRLLP.
13.23 The intermediate affordable housing units are proposed to be provided as shared ownership units, which the
applicant seeks to apply a 50% initial tranche sale to the units and a charged rent of 2.75% on unsold equity.
In accordance with the abovementioned policies and guidance, the annual housing costs of these units
(including mortgage at reasonable interest rates and deposit, rent, and service charges) must be 40% or less
of annual household incomes of up to £90K, provide units for a range of incomes below this upper limit, and
meet the local eligibility criteria.
13.24 A breakdown of the market sale prices and annual housing costs of the proposed shared ownership units
has not been provided and as such officers cannot quantify at this stage if every shared ownership unit
meets requirements of the affordability criteria. As such, these requirements will be secured as a standard
procedure for securing intermediate affordable housing units within a s106 legal agreement.
Review Mechanisms
13.25 In accordance with the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG 2017 and the Lambeth Development
Viability SPD 2017, it is recommended that two review mechanisms are secured through the S106
agreement to be carried out at the following points which reflect the development’s specific circumstances:
 Early-Stage Viability Review will be triggered if the scheme is not implemented within three years of the
date of planning permission. This is longer than the usual period of 2 years due to the requirement on
the developer to secure compensatory waste capacity prior to implementation of this scheme.
 Late-stage review will be triggered when 75% of market units are disposed of.
13.26 Where a viability review demonstrates an improvement in the scheme’s viability, a percentage split of the
increase in the scheme’s value would be split in accordance with the Lambeth Viability SPD (2017): 20 per
cent of the increase in the scheme’s value to be returned to the developer and 80 per cent to the Council.
The Council’s share of any surplus arising from the early-stage review should be applied by the developer to
achieve a closer compliance with the required 70:30 ratio split between social rent / intermediate tenure units
(currently 66:34 when calculated by unit) and to achieve a closer compliance with the 50% threshold for
overall affordable housing provision on site. In the event that the surplus is insufficient to provide on-site
affordable housing or if surplus is found in the late-stage review, a payment in lieu would apply and would be
spent by the Council on provision of affordable housing elsewhere in the borough.
Unit Mix

13.27 LP policy H10 sets the expectation that residential developments in London generally consist of a range of
unit sizes. Part A of this policy sets out the criteria for applicants and decision makers to determine the most
appropriate mix for a scheme, with the key theme being the context of the site and area, the nature of the
proposed development, and the policy drive to optimise development sites and provide mixed and balanced
neighbourhoods.
13.28 LLP Policies H1 and H4 support developments that provide a mix of housing types and tenures to meet
current and future housing needs. Policy H4 sets out a preferred borough-wide housing mix for affordable
housing and seeks a balanced mix of unit sizes for market housing, to include family-sized accommodation
(3-bed +).
13.29 The DRLLP proposes changes to the required dwelling size mix for affordable housing in policy H4. It
proposes to separate the preferred mix of dwelling sizes for low cost rented units from the preferred mix for
intermediate units. Intermediate units, like market units, are required to provide a balanced mix of unit sizes
including family-sized accommodation and therefore should be provided. The DRLLP is a material
consideration in the decision-making process. The examination hearing has concluded and draft policy H4 is
not the subject of unresolved objections so the draft policy can be given significant weight in decisionmaking.
13.30 The proposed unit and tenure mix is provided in the following table:

Residential Type

Social Rented

Intermediate

Private/Market

Total

No. of bedrooms per unit
Studio
0

1
11

2
21

3
12

0%

25%

48%

27%

0

14

9

0

0%

61%

39%

0%

14

79

51

7

9%

52%

34%

5%

14

104

81

19

Total
44
(20.2%)

23
(10.6%)

151
(69.3%)

218
(100%)

13.31 Starting with the private / market units - whilst the proposed mix is weighted towards the smaller unit sizes
(studios and 1-beds), there is also a good proportion of 2-bed units and some 3-bed (family sized) units
provided. It is considered that this mix for private tenure units is acceptable in accordance with the criteria
set out within policy H5 of the LP and is consistent with the requirements of policy H4 of the LLP and DRLLP.
The proposed dwelling size mix for social rented accommodation is consistent with DRLLP policy H4, which
requires not more than 25% 1-bed units, 25-60% 2-bed units and up to 30% 3-bed units, and given the
weight that can be afforded to this emerging policy, this is considered acceptable.
13.32 In terms of the proposed intermediate units, there is a good proportion and balance between the 1-bed and
2-bed units; however there are no 3-bed units proposed. As identified above, the DRLLP removes the
intermediate tenure units from the prescriptive controls in the LLP on housing tenure proportions in
residential developments, which suggests that decisions should provide more flexibility on the unit size mix
for this tenure. Given the relatively modest size of the proposal, the intermediate tenure only consists of 23
units and these are all provided within Block A1. In order to optimise the density of units within this block,
and to achieve other design objectives, there are no 3-bed units within this block. The applicant has also
advised that 3-bed units in this development would not meet the criteria for intermediate level affordable
housing, as the cost would be higher than requirements set out in the policy. As such, it is considered that
the unit size mix of intermediate affordable housing in the proposed development is acceptable in this
instance.

13.33 Overall, given the proposal’s specific circumstances, the independent review of the financial viability
assessment and the relative balance in provision within the scheme as a whole, it is considered that this
dwelling mix is appropriate in this instance and meets the requirements of policy H10 of LP, H4 of LLP and
H4 of DRLLP.
Density
13.34 LP Policy D3 seeks to optimise density through good design. The design-led approach seeks the most
appropriate form of development that responds to a site’s context and capacity for growth. Part A of the
policy requires the development to make the best use of land and considers design options to determine the
most appropriate form of development that responds to a site’s context and capacity for growth. Given the
design led approach to determining the appropriate level of density the details of the design assessment are
discussed in the design section of this report (Section 15) Part D of the policy sets out the design criteria to
determine whether the density of the development is appropriate. This includes:




Form and layout (buildings and spaces which respond to locally distinctive forms, encouraging active
travel and facilitating efficient servicing and delivery);
Experience (good quality accommodation, safe and secure environments, and active frontages onto
the public realm);
Quality and character (respond to the existing character, high quality architecture and high
sustainability standards);

13.35 As per the discussion and conclusions provided in Section 15 of this report, it is considered that the
proposed development is generally well designed. It demonstrates a contextual response that provides a
form, layout and experience that is supported by officers, and is of a high quality that contributes positively to
the character of the area.
13.36 As such, officers are satisfied that the proposal would optimise development on the site in a form that is
appropriate and corresponds with the above requirements, which are assessed in further detail within the
appropriate sections of this report.

14. Standard of residential accommodation
Policy context
14.1 Policy D6, Part A of the LP requires housing developments to be of high quality design with comfortable and
functional layouts that are fit for purpose and meet the nationally prescribed minimum space standards as
set out in Table 3.1 of the LP. Part of the Policy sets out the importance of qualitative aspects of
development and refers to the requirements of Table 3.2 of the LP. Parts C, D and E set out the
requirements for residential developments to maximise the provision of dual aspect units, provide adequate
daylight and sunlight access, and provide sufficient storage space for waste. Part F sets of the minimum
requirements to be met for private internal and external space.
14.2 Policy D7 of the LP requires new housing to be accessible, with at least 10% achieving M4(3) standards as
set out in Part M, Volume 1 of the Building Regulations and the remaining dwellings achieving M4(2)
standards.
14.3 Policy H5 Part A of the LLP states that all proposals for new residential development should accord with the
principles of good design and provide dual aspect accommodation. DRLLP policy H5 retains these
requirements and adds reference to the minimum private internal space standards set out in LP policy D6
and the accessibility requirements under LP policy D7.

14.4 Policy H5 Part B of the LLP and DRLLP sets out the private and communal amenity space requirements for
housing developments. This requires 10sqm of private amenity space in the form of a balcony, terrace or
garden, and 50sqm of communal amenity space. This exceeds the London Plan Housing SPG requirements,
which states that a minimum of 5 sqm of private outdoor space should be provided for 1-2 person residential
units with an extra 1sqm for each additional occupant.
14.5 Policy Q2 of the LLP and DRLLP states that development will be supported if it would not have an
unacceptable impact on levels of daylight and sunlight on the host property and adequate amenity space is
provided free from oppressive overshadowing. Development will also be supported if acceptable standards
of privacy and adequate outlooks are provided, avoiding any undue sense of enclosure or unacceptable
levels of overlooking.
14.6 LP policy D14 requires that development proposals manage noise by mitigating the existing and potential
adverse impacts on noise. Policy D13 of the LP expects that planning decisions reflect the Agent of Change
principle and take account of existing noise and other nuisance-generating uses in a sensitive manner when
new development is proposed nearby. LLP policy Q2(v) states that proposals should ensure that any
adverse impact in terms of noise should be reduced and minimised as far as possible to ensure the amenity
of existing and future occupants is protected.
Design and layout of accommodation
14.7 All 218 units of the proposed development would be self-contained, and meet the minimum floorspace
requirements, including space requirements for bedrooms and storage areas. The unit layouts are well
considered, with 77% achieving dual aspect or better, including through-units where possible. The units that
are single aspect are not north facing and are provided with a shallow plan to ensure that rooms gain good
levels of light access and ventilation. Floor to ceiling heights for all habitable spaces achieve the minimum
requirement of 2.5m.
14.8 There are two separate access cores for the units in Blocks A and B, which reduces the number of units per
core for each of these blocks below 8 units per core as recommended in the Housing SPG. The exception to
this is Block B2, which has 9 units accessing the same core; however these units are only 1-bed and 2-bed
sized, which reduces the number of people accessing the same core. There is only one access core for
Block C, however there are only a maximum of 8 units per floor of this block.
14.9 The proposed development includes 22 units (10.1%) that will be designed to comply with Building
Regulations requirements Part M4(3) whilst the remaining 89.9% will be designed to comply with part M4(2).
This complies with LP policy D7 and will be secured by an appropriately worded planning condition. The
M4(3) units are spread throughout the development and include a range of unit sizes.
14.10 Overall, officers consider that the proposed internal layout design of the residential accommodation in terms
of the units per floor, unit sizes and aspect is acceptable and therefore will comply with policy D6 of the LP;
policy H5(a) of the LLP and policy H5(a) of the DRLLP.
Daylight/sunlight
14.11 The submitted Daylight / Sunlight Report provides an assessment of the daylight and sunlight access for
units and amenity spaces in the proposed development. The details indicate that only 17 out of the 349
rooms assessed in the report fall short of the recommended targets in the BRE guidelines for light access in
new developments (Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight – A guide to good practice, 2 nd Edition).
The remaining 332 rooms all meet the BRE guidelines, being an average daylight factor (ADF) level of at
least 1.5%, and are considered to gain good access to daylight.

14.12 The 17 rooms that fall short of the guidelines consist of living / kitchen / dining rooms (LKDs) and are located
behind balconies at the lower levels of the proposed development where light access is more restricted. The
details indicate that 9 of these affected rooms involve minor transgressions that would have minimal impact
on the quality of living environment experienced by its future occupants. A minor transgression is an ADF
value within 0.3% of the 1.5% ADF target for main living spaces.
14.13 The details indicate that the remaining 8 affected rooms would have ADF levels of between 0.7% - 1.1%.
This includes 2 units within Block A, which are identified in the plans as Unit 01 within Block A2 on the first
and second floors and have ADF levels of 0.9% and 1.0% respectively. Both units are laid out as throughunits, which means that they are dual aspect and have bedrooms facing to the street frontage that gain good
levels of light. As such, it is considered that these units would have an overall acceptable level of residential
amenity.
14.14 The remaining 6 LDKs that receive lower levels of daylight are located in the ground, 1st and 2nd floors of
Block B. These are identified on the plans as Unit 01 within Block B1 at ground, 1st and 2nd floors, Unit 03 at
1st floor in Block B2 and Unit 04 within Block B2 at 1st and 2nd floors. The ADF levels of the LKD rooms for
these flats are set out in the following table and their location is illustrated in the following first floor plan
excerpt.
Block
B1
B1
B2
B2
B1
B2

Floor
Ground
1st
1st
1st
2nd
2nd

Unit
01
01
03
04
01
04

Figure 4 - Location of rooms with ADF transgressions

ADF
0.8%
0.7%
1.1%
0.9%
0.8%
1.1%

14.15 The proposed units are single aspect and therefore don’t benefit from the justification provided for the units
in Block A. However, the impacts are largely caused by the overhang of the balcony of the unit above, which
is largely unavoidable due to the policy requirement for all units to be provided with private outdoor amenity
space. Furthermore, the affected LKDs are laid out so that the kitchen area is at the back of the room in the
worst affected part. The kitchens would benefit from counter-top lighting to ensure that the bench-tops are
well lit and as these parts of the room are only used sporadically during the day the lighting would not need
to be kept on all day. The units also look out onto the attractively landscaped internal courtyard, meet all
internal space requirements and are provided with private balconies that gain good access to light. As such,
it is considered that the reduced access to light in these 6 units is on balance acceptable, keeping in mind
the policy direction to optimise development sites.
14.16 The independent Daylight / Sunlight Consultant appointed by the Council, Avison Young, has reviewed the
internal daylight access details and confirms that the vast majority of habitable rooms within the Proposed
Development are expected to meet the BRE guidelines for daylight. He advises that “Whilst transgressions
from the BRE guideline have been identified, these are isolated and generally adjoined to valuable balcony
areas. Overall, in consideration of the high percentage adherence rate and site constraints, the Proposed
Development makes good use of the daylight amenity available to the Site”.
14.17 The Daylight / Sunlight Report also provides the results of the sunlight access to the units in the proposed
development. It indicates that 84 out of the 127 (66%) living spaces assessed do not meet the BRE guideline
for sunlight. The Daylight / Sunlight Report attributes this as a result of the orientation of the development
site, which results in a predominance of east / west facing units that makes it harder to achieve sunlight
access consistent with the recommendations of the BRE guidance. It also highlights the difficulties created
by other policy objectives, such as the desire for private outdoor amenity provision accessed via a main
living area and the avoidance of single aspect north facing units.
14.18 The Mayor’s Housing SPG Standard 32 sets out the expectations for daylight and sunlight access in
residential developments. At paragraph 2.3.46 it states “Where direct sunlight cannot be achieved in line with
Standard 32, developers should demonstrate how the daylight standards proposed within a scheme and
individual units will achieve good amenity for residents. They should also demonstrate how the design has
sought to optimise the amount of daylight and amenity available to residents”. This suggests that whilst direct
sunlight access in new units is desirable, there is more flexibility to this part of the guidance and is secondary
to ensuring that good daylight access is provided.
14.19 The proposed residential development performs very well in providing daylight access, with 96% of units
achieving BRE compliant daylight access, and the proposal meets all amenity space requirements as
discussed further in this section of the report. As such, it is considered that the proposal is consistent with
the guidance provided in the Housing SPG. Furthermore, Avison Young have agreed that adherence to the
BRE guideline for sunlight may be harder to achieve on this site given its orientation and explain that this
results in less opportunity for south facing units, which typically perform better in gaining sunlight access.
14.20 The consideration of these matters, in addition to the policy direction to optimise the development of such a
site, puts the balance in favour of the proposed development on this matter. Whilst the sunlight access to
internal areas is challenging, the proposal performs very well in providing daylight access to units and
generous amounts of amenity space. It is therefore considered that the proposal provides an overall
acceptable level of residential amenity for future occupants.
Outlook and privacy
14.21 The Housing SPG Standard 28 provides guidance on protecting the privacy of residents in new housing
developments; however it does not set a minimum distance requirement between facing homes. In the
supporting paragraph 2.3.36 it suggests that previous guidance could be used as a yardstick for protecting
privacy, which uses a metric of 18m as a minimum distance between facing habitable rooms. It is also
important to note that the guidance advises that “adhering rigidly to these measures can limit the variety of
urban spaces and housing types in the city, and can sometimes unnecessarily restrict density”. As such, it is
necessary to apply this with a degree of flexibility.

14.22 The proposed development has been sensitively designed to ensure that the majority of the units are
afforded good levels of outlook and privacy through the use of block orientation, separation, window
placement and defensible space at the ground level. However, the proposal was subject to minor revisions to
address concerns raised by the case officer in regard to overlooking and privacy issues for some of the units
in the proposed development. This is illustrated in the document titled Design Responses (dated April 2020),
which was prepared by Rolfe Judd Architects. The issue mainly concerns overlooking between units from
windows and balconies, and the provision of sufficient defensible space in front of units at the ground level
that face onto communal areas.
14.23 Section 1.2 and 1.3 of the Design Responses document identifies the points of concern that were raised in
regard to overlooking between units. Blocks A2 and B2 are positioned directly opposite each other across
the internal courtyard and have a separation of 14m at the closest point, which could lead to overlooking
between habitable rooms in units 02 and 03 in Block A2 and units 02 – 04 in Block B2.
14.24 The revisions to the proposal, as detailed in the Design Responses document, identifies that the opposing
windows in Blocks A and B have been staggered to improve the privacy of the internal spaces, and the
applicant has introduced obscured glazing or screening to windows that serve dual aspect rooms of units 02
and 03 in Block A2, as this will further mitigate overlooking between the units without creating rooms with no
outlook. This solution is supported, and the specific details of the mitigation would be secured through a
condition.
14.25 There are residual instances of potential overlooking in this location – primarily regarding unit 03 of Block B2
and the bedrooms of units 02 and 03 in Block A2 that are located directly opposite. Unit 03 of Block B2 and
the opposing bedrooms are single aspect and therefore mitigation measures to prevent overlooking could
impact on the unit’s outlook from these habitable rooms. The privacy / outlook balance of the bedrooms in
units 02 and 03 in Block A2 could be protected through the use of internal blinds, which could be adjusted to
suit the future users of the rooms at various times of the day. These units in Block A2 are dual aspect (the
LKD has a different aspect) and therefore any resulting reduced outlook from these rooms to protect privacy
would not lead to an overall poor quality of internal environment for each unit. As such, this matter is
considered to be on balance acceptable.
14.26 The Design Responses document also illustrates instances where a balcony could have direct view into a
habitable room at close range in Blocks B and C. These issues have been easily resolved through the
provision of overlooking mitigation measures either applied to the window or the side of the balcony
depending on the aspect of the rooms affected and to provide the most effective solution. This solution is
supported, and the specific details of the mitigation would be secured through a condition.
14.27 Section 1.7 and 1.8 of the Design Responses document illustrates the additional mitigation measures to
protect the privacy of the ground floor units. Unit 02 in Block A1 at the ground level faces onto a communal
walkway, and due to the land ownership restrictions there is limited opportunity to provide defensible
landscaping in front of the window that serves the bedroom. The applicant clarified that the floor level of the
room is raised up above the outside ground level, which would provide a greater sense of security to the
occupants. The window facing the walkway would have frosted glazing to protect the privacy of the
occupants, and as the room is served by a second window facing the private amenity space area it would
continue to gain an acceptable degree of outlook. It is therefore considered that these measures would
provide adequate protection of the unit’s privacy. Furthermore, the walkway in front of this unit does not lead
to the main entrance of the development and therefore would be used less frequently.
14.28 The Design Responses document also demonstrates the revisions to the ground floor landscaping to provide
defensible space to unit 02 in Block A2 and unit 01 in Block B1. These solutions are supported and are
reflected in the revised plans. As per the above assessment it is considered that the proposed development,
subject to the revisions and recommended conditions, ensures that the units are provided with an acceptable
level of outlook and privacy.
Noise

14.29 A Planning Noise & Vibration Assessment prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Limited
dated April 2020 has been submitted in support of the application. The assessment has considered exposure
of the residential units in the proposed development to noise and vibration and identifies suitable mitigation
to noise impacts where necessary. This report has been reviewed by the Council’s appointed environmental
health consultant, RSS. Noise impacts are also covered in the ES and are scoped into the EIA for
Shakespeare Road; however, this only relates to potential impacts from the proposed development on the
surrounding properties / area and is discussed in section 17 of this report.
14.30 The Waterman report advises that the dominant noise at the site during the daytime period arises from its
existing use as a waste management facility, which would be removed as a result of the proposed
development. It then identifies the secondary noise source is from the elevated railway lines to the east and
south-west, together with road traffic noise from Shakespeare Road to the north-west. Given that the
majority of HGV movements on Shakespeare Road are associated with the existing waste facility, it is
expected that this noise source would be reduced and the acoustic modelling has taken account of this.
Therefore, rail noise would become the predominant source of noise impact to future residents.
14.31 The Acoustic Assessment also identifies that there is a Network Rail maintenance depot unit (MDU)
adjoining the site, which is used to provide access to the railway line for maintenance including during the
night time period. It is understood that equipment and material are delivered and stored at the MDU, whilst
track repairs are completed in situ; however Network Rail advise that works are also carried out at the MDU.
14.32 Waterman has provided further information to clarify their survey data in the document titled: Technical Note
– Further Baseline Survey Eastern Boundary (dated 26/02/2021). This confirms that baseline data was taken
during a period when the MDU was in operation and states “Results of the 3 week survey indicate that noise
from train movements is the dominant source during the night-time period and MDU operations do not
appear to significantly change the prevailing ambient noise level”. This has been reviewed by the Council’s
consultant and is agreed.
14.33 The agent of change principle is relevant in this application and policy D13 of the LP sets this out. It states,
“The Agent of Change principle places the responsibility for mitigating impacts from existing noise and other
nuisance-generating activities or uses on the proposed new noise-sensitive development”. The Waterman
report identifies that “Facades facing Shakespeare Road and the western railway line are predicted to
exceed IANLs with windows partially open, except at the higher levels facing Shakespeare Road where the
building steps back, thereby afford screening. During the night-time period, bedrooms are predicted
predominantly to exceed the guideline internal noise level when windows are open”. The report recommends
that the impacted rooms are provided with mechanical ventilation heat recovery (MVHR), thereby removing
the requirement for residents to open windows, and a suitable glazing strategy to insulate the internal spaces
from noise impacts. Subject to these mitigation measures, the proposed residential units would be provided
an acceptable acoustic environment.
14.34 The Council’s acoustic consultant has reviewed the details and agrees with the conclusions provided by
Waterman that the proposed site is suitable for residential development provided the recommended
mitigation measures are installed. Conditions are proposed to ensure these measures are implemented and
subject to this the application therefore addresses the agent of change principle.
14.35 The report also identifies that fixed plant and building services that would be part of the proposed
development would also have the potential to create noise and vibration emissions. It identifies that suitable
specifications and sensitive installation techniques would be necessary to mitigate any emissions’ impacting
on the future occupants. This has been agreed by the Council’s environmental health consultant and
relevant conditions are included to ensure this is carried out.
14.36 In line with the above assessment, it is considered that noise impacts are not a constraint to development at
this site as any impacts can be managed through suitable mitigation measures to provide an acceptable
acoustic environment for residential use. As such, the proposed units would have an acceptable standard of
residential amenity on this basis.

Amenity space provision
14.37 The London Plan Housing SPG states that a minimum of 5 sqm of private outdoor space should be provided
for 1-2 person residential units and an extra 1 sqm should be provided for each additional occupant. Policy
H5 of the LLP similarly sets out requirements in respect of external amenity and children’s play space. For
new flatted development, communal amenity space of at least 50 sqm per scheme should be provided, plus
a further 10 sqm per individual flat provided either as a balcony/terrace/private garden or consolidated within
the communal amenity space. Private amenity requirements under policy H5 of the DRLLP are again similar
to the above insofar that provision for communal amenity space will only apply to developments of 10 units
or more. The proposed development is therefore required to provide a minimum combined total of private
and communal amenity space of 2,230sqm.
14.38 The proposed development includes 1,722sqm of communal amenity space. All units are also provided with
outdoor amenity space areas in the form of either private balconies or terraces, which all meet the LP
minimum requirements, which equates to 3,137sqm in total. Across the scheme this represents an average
provision of 14.4sqm per residential unit and therefore meets the LLP and DRLLP requirement.
14.39 In terms of sunlight availability to the proposed main amenity areas, the Daylight & Sunlight Assessment
provides an analysis review for the BRE Guide 2 hour sunlight availability test for the main amenity areas.
The analysis relates to the two main amenity areas, being the main courtyard space and the landscaped
area to the north of Block B1. The Assessment indicates that the areas would achieve 2hrs of sunlight
across 48% and 49% of the amenity space areas (on March 21). This is only marginally below the
recommended 50% target in the BRE guidance and there is considered to be an acceptable level of sunlight
access to ensure that the space provides a good standard of residential amenity.
14.40 In terms of the acoustic environment, the Acoustic Assessment prepared by Waterman identifies that the
main communal amenity space area is located centrally in the development between residential blocks,
which buffers this area from external noise sources. As such it is predicted to be suitable for external
residential amenity purposes.
14.41 The report also indicates the noise levels in the private amenity spaces would be suitable for external
residential amenity without mitigation on most elevations. However, the elevations that face the railway line
to the south-east and Shakespeare Road would see noise levels of up to 60dB LAeq,16h, which exceeds the
recommended noise level of 55dB LAeq,16h. The report suggests that some mitigation would be provided by
solid balustrading and therefore a condition is recommended for details of balustrading as the proposed
balustrades are indicated on the elevations to be permeable. It is acknowledged that noise levels of up to
60dB LAeq,16h for external amenity spaces in an urban area are often considered reasonable, however any
opportunity to improve this through mitigation would be expected to be taken.
14.42 Planning conditions are recommended to ensure the landscaping of the terraced spaces are provided to the
high standards being proposed. Overall, the amount and quality of private, external and internal communal
amenity is acceptable and complies with the aims and objectives of policy D6 of the LP; policy H5 of the LLP
and policy H5 of the DRLLP.
Play space
14.43 Using the GLA’s Population Yield Calculator, it is anticipated that the proposed development would be
occupied by 62 children based on an inner London location with a PTAL of 3-4. Paragraph 6.94 of the ES
also provides this calculation and includes a breakdown in Table 6.11, which is provided below:

14.44 The table demonstrates that the proposed development generates a total child play space requirement of
623sqm. The proposed development only includes play space at the required amount for the 0-4 and 5-11
age groups, which gives a total of 493sqm of play space.
14.45 The Planning Statement suggests that the lack of provision of play space for the 12+ age groups is due the
small quantum of space required, which makes the provision inefficient. The landscaping strategy also seeks
to maximise the provision of meaningful planting areas and as a result meets the urban greening factor
requirement of the site, which is discussed further in section 19 of this report. The landscaping area to the
north of Block B also provides a green buffer to the residential properties to the north and it is considered a
more appropriate use of this area as a tranquil space to the benefit of both existing and future residents. As
such, it is agreed that an off-site contribution could be supported in this instance. This would be secured in
the s106 legal agreement.
14.46 Whilst there is no play space provision on site for the 12+ age groups, it is agreed that priority for on-site play
space should be given to the younger age groups. It is also acknowledged that the proposed development is
located within proximity of several public open space areas. The Landscape Statement identifies Brockwell
Park and Loughborough Park as being just outside of the 400m radius from the site and are a 10-minute
walk and 15-minute walk away respectively. Brockwell Park is a metropolitan level park and provides a
variety of high-quality open space areas and play opportunities. The route to this park has a good degree of
surveillance but is also quiet and safe, including a zebra crossing to cross Dulwich Road.
14.47 Paragraph 5.4.6 of the LP states that an offsite contribution “may be acceptable where it can be
demonstrated that it addresses the needs of the development whilst continuing to meet the needs of existing
residents”. It goes on to state that “This is likely to be more appropriate for the provision of play facilities for
older children, who can travel further to access it, but should still usually be within 400 metres of the
development and be accessible via a safe route from children’s homes”. It is considered that there is
sufficient provision of public open space to cater for the play opportunities of the small number of 12+ aged
children expected to occupy the proposed development. The off-site contrition will help fund further
improvements to the nearby public open space areas to cater for this overspill demand.
14.48 The play space that is provided on site for the 0 – 11 age groups includes two separate areas for the 0-4 age
groups and a single area for the 5-11 age group, and are considered to be appropriately proportioned for
their purposes. Section 8.2 of the Landscape Statement sets out the key principles for the on-site play
space areas, which includes a variety of play equipment, seating and planting to promote different play
opportunities, interest and supervision. This is supported by officers and the details of the play space design
is to be secured by a condition.
14.49 Overall, it is considered that the play space provision is, on balance, acceptable – subject to an offsite play
space contribution for the older age groups and conditions for details of the design of the on-site play space.
It is considered that the proposal is consistent with this statement in the LP and that the proposal complies
with policy S4 of the LP, policies H5 of the LLP and the DRLLP, and the guidance within the Mayor’s
Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG (2012).

15. Design and Conservation

Design Policy context
15.1 Good design is central to all objectives of the LP, LLP and DRLLP planning policies. Chapter 3 of the LP has
design policies that look to deliver the ‘Good Growth’ objectives of the plan. It notes that change is a
fundamental characteristic of London and that respecting character and accommodating change are not
mutually exclusive, and that an understanding of the character of a place should not seek to preserve things
in a static way but should ensure an appropriate balance is struck between existing fabric and any proposed
change.
15.2 Policies D2 and D3 seek to make the best use of London’s finite supply of land and find the most appropriate
form, scale and land use for the site taking into account existing and planned infrastructure, the attributes of
the site and its context, and its accessibility. These policies provide a range of urban design principles
requiring the building form and character to be appropriate with high quality buildings, accommodation and
spaces including public realm, inclusive and legible movement routes that promote walking and cycling,
urban greening and high sustainability.
15.3 Policy D4 emphasises the importance of appropriate design scrutiny with the higher the density the greater
scrutiny, including from planning, design and conservation officers, and Design Review. Policies D5, D6 and
D7 set out standards for accessibility and good quality housing. Policy D8 promotes a ‘Healthy Streets
Approach’ and looks to maximise high quality new public realm, especially to encourage walking and cycling
and provide more attractive landscaping, greening and safety, and places for people to meet.
15.4 The proposed development triggers the tall building policies due to the height of the 10 and 11 storey blocks
being over 30m above ground level. Policy D9 sets out how development proposals should address the
visual, functional, environmental, and cumulative impacts of tall buildings. The supporting text to the policy
says that: “Whilst high density does not need to imply high rise, tall buildings can form part of a plan-led
approach to facilitating regeneration opportunities and managing future growth, contributing to new homes
and economic growth, particularly in order to make optimal use of the capacity of sites which are wellconnected by public transport and have good access to services and amenities. However, they can also
have detrimental visual, functional and environmental impacts if in inappropriate locations and/or of poor
quality design”.
15.5 Tall buildings should be part of a plan-led and design-led approach, incorporating the highest standard of
architecture and materials and should make a positive contribution to the existing and emerging skyline.
There should be an appropriate transition in scale where sites adjoin buildings of significantly lower height.
Buildings should aid legibility and wayfinding and include active ground floor uses to ensure such buildings
form an appropriate relationship with the surrounding public realm.
15.6 They also need to be appropriately located in respect of the capacity of the area and its transport network in
terms of access to facilities, services, walking and cycling networks, and public transport. Regeneration
benefits should be maximised as a catalyst for further change in the area. However, tall buildings should not
have an unacceptably harmful impact on their surroundings in terms of their visual, functional, environmental
and cumulative impacts, including wind, overshadowing, glare, strategic and local views and heritage assets
15.7 The Council’s Urban Design and Conservation Team’s comments and those of the GLA have been
incorporated into this section of the report.
Form, layout and scale
Layout and massing
15.8 Sections 2.10 and 2.11 of the Design and Access Statement (DAS) illustrate the identified site constraints
and opportunities, which is the starting point of every good design. This identifies the sensitivities of the site,
such as exposure to railway noise and proximity to existing adjoining residential properties. It also identifies
the opportunity to locate taller elements away from sensitive adjoining residential properties and the potential
to open up the centre of the site with a landscaped courtyard that would be screened from external noise
impacts.

15.9 The proposed layout design features three residential blocks (Blocks A, B and C) situated along the
perimeters of the site enclosing a central landscaped amenity space area. The layout of these blocks is
largely dictated by the linear shape of the site, which is fortunately orientated north – south and allows the
design to optimise light access to units and direct sunlight access to the central courtyard space. This also
helps to reduce the bulk and massing of the proposed development when viewed from the more visually
sensitive locations to the south, which includes the Poet’s Corner Conservation Area and strategic views
from Brockwell Park.
15.10 The perimeter blocks along the eastern side of the site (Blocks B and C) create a buffer that screens the
central courtyard area from railway noise to the east. Blocks A and C also create a buffer that would screen
the courtyard from railway noise from the south. A setback from the northern boundary is provided to Block B
to provide a buffer to the existing residents to the north in Derek Walcott Close.
15.11 Block A is aligned with Shakespeare Road to provide an opportunity for the primary frontage of the proposed
development to address the streetscape and contextually relate with the surrounding area. The street
frontage concept of lower blocks fronting onto Shakespeare Road set back behind landscaped defensible
space is welcomed, and conditions requiring further details are recommended to ensure good quality
execution. Two units fronting onto Shakespeare Road are accessible from the street which is considered a
positive design move to create an active frontage and better natural surveillance of the street.
15.12 The proposed massing approach focusses height along the central / eastern boundary where residential
properties are located further away and buffered by the railway lines. Heights step down towards the
boundaries to protect the amenity of the adjoining residential properties. Articulation in the built form helps to
break up this massing, as does the modulation of the elevations and application of materiality. This is
discussed further in the following section.
15.13 There are three entrance points to the site. The main entrance to the site is located midway along the
Shakespeare Road frontage through an archway that splits Block A into Blocks A1 and A2. Vehicular access
to the site is gained from the access road shared with the Network Rail depot that adjoins the site to the
south-east. This centralises vehicular activity on the site to the southern part, where a delivery and servicing
bay is located in between blocks A and C. A car park at the ground floor of Block C also uses this shared
access road and provides blue-badge parking spaces for future residents. The proposed layout enables the
central courtyard area to be free of all vehicles; however essential access for emergency vehicles is provided
via an access point on Shakespeare Road towards the northern part of the site between Blocks A and B.
15.14 Each access point is gated and therefore the proposal does not include any areas of public realm, which is
accepted by officers given the nature and location of the development. This also allows for the design to
maximise the quality of the residential environment in the proposal. The three access points will be operable
for pedestrians and cyclists to improve the permeability of the site for residents and visitors.
15.15 The early design concepts included provision for replacement commercial floorspace; however this was later
removed due to conflicts arising with the quality of the residential design. The early concept also included a
publicly accessible shared pedestrian / vehicle route through the site as well; however this was also removed
to improve the quality of the residential environment. Section 3 of the DAS explains how the initial massing
and layout design evolved from the understanding built by the identification of the constraints and
opportunities and further refined through positive discussions with Lambeth officers during the preapplication stage. The proposed layout and massing of the development is supported by officers.
Form and scale
15.16 The form and scale of the proposed blocks have also been refined through pre-application discussions with
officers to ensure that the development relates to the context of the area, provides a high quality residential
environmental, protects neighbouring amenity, and reduces impacts on heritage assets and strategic views.
The height of Block A, which fronts onto Shakespeare Road and includes the main entrance to the site, is 4storeys with a setback roof level. This provides an appropriate scale of development at the site’s frontage
with the public realm that is considered to retain the residential character of Shakespeare Rd and relates to
the scale of the immediately adjoining residential properties.

15.17 Block B is L-shaped, with the shorter northern part (Block B1) laid out in an east-west orientation and the
longer southern part (Block B2) laid out in a north-south orientation. The western elevation of proposed Block
B1, which faces Shakespeare Road, is also is 4-storeys with a setback roof level and together with Block A
provides uniformity of height along the Shakespeare Road frontage. This positively contributes to the human
scale of development fronting the street. Block B1 then steps up in height by one storey where the residential
properties to the north are further away and the landscaped area in between provides a visual and physical
buffer.
15.18 Block B2 steps up in height again to 9-storeys to transition into the tallest element of this block, which is 10storeys in height. The massing of this block is broken up by the horizontal stepping of its massing, which also
creates more dual aspect units, as well as the modulation and articulation of the façade design and subtle
variations in materials. The design of the block is considered to be well proportioned and provides an
appropriate transition into the taller elements of the scheme located centrally within the site.
15.19 Block C is the tallest in the proposed development at 11-storeys with a shoulder element on its southern
flank at 7-storeys in height. The taller element of Block C adjoins the 10-storey element of Block B, which
together focus the tallest heights of the development to a central area that adjoins the railway line and rail
depot and is well separated from the adjoining residential properties. These heights are considered to relate
to the nearby recently completed Guinness Trust development to the west of the site, which is taller at 12storeys in height. The shorter element at 7-storeys juxtaposes the hierarchy of Block C and provides a
suitable transition to the southern boundary of the site and railway beyond.
15.20 The bulk, scale, mass, siting, positioning and orientation of the proposed development as a whole is
considered to be an appropriate response for the application site and its context. It is considered that the
buildings are well proportioned and together form a coherent and visually interesting development. For the
above reasons it is considered that the proposal makes a positive contribution to the existing and emerging
character of the area and is supported by officers. The visual impact of the proposal on the wider townscape
is discussed further below.

Figure 5 – Visual of the proposed development from Shakespeare Rd

Quality, character and experience
Façade design and materials

15.21 The proposed architectural approach is informed by the context of the site, and the DAS provides a thorough
analysis of façade treatments and the modulation of the elevations to provide a rhythm that reflects the plot
widths of the terraced properties on the opposite side of the street. The base of all blocks have been given a
horizontal emphasis with horizontal brick texture, which creates a well-defined base that can be appreciated
at a human scale. The blocks also include defined metal clad separations, which breaks up their massing.
15.22 As set out in section 2.4 of the DAS, the history of the area includes industrial railway sidings and a coal
depot and section 3.4 of the DAS explains how this historical context is referenced into the design of the
proposal. The design has integrated a coal yard concept into the scheme by using metal arches at the main
site entrance and the metal roof forms and balconies are articulated to resemble individual coal carts. This
coal yard referencing and local contextual responses are welcomed by officers. The palette of materials for
blocks is informed by the immediate and wider context, particularly the brick, which includes a mixed palette
across blocks including buff, red and grey brick that has been specified to assimilate into the context in
accordance with townscape views of specific blocks/elevations. The materials palette is also informed by the
historic use of the site as a coal depot as the balcony balustrades, mesh panel and metal standing seam
materials reference the railway.
15.23 The defined archway main entrance and proposed appearance of communal entrances which reference the
railway history are considered an appropriate response and will add way-finding for future occupants. The
proposed design of the development as a whole is considered to respond to the existing character of the
area with reference to features and characteristics that contribute towards the local character. The proposal
is well detailed and architecturally interesting and is supported by officers.
Landscaping and boundary treatment
15.24 The proposed landscape strategy identifies that the arrival sequence from the main arched entrance on
Shakespeare Road directs people through into the central garden, with the exception of the Block A lobbies,
which are accessed directly from the archway. From here residents and visitors will walk through the central
garden to access the lobbies of Blocks B and C. The proposal includes clear pedestrian routes through the
central garden to provide strong wayfinding to entrances points for both occupants and visitors and further
details of this will be secured by condition to ensure this legibility is taken through to delivery.
15.25 The proposed central garden will consist of shrub and herbaceous planting lining the pedestrian routes,
which will feature banded paving that gives reference to sleepers forming a railway line track. The proposed
landscape strategy illustrates that a variety of trees will be planted to provide seasonal interest and generous
areas of play space are provided in this area. The play spaces include a variety of play equipment, mounds,
boulders and stepping stones. Buffer planting areas separate the pedestrian routes and play areas from
private ground floor terraces to provide defensible space and protect resident’s privacy.
15.26 The proposed landscaped area to the north of Block B is labelled as the habitat area and includes native
trees, woodland understory plans and meadow grasses. This area would only be accessible for maintenance
as it provides a buffer between the site and neighbouring properties to the north. However, it adds visual
amenity for both future and existing residents and positively contributes to the biodiversity value of the site
with the inclusion of log piles and areas where wildflowers will be encouraged.
15.27 The front gardens and landscaping areas fronting Shakespeare Road seek to repair the residential character
of the street. Front gardens include low walls and railings fronting Shakespeare Road with hedges, planting
and a narrow crowned tree behind. Landscaping is also provided to the eastern boundary in the form of
planting beds and climbing plants. The incorporation of green roofs on each building is maximised and
details of these will be secured by condition. Boundary treatments are considered to be suitable and further
details will also be secured by condition, including the main entrance gate.
15.28 The overall approach to the landscape strategy is considered acceptable and provides an opportunity to
enhance the existing site whilst providing a high-quality residential environment.
Views and townscape
Townscape

15.29 A Heritage Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) is included in Volume 2 of the ES and
provides an evaluation of the potential effect of the proposed development on townscape receptors, based
on townscape character areas identified around the site. It also provides an analysis of the potential effect of
the development on heritage receptors, including conservation areas, listed buildings, registered parks and
gardens and non-designated heritage assets, such as locally listed buildings. This document has been
reviewed by the Council’s design officers and the independent EIA consultant appointed by the council.
Revisions have been made to address comments raised by officers and as such the final version is
considered to be sound and the conclusions are agreed.
15.30 It should be noted that the site does not sit within any designated strategic view corridors as defined in the
London View Management Framework (LVMF). However, it is located within views of local importance from
the hillside path in Brockwell Part and Norwood Park, which are identified in the Draft Lambeth Local Views
SPD (September 2020) as Panorama (i), viewing place (c) and Panorama (ii) respectively. The verified views
in the HTVIA includes seven views from the hillside path (Views 4(a) – 4(g)) and Norwood Park (View 14)
along with 12 other views as agreed by officers.
Immediate views – Shakespeare Road
15.31 The submitted townscape HTVIA views include a number of views that illustrate the visual effect of proposal
on Shakespeare Road, including views 10, 11, 12 and general CGIs included in Chapter 5 of the HTVIA.
These views are concluded to have minor to moderate beneficial visual effects as the proposed development
replaces the existing waste facility, which is currently visible in these views. The street fronting blocks at 4
storeys with 5th storey set back are relative in height to the existing context on Shakespeare Road. The
materials and architectural grid of elevations have been informed by the surrounding context and are
considered a robust and good quality design response.
Mid – long range views – Conservation areas / general townscape
15.32 The agreed townscape views submitted demonstrate the visual effect of the proposal in mid to long range
views, including conservation areas and a locally designated view from Brockwell Park. The majority of the
views are computer generated images which include the façade and material treatment of the proposal to
provide an accurate visual representation of effect. The proposal will not be visible in views from nearby
conservation areas such as Brixton Water Lane Conservation Area (CA13) (View 1), Loughborough Park
CA27 (View 13) and from the south-eastern perimeter of Brockwell Park CA 39 (View 5). The proposal
therefore has a neutral effect in these townscape views.
15.33 The proposal will be visible from Poet’s Corner CA52 and the view from Milton Road (View 3 HTVIA)
illustrates the tallest block terminating the vista of the street. The view is taken with sparse leaf cover
therefore at other times the view will be further obscured by street trees. The proposal in the view is
surrounded by clear sky; however, the bulk and mass of proposal does not dominate the view and is
perceived as a townscape feature in the distance. The materials palette of buff brick is contextually
appropriate and visually recessive. The HTVIA concludes that the proposal has a moderate beneficial visual
effect on this townscape view and this is agreed by officers.
15.34 Just outside the Poets Corner Conservation Area, the submitted View 02 (HTVIA) from Shakespeare Road
south of the railway bridge illustrates the proposal in relation to the intimate enclosure of this residential
street. In this view the street fronting blocks are visible and relative in height, materiality and façade
proportions to the surrounding context. The taller blocks are partially visible to the rear, as they step up from
the lower blocks however at this distance their height aligns with the parapet line of the foreground
residential buildings and is visible in contextually appropriate materials with façade proportions informed by
the surrounding context. In this view the proposal assimilates into townscape as a background feature which
does not dominate view. The HTVIA concludes that the proposal has a moderate beneficial visual effect on
this townscape view and this is agreed by officers.

15.35 The proposal will be visible from the Herne Hill Conservation Area (CA61) and Views 06 as submitted in
HTVIA from Milkwood Road illustrate this, which at 11 storeys the proposal appears to terminate the long
vista of Milkwood Road. However, it does not dominate this view and appears as a background townscape
feature which delineates the railway line. The HTVIA concludes that the proposal has a minor beneficial
visual effect on this townscape view and this is agreed by officers.
15.36 View 07 in the HTVIA illustrates a rendered view of the proposal from Herne Hill station platform, which is
outside of the Herne Hill CA61. The proposal will be highly visible in the background in front of the existing
Guinness Trust development, terminating the vista as the railway line curves north eastwards, the proposal
delineates the railway line whilst the proposed materials palette integrates into the surrounding context. The
HTVIA concludes that the proposal has a moderate beneficial visual effect on this townscape view and this is
agreed by officers.
15.37 View 08 illustrates an additional view outside Herne Hill CA61 in closer proximity to the site. In this view the
11-storey block is visible as the road curves terminating the vista with the 10 storey block partially visible
behind. There is space between blocks and clear sky around them. At this distance the proposed blocks are
relative in height to the residential properties fronting Milkwood Road. The proposal appears as a
background townscape feature in contextually appropriate materials and as such assimilates into the view.
The HTVIA concludes that the proposal has a minor to moderate beneficial visual effect on this townscape
view and this is agreed by officers.
15.38 View 09 illustrates a mid-range view from the north-west of the site on Lowden Road. In this view the 10 and
11-storey blocks are visible as the road curves terminating the vista with the blocks partially visible behind.
The space between the blocks is distinguishable due to the depth created in the built form and the use of
contrasting lighter and darker materials palette. At this distance the proposed blocks are relative in height to
the residential properties fronting Milkwood Road. The proposal appears as a background townscape feature
in contextually appropriate materials and as such assimilates into the view. The HTVIA concludes that the
proposal has a minor beneficial visual effect on this townscape view and this is agreed by officers.
Locally designated view – Brockwell Park
15.39 The view from the hilltop pathway, which runs parallel with Dulwich Road within Brockwell Park, is a locally
designated panoramic view towards the city (See LLP Policy Q25). The character of the panorama is that of
a varied roofscape in the middle ground that allows distant views of the centre of the city, including
recognisable city landmarks. In the foreground is the landscape of Brockwell Park and the low-rise housing
immediately to its north and north east (Brixton and Herne Hill).
15.40 The views illustrate the proposal appearing between the two existing tall buildings (Herne Hill House and
Park View House) that sit right on the park boundary. These two buildings already have a negative effect on
the view because their height and mass obstruct an appreciation of the city beyond. The draft Local Views
SPD (which has been out to consultation) is to be adopted with the DRLLP. However, it provides useful
insight into the view and can be given some weight in planning decisions. It states that in the foreground and
middle ground where development does come forward it should not diminish the viewer’s ability to
appreciate the distant city.
15.41 In submitted views 4d, 4e and 4f of the HTVIA the proposal at 11 storeys appears between these negative
elements and, whilst not obscuring views of important landmarks such as St. Paul’s Cathedral, adds a third
form that further diminishes the viewer’s appreciation of the distant city beyond in this part of the view.
However, this is a kinetic view – meaning it changes as one moves from one end of the hillside path to the
other, and the buildings obstructed in views 4d to 4f are visible in other parts of the view. It is also a much
wider view than that shown in the HTVIA (as illustrated in the draft SPD) and the importance of this view is
the ability to appreciate the distant city, which covers the entire horizon given the vastness of London. As
such, officers consider this to be a very minor adverse impact.

15.42 In the hillside path views provided in the HTVIA showing cumulative schemes the Higgs approval is shown in
a yellow wire line and is a material consideration. However, it must be noted that it is further away from the
viewing location than the application site and much of the massing will be obscured by trees with only the
tallest element visible. The cumulative impact of the Higgs development and the proposed development
changes along this kinetic view much like the visual impact of the proposal when considered by itself as
discussed above. The cumulative impact also does not obstruct the more recognisable landmarks such as St
Paul’s. As such, officers consider the cumulative visual effect from Brockwell Park to be a very minor
adverse impact.
15.43 The cumulative views also include the Wellfit Street proposal in purple wire-line. However, the Wellfit Street
was refused by the Council in July 2021 and therefore should not be a material consideration in these
cumulative views.
Locally designated view –Norwood Park
15.44 The proposal will sit comfortably in the distant urban environment in this view and therefore will have a
neutral effect upon panoramic views of the city from Norwood Park as illustrated in View 14. The HTVIA
concludes that the proposal has a minor / neutral visual effect on this townscape view and this is agreed by
officers.
Tall buildings policies
15.45 The proposed development triggers the tall building policies due to the height of the 10 and 11 storey blocks
being over 30m above ground level. These policies include policy D9 of the LP, and Q26 of the LLP and
DRLLP. Whilst tall buildings can bring positive change to a site and area, they require a greater level of
design scrutiny due to their additional visibility and potential for impact. The policies therefore provide a set
of criteria to assist in assessing the impact of tall buildings.
15.46 Policy D9 Part C of the LP sets out the assessment criteria in four categories of impacts:
1) Visual
15.47 Parts (a) and (b) of the visual criteria sets out the expectations for visual impacts in long, medium and shortrange views, and reference to the spatial hierarchy and context, which have been covered above in the
‘Form, Layout and Scale’ and ‘Views and Townscape’ sections of this report and concluded to be
acceptable. Part (c) of the visual criteria sets out the requirements for the architectural quality of materials,
which is discussed in the ‘Quality and Character’ section of this report and concluded to be acceptable. Part
(d) seeks to preserve heritage assets, which is discussed in the ‘Heritage Assets’ section below and
concludes that the proposal causes no harm. Parts (e) and (f) are not relevant to this proposal and parts (g)
and (h) relate to solar glare and light pollution respectively, which are discussed in the ‘Neighbouring
Amenity’ section of this report and concluded to be acceptable. Apart from the few very minor adverse
impacts discussed above the proposal has a positive townscape impact overall with care taken to respect
the wider setting and it has good quality architecture and it consider to satisfy the visual impacts criteria of
the LP tall buildings policy.
2) Functional

15.48 Part (a) of the functional criteria (2) of the LP policy sets the requirement for tall buildings to ensure safety in
its design and part (b) requires the servicing and management to avoid disturbance and, as discussed in the
Environmental Health section of this report, the proposal complies with these criteria. Part (c) sets
requirements for movement routes, which is discussed in the ‘Layout and massing’ section of this report, and
given the nature and location of the proposal it would not result in overcrowding or isolation issues. The
impact of the proposal on local transport networks is discussed in the Transport section of this report and
complies with criterion 2(d). Criterion 2(e) requires consideration of the employment contribution of the
development and as discussed in the Employment section of this report the proposal is compliant with this
criterion. The final Functional impact criterion requires buildings to avoid interference with aviation,
navigation, telecommunication or solar energy generation, which is assessed in the ES and demonstrates
compliance with this criterion. As there are no identified conflicts with these criteria it is considered that the
proposal complies with the Functional impacts criteria of the LP tall buildings policy.
3) Environmental
15.49 The Environmental impacts criteria (3) requires careful consideration of impacts relating to climate conditions
(including wind, daylight, sunlight and temperature), air quality and noise around the buildings,
neighbourhood and on open spaces. Whilst there are no open spaces adjoining the proposed development,
these matters are discussed in the Neighbouring Amenity and Environmental Health sections of this report in
regard to the impacts on areas around the buildings and neighbourhood. As concluded in these sections, the
proposed development has an acceptable level of impact and therefore meets these criteria.
4) Cumulative
15.50 The final criterion in the LP regards the cumulative impacts of developments in the area. This has been
assessed in the ES in each chapter relevant to this proposal and these matters are considered in each
relevant section of this report. Overall, it is considered that the cumulative impact of the proposed
development together with other nearby developments is acceptable and therefore complies with the LP
criteria to assess tall buildings.
LLP and DRLLP Policy
15.51 Policy Q26 Part (a) of the LLP sets out 6 criteria for assessing the impact of proposed tall buildings. Criterion
(i) seeks to prevent the development of tall buildings in specific locations in the borough. Criterion (ii) seeks
to prevent adverse impacts to views or heritage assets, criterion (iii) requires proposals to achieve design
excellence and criterion (iv) requires proposals to positively contribute to the townscape. Criterion (v)
requires proposals to be of the highest standards of architecture and materials and criterion (vi) seeks to
prevent unacceptably harmful impacts on the surroundings of a development.
15.52 The DRLLP criteria (i) to (v) retains the requirements of the LLP criteria (ii), (iii), (iv), (v) and (vi) but updated
to be more in line with the recently adopted London Plan (2021). The DRLLP policy also introduces criterion
(vi), which requires proposals to meet acceptable standards of amenity, access and servicing. However, it
removes criterion (i) of the LLP policy and introduces a mechanism in part (b) of the policy for assessing tall
buildings that are outside of designated locations considered to be suitable for tall buildings, and sets out a
distinction that clear and convincing justification is needed to demonstrate their appropriateness.

15.53 With the exception of (i) of the LLP criteria and part (b) of the DRLLP policy, the local tall buildings policy
criteria set out the same requirements as Part C of the LP policy D9. As concluded above, the proposal is
acceptable against those criteria and remains acceptable with the respective LLP and DRLLP policy.
However, the site is located outside of any of the tall building study areas identified in Annex 11 of both the
LLP and DRLLP. The proposal conflicts with criterion (i) of the LLP policy Q26 for this reason. DRLLP policy
Q26 Part b) sets out an additional step in the tall buildings assessment for these situations, and states that
the application should “demonstrate the appropriateness of the site for a tall building having regard to the
impact on heritage assets, the form, proportion, composition, scale and character of the immediate buildings
and the character of the local area (including urban grain and public realm / landscape features etc.) and
ensure points (a) (i) - (vi) are met”. In addition it states that “proposals for tall buildings will only be
considered acceptable in established low rise residential neighbourhoods where they are part of a
comprehensive scheme which integrates well with the locality”.
15.54 The proposal has been through a rigorous design process from the concept stage through to the assessment
of this application. It has been subject to regular design discussions during the course of the pre-application
discussions, including a design panel review, and the changes made to the design address the issues
raised. In particular, revisions to the form, scale and proportions have addressed concerns of its relationship
with the immediate context of the site as well as to mitigate its impact on views. The development of the
façade design and articulation help the proposal integrate with character of the local area and the landscape
proposals are considered to be of high quality, create visual improvements and improve the biodiversity
value of the site with a policy compliant urban greening factor. These matters are demonstrated through both
the Design and Access Statement and HTVIA. In addition, criteria (a)(i) – (vi) of the DRLLP are considered to
be met as previously concluded.
15.55 The proposal is of similar height and scale to the Guinness Partnership development, which is a recently
completed residential development and forms part of the context of the application site. The existing site is
occupied by a waste transfer station and its proposed comprehensive redevelopment will bring visual,
environmental and amenity improvements and is considered to integrate well with its location. It is therefore
demonstrated to satisfy the requirement of the DRLLP policy. Whilst there is conflict with the LLP policy
criterion (i), it is clear that the DRLLP policy sets out additional assessment steps to address this where
proposals are in conflict. The DRLLP is at an advanced stage of the plan making process and can be
afforded significant weight in decisions.
15.56 In conclusion, the proposal is considered to have an acceptable impact on views, is of a high quality design,
and overall it makes a positive contribution to the townscape. This is demonstrated in the ES and supporting
documents submitted with the application and the impacts that are relevant to the tall buildings policy criteria
are discussed in the respective sections of this report. As such it is considered that the application
demonstrates the appropriateness of the site for a tall building in accordance with these policies.
Impact on Heritage Assets
15.57 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.
15.58 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.
15.59 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.

15.60 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.
15.61 There is therefore a “strong presumption” against granting planning permission for development which would
harm a heritage asset. In the Forge Field case the High Court explained that the presumption is a statutory
one. It is not irrebuttable. It can be outweighed by material considerations powerful enough to do so. But a
local planning authority can only properly strike the balance between harm to a heritage asset on the one
hand and planning benefits on the other if it is conscious of the statutory presumption in favour of
preservation and if it demonstrably applies that presumption to the proposal it is considering.
15.62 The case-law also establishes that even where the harm identified is less than substantial (i.e. falls within
paragraph 202 of the NPPF), that harm must still be given considerable importance and weight.
15.63 Where more than one heritage asset would be harmed by the proposed development, the decision-maker
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.
15.64 What follows is an officer assessment of the extent of any harm which would result from the proposed
development to the scoped heritage assets provided by the applicant as part of its submission. This includes
Conservation Areas, and neighbouring Listed Buildings.
15.65 The HTVIA includes an analysis of the potential effect of the proposed development on heritage receptors,
including conservation areas, listed buildings, registered parks and gardens and non-designated heritage
assets, such as locally listed buildings. Some of these have been discussed in the previous section in
relation to townscape views. This section provides a summary of the extent of any harm to the significance of
the scoped heritage assets and the balance of this harm (if any) with the public benefits of the proposal.
15.66 There are no heritage assets within or immediately adjoining the application site. Figure 7.1 of the HTVIA
(provided below) illustrates the heritage assets within proximity of the site, with a 500m radius around the
site provided for context. The scoping exercise has identified a number of heritage assets that have not been
further assessed, as they would not be affected due to their distance and location from the site in relation to
the nature, extent and scale in intervening built form of the proposal, vegetation and topography. These are
provided in the following excerpt from the HTVIA (Table 7.1):

Figure 6 - heritage assets within proximity of the site

15.67 The remaining assets are 4 conservation areas, 2 grade II* listed buildings, 15 grade II listed buildings, and 2
locally listed buildings. Chapter 7 of the HTVIA provides a detailed analysis of each asset and its
significance, which has been reviewed by the Council’s Design and Conservation Officer and independent
EIA consultant appointed by the Council, and is agreed. The heritage assets have been grouped into 6
receptor groups:
1. Poet’s Corner Conservation Area
2. Brockwell Park and associated heritage assets
3. Herne Hill Conservation Area and associated heritage assets
4. St. Paul’s Church and Herne Hill School
5. The Quadrangle, Dorchester Court and Dorchester House
6. Loughborough Park Conservation Area and associated heritage assets
Poet’s Corner Conservation Area
15.68 The Poet’s Corner Conservation Area is the only heritage asset within this receptor group. Paragraphs 7.7
to 7.9 of the HTVIA sets out the significance of the Conservation Area and paragraph 7.10 sets out the
contributing factors of its setting. Paragraph 7.9 states “The historic interest of the Poet’s Corner
Conservation Area is principally derived from its relationship to the industrial development and urbanization
of the surrounding area, associated with the expansion of the railways and tramways”. Paragraph 7.10 of the
HTVIA states “The main contributor to the heritage importance of this conservation area are the buildings
and relatively uniform streets within its boundaries” and notes the physical and visual separation that the
railway line creates between the Conservation Area and the area to the north, where the application site is
located.

15.69 View 03 of the HTVIA, illustrated below, demonstrates the visibility of the proposal from Milton Road within
this Conservation Area and, as discussed above, it is considered that the bulk and mass of proposal does
not dominate the view and the materials palette of buff brick is contextually appropriate and visually
recessive. As such, the proposal is considered to preserve the character and appearance of the Poet’s
Corner Conservation Area.

Figure 7 - View 3 of HTVIA

Brockwell Park and associated heritage assets
15.70 This receptor group includes the Brockwell Park Conservation Area, which contains within it the Grade II
registered park (Brockwell Park) and the Grade II listed Brockwell Lido. Paragraph 7.15 to 7.17 of the HTVIA
sets out the significance of the heritage assets in this group and paragraph 7.18 sets out the contributing
factors to their setting. Paragraph 7.16 states “Brockwell Park is characterized principally by its interest as a
historic landscape” and that it “was originally designed to have a natural appearance”. It goes on to state that
the park “derives its interest as a heritage receptor from its relationship with the surrounding environment”
and that “Historic interest stems from the importance of the park as a public space within a rapidly urbanizing
suburb, and therefore is significant as a historic green space”. Paragraph 7.18 identifies “a degree of
heritage importance from its setting, particularly its shared relationship with much of the Victorian terraced
and detached houses that surround it” and that it “exemplifies the contemporary need to supplement
suburban neighbourhoods with green space during the nineteenth century”.
15.71 Turning to the Brockwell Park Lido, paragraph 7.17 states that it “possesses a degree of historic interest as a
later addition to the park as well as architectural interest as one of the few surviving lidos designed by Henry
Rowbotham and T. Smithson in Moderne style”. Paragraph 7.18 identifies the Lido as a later addition to the
park, however that it “further reflects the setting of the area by its inclusion as another public amenity offering
within Brockwell Park itself”.

15.72 Views 4a to 4g illustrate the visibility of the proposal from the hillside path, which is located at a central
highpoint within the park. Paragraph 7.20 of the HTVIA provides a detailed analysis of the magnitude of this
change and acknowledges the level of visibility of the proposal. However, it goes on to state “owing to its
distance and visibility amongst other existing larger scale townscape elements, when seen in views out of
the park, the Shakespeare Road Development would not adversely affect the ability to understand and
appreciate both the park and the buildings therein”. This is agreed by officers in light of the stated
significance of the heritage assets and their setting, and therefore it is concluded that the proposal would not
be harmful to the significance of these heritage assets.
15.73 Whilst the discussion in the previous section (Views and Townscape) of this report concludes that there
would be a very minor adverse impact on the view of the wider city, it is emphasised that this refers to the
visual effect of the proposal on the wider townscape rather than on the significance of the heritage assets
within this receptor group.
Herne Hill Conservation Area and associated heritage assets
15.74 The Herne Hill Conservation Area is relatively small and includes the Former Postal Sorting Office and
Former Fire Station, both of which are locally listed buildings. Nearby but not within the Conservation Area is
the Grade II* listed Half Moon Public House, and the Grade II listed Herne Hill Station and Herne Hill Baptist
Church. Paragraphs 7.24 and 7.25 of the HTVIA set out the significance of the heritage assets in this group
and paragraph 7.26 sets out the contributing factors to their setting. The significance of the heritage assets
includes the style and materials that used in the design of the buildings, and their historic connection to the
urbanisation of the area in connection with the expansion of the railway line. Paragraph 7.25 states “The
historic interest of this area is attributed principally to the Half Moon Public House and Herne Hill Station,
which jointly formed the few initial buildings this area possessed by 1870, with the station itself marking the
integration of the Herne Hill area with the railways”.
15.75 Views 06 of the HTVIA illustrates the limited visibility of the proposal from Milkwood Road within the Herne
Hill Conservation Area (CA61) and the proposal appears to terminate the long vista of Milkwood Road.
However, the proposal is only visible in the distance and therefore it does not dominate this view and
appears as a background townscape feature which delineates the railway line. Paragraph 7.28 of the HTVIA
states that the proposal “will not impact on the ability to read and interpret the history and architecture of the
Herne Hill Conservation Area, Half Moon Pub or Herne Hill Station”, which is agreed by officers in light of the
factors that contribute to the significance of these heritage assets. As such, it is concluded that the proposal
would not be harmful to the significance of these heritage assets.
St Paul’s Church and Herne Hill School
15.76 The church of St Paul is a Grade II* listed building and the adjoining Herne Hill School is a Grade II listed
building. These buildings are located approximately 500m to the south-east of the site and were scoped in to
the HTVIA due to the heightened sensitivity of the grade II* listed St Paul’s Church and the relationship it has
to the adjoining grade II listed school building. However, the proposal would not be easily visible from their
location due to the relative distance in relation to the scale of the proposal, in addition to the topography and
road layout of the area. Furthermore, the heritage assets are appreciated in views east from the public realm
whereas the application site is located to the west. Therefore, the proposal would not impact on the settings
of these listed buildings.
The Quadrangle, Dorchester Court and Dorchester House

15.77 The Quadrangle, Dorchester Court, Dorchester House, a fountain and six lamp posts at Dorchester Court
are all Grade II listed buildings. Paragraph 7.41 of the HTVIA states that The Quadrangle “derives its historic
interest from the social context in which it was built” as it forms “an early example of a suburban housing
development for unmarried working women”. Paragraph 7.42 of the HTVIA states that Dorchester House and
Dorchester Court “derive their architectural interest from their distinct Moderne twentieth century style”.
These developments are distinctive from their surrounds and therefore provides them with a group value.
These buildings are located approximately 500m to the east of the site and due to the relative distance in
relation to the scale of the proposal, in addition to the topography and road layout of the area, the proposal
would not impact on the settings of these listed buildings.
Loughborough Park Conservation Area and associated heritage assets
15.78 The Loughborough Park Conservation Area is approximately 500m to the north of the site and contains six
groups of listed buildings scoped into this assessment, all of which are 2-3-storey semi-detached houses.
Paragraphs 7.49 to 7.51 of the HTVIA set out the significance of the heritage assets in this group and
paragraph 7.52 sets out the contributing factors to their setting. Paragraph 7.50 states “The conservation
area is characterized largely by a number of terraced and semi-detached Victorian houses, the majority of
which date to the late nineteenth century” and that the buildings “share a similar material and colour
palette… (including) stucco or London stock brick”.
15.79 View 10 of the HTVIA provides the only visible viewpoint of the proposal in the context of the Conservation
Area with the eastern edge of the Conservation Area fronting Shakespeare Road until Cordelia Close (before
the Evelyn Grace Academy). However, the existing waste facility is visible in the current view and it is
considered that the proposed development would be a visual improvement of the application site, which
would benefit this view. Notwithstanding this, at this distance the proposal would have no impact on the
significance of the Conservation Area. For the remainder of Conservation Area and listed buildings within it
that are not included in this view, the proposal would not impact on the setting of the Conservation Area or
listed buildings due to the relative distance in relation to the scale of the proposal, in addition to the
topography and road layout of the area.
Public benefits
15.80 As per the above assessment, it is considered that the proposed development would not result in harm to the
significance of any heritage assets. As such, there is no requirement to balance the public benefits of the
scheme against harm to heritage assets.
15.81 However, should Members come to a different view, they need to identify the extent of the harm caused to
any such asset(s) and ensure that they give the appropriate weight to heritage harm when balancing this
against the benefits of the scheme. Considerable weight and importance should be given to any identified
instances of less than substantial harm. If the view is taken that there would be substantial harm, consent
should be refused unless it is demonstrated that the harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits
that outweigh the harm.
15.82 In this case, officers consider that the development provides the following public benefits:
 218 new homes including 67 affordable housing units.
 Optimising the use of brownfield land.
 Benefits to local economy associated with new residents supporting local businesses.
 Transport improvements including contributions totalling of £405,300 towards walking and cycling
infrastructure improvements, the expansion of the cycle hire network, and monitoring.
 Improvements to biodiversity and urban greening on the site.
 Employment and training opportunities during the construction process and a financial contribution of
£143,000 secured via s106.
15.83 Officers consider that the above constitutes public benefits that would outweigh any harm to the significance
of heritage assets.

15.84 Overall, it is considered that the proposed development provides a contextual response to the site that
preserves the signifcance of nearby heritage assets and as such complies with the relevant policies of the
LP, LLP and DRLLP.
Conclusion
15.85 The principle of redeveloping the site is supported in design terms to enhance this site which in its current
use visually detracts from the otherwise residential character of this part of Shakespeare Road. The general
site layout and height strategy with perimeter blocks arranged around communal amenity space is broadly
acceptable. The general architectural and landscape approach is considered acceptable and provides an
opportunity to enhance the existing site whilst providing new homes. The effects on the townscape are found
to be overwhelmingly acceptable with only very limited harm to the view from Brockwell Park and on the
whole the proposal is a positive townscape addition and there would also be no harm to the setting of any
designated and non-designated heritage assets.
15.86 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.
15.87 The following conditions are recommended:
 Samples or specification of all external materials to be submitted to and approved.
 Sample panels of brick to be built on site (fixings, mortars, materials etc) for inspection and approval.
Sample panels should include example of horizontal banding and soldier coursing detail proposed. The
Council will expect overall brick palette specification to reflect the three tonal differences (buff, grey, red)
as illustrated in the Design and Access statements carefully selected to complement the surrounding
context.
 All external construction detailing in the form of 1:10 scale drawings (including sections) including
balconies, windows and doors, mesh panels, recessed brick panels, main entrance archway, residential
entrances and canopies, residential signage.
 Full details and maintenance plan of hard and soft landscaping including planting along Shakespeare
Road, access road and roof terraces.
 No vents, pipes or extracts (other than those shown on the drawings) The council will expect no boiler
flues on prominent elevations and no gas pipes or other services to be run externally.
 Details of refuse storage. Your attention is drawn to the Council’s Refuse and Recycling Guidance
(2013). It should be used in developing any detailed proposal for refuse storage.
 Details of cycle storage

16. Transport, access and parking
Policy context
16.1 LP policies T1, T3 and T4 and LLP Policies T1, T3 and T4 seek to ensure that the impacts of development in
transport capacity and the transport network are fully assessed. Policies T3, T6, T7 and T8 of the LLP and
policies T3, T7 and T8 of the DRLLP both seek to ensure that proposals for development will have a limited
impact on the performance and safety of the highway network and that sufficient and appropriate car parking
and cycle storage is provided whilst meeting objectives to encourage sustainable transport and to reduce
dependence on the private car. If development will have an unacceptable transport impact, it should be
refused in the absence of mitigation measures to make the development acceptable.
Access
16.2 The site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 3 – 4, which is considered ‘moderate’ to ‘good’.
Increased housing density is encouraged within areas of good public transport accessibility, such as this site,
as are car free developments.

16.3 The site is served by two existing vehicular access points from Shakespeare Road. The proposed
development seeks to remove both access points and provide a new vehicular access point adjacent to the
existing southern access. The LBL Transport Officer advises that wherever existing access points are to be
removed the footway should be reinstated at the applicant’s expense and Lambeth Highways should be
notified. These requirements will be secured through an appropriately worded condition.
16.4 A new emergency only vehicle access point it proposed to the north of the site via a controlled gate. The
Transport and Highways Response (dated April 2021) provides clarification on the practicality of this access
with the provision of suitable swept paths demonstrating that a fire tender vehicle can be accommodated onsite with a 300mm buffer. The LBL Transport Officer advises that this arrangement is acceptable.
16.5 The main vehicular access for servicing vehicles and access to disabled parking bays is proposed to be
shared with Network Rail’s access which runs parallel to the south of the site. It is noted that this access
road is outside of the red line. The Transport and Highways Response provides clarification on this access
and states that there are appropriate rights of access in place that will facilitate access to the site in
perpetuity. The LBL Transport Officer advises that this arrangement is also acceptable.
Trip generation
16.6 A manual classified turning count took place on 19 September 2019 to establish a baseline of vehicle
movements generated by the existing waste site. It shows that the existing site generates 233 two-way
vehicle movements between 7.00 and 18.00, including 31 car movements, 40 light goods vehicles (LGV) and
161 oversized goods vehicles (OGV).
16.7 Trip generation for the proposed development was calculated using TRICS. The analysis shows 213 twoway AM peak and 91 two-way PM peak trips. Taking account of a car free development, most trips are made
via the underground, rail and bus. The Transport Assessment (TA) originally used the assumption that 0% of
journeys will be made from car. The Transport and Highways Response (dated April 2021) provides
clarification on this matter to account for disabled car drivers, which were previously not included. The
revised assessment results in 7 two-way vehicle movements in the AM peak and 2 the PM peak. This
assumes all disabled drivers would depart the site in the morning peak period which a worst-case
assessment.
16.8 The adjusted modal split used in the TA found the proposal has a potential to generate 205 fewer two-way
vehicle movements between 07:00 and 18:00. This is likely to be an overestimate as noted above as a small
number of car trips would still be expected, and residential servicing trips will also be generated. This is
covered in the Servicing section below. Notwithstanding this, there is clear evidence that the proposals will
result in a significant reduction in vehicle trips, particularly OGVs, being generated by the site.
16.9 The majority of residents are expected to use public transport in the AM and PM peaks, with 37% using the
London Underground, 19% using Rail and 20% using bus. Given the site’s location, services at Brixton,
Herne Hill and Loughborough Junction are likely to be most heavily used by residents of the development.
The Thameslink services in particular are busy in the peak at Herne Hill; however officers expect the overall
impact of the development, spread across the other rail services at these stations, London Underground and
bus services to be manageable.
16.10 TfL have advised that the trip generation assessment is acceptable and raise no objections to the public
transport capacity in the vicinity of the proposed development.
Car parking

16.11 Accessible parking needs to be provided in line with London Plan Policy T6.1 (G) which states: Residential
development proposals delivering ten or more units must, as a minimum: 1) ensure that at least one
designated disabled persons parking bay per dwelling for 3% of dwellings is available from the outset, 2)
demonstrate on plan and as part of the Car Parking Design and Management Plan, how the remaining bays
to a total of one per dwelling for 10% of dwellings can be requested and provided when required as
designated disabled persons parking in the future.
16.12 A total of 22 accessible spaces are required to meet the full 10% requirement for the 218 residential unit
development. However, a total of 11 will be provided, 8 on-site and 3 on-street, which equates to a ratio of
5% of the total number of dwellings. The TA includes the results of an overnight parking survey carried out
on the surrounding streets. This found a relatively low level of parking stress and demonstrates that there is
capacity to provide the on-street disabled bays required. The 3 x bays currently proposed on street are
shown indicatively on dwg number 184400_G_002 RevB, Appendix D of the TA, and have been approved in
principle by the LBL Highways team.
16.13 If additional bays are required in future these will need to be provided on-street as advised by the LBL
Transport Officer. A Parking Monitoring Plan is recommended to be secured to monitor the need for
additional disabled parking provision. Should the need arise for additional parking spaces, which are to be
provided on-street, the applicant would need to fund the provision of these if required. This shall include a
contribution of £10,000 per bay for all on-street bays.
16.14 TfL have advised that only 7 blue badge spaces should be provided at the outset, serving 3% of the total
number of units, with the remaining 7% safeguarded should the demand arise. This would require 4 of the
spaces within Block C to be withheld from use until the need arises. TfL also request that a Parking Design
and Management Plan demonstrating how car parking will be designed and managed is secured by
condition. This is agreed and the condition is included accordingly, and would be the mechanism used to
ensure that only 3% of spaces are provided for use at the outset as per the TfL request.
16.15 Swept paths have been provided, showing a large car accessing and exiting the car park in a forward gear.
Electric vehicles charging points should be provided in line with London Plan policy T6.1 C (at least 20% of
spaces should have active charging facilities, with passive provision for all remaining spaces). A condition is
included to secure this arrangement.
16.16 The site is located within Car Parking Zone: Poets ‘P’. In order to ensure that the proposed development is
car permit free, residents (with the exception of Blue Badge holders) will be prohibited from obtaining a
parking permit, and this will be secured through the s106 agreement. A car club membership for all residents
for the period of three years will also be secured through the s106.
Cycle parking
16.17 The plans indicate that the proposed development would contain 376 long-stay and 12 short-stay cycle
parking spaces, which is in line with the London Plan requirements. The spaces are proposed across the site
as indicated on the plans through internal, dedicated cycle stores and Sheffield stands located within the
areas of landscaping. The cycle store in Block C extends across the ground and first floors with the upper
level accessed via both lift and stairs with a ramp. The Transport and Highways Response confirms that the
accessibility of this cycle store is sufficient and this has been agreed by the LBL Transport Officer.
16.18 A two-tier system is proposed for the majority of the long-term cycle storage spaces. Sufficient aisle width is
provided between the proposed two-tier cycle parking, according to the manufacturer’s specifications
provided within the Transport and Highways Response. Some 19% of the total cycle parking provision is
proposed as Sheffield stands. While this does not meet the 25% required under DRLLP policy T3, this level
of provision is considered sufficient that 5% of the total cycle parking provision has been provided for larger
and adapted cycles. As confirmed in the Transport and Highways Response, charging points for a ratio of 1
in 10 cycle parking spaces is also provided, which is in line with the DRLLP requirements.

16.19 As per DRLLP Policy T3 (h) a minimum of three years free membership of the Cycle Hire scheme should be
provided for each resident of the scheme and would be secured within the s106 agreement. The site also
falls within TfL’s supported expansion area for cycle hire docking stations, and Lambeth support the request
for funding from TfL towards the rollout of the scheme in this area, which is to be secured within a s106
agreement.
Deliveries and servicing
16.20 Several refuse stores are located around the site adjacent to the residential cores, and a central refuse
holding store is located adjacent to the servicing turning area. On-site management will transfer the refuse
from the individual block stores to the main central store. Swept paths are included in Appendix E of the TA
(Drawing 184400-SPA-007 rev D) showing a refuse collection vehicle entering the site, collecting from the
central refuse holding store, and exiting in a forward gear.
16.21 Veolia (the waste servicing contractor) has advised that the strategy is supported with a request for
confirmation on swept paths and access to bin stores. The Transport and Highways Response confirms that
swept paths account for the newer servicing vehicles, which are slightly longer than previous models, and
that the doors of the bin store are large enough to pass a 1,100 litre bin through with adequate bump
protection with all routes to the bin store being step free. This satisfies the points raised by Veolia.
16.22 Following a query of the servicing trip rates raised by the LBL Transport Officer, further details were provided
within the Transport and Highways Response in April 2021. This included a sensitivity test based on the
servicing trip generation used for the Higgs Industrial Estate development within LB Lambeth (application ref:
18/05425/FUL). The TRICS database and extracted servicing vehicle information for residential apartment
developments in Inner and Outer London was then further interrogated in order to establish a more accurate
servicing trip rate. Using this trip rate, the Shakespeare Road proposal would generate up to 67 two-way
residential servicing movements per day, which would be spread over the day and is agreed by LBL officers.
16.23 It is expected that this level of activity can be accommodated at the site particularly given the location
provides for a higher number of deliveries in the existing use. It is also important to note that this is an
existing residential area and as such the servicing vehicles serving the proposed development will be serving
existing properties as well. The proposed loading arrangements will also allow delivery vehicles to use
designated areas for deliveries. In addition, the DSMP sets out ways in which deliveries and servicing will be
managed. For example, the estate management company will maintain servicing activity and if amendments
are required to the strategy then this will be picked up through the ongoing monitoring process. As such, the
proposed strategy is considered suitable.
16.24 Servicing is proposed to take place on site in an area adjacent to Blocks A and C on the site’s southern
boundary, and an on-street loading bay located on Shakespeare Road (shown indicatively on dwg number
184400_G_002 RevB, Appendix D of the TA). LBL Highways have agreed to the principle of the loading bay
designs and in the proposed locations. Queries raised by LBL Highways have been adequately responded to
within the Transport and Highways Response, including appropriate drawings showing the proposed
provision for loading using double yellow lines on Shakespeare Road. LBL officers have requested that, if
available, delivery drivers should use the on-site loading area in preference to the highway, particularly if
serving blocks to the south of the site. This has been confirmed by the applicant.
Active Travel Zones and Healthy Routes
16.25 The TA includes an Active Travel Zone (ATZ) assessment of the local area, which assesses the quality of
four key routes from the site. The ATZ assessment does not identify any significant barriers to pedestrian
and cyclist movement on these routes.
16.26 Shakespeare Road and Railton Road are on the Healthy Routes Network (HRN), and the site is adjacent to
an experimental modal filter which was installed at the junction with Mayall Road, as part of the Railton Low
Traffic Neighbourhood (LTN) scheme, which aims to stop through traffic from cutting through the
neighbourhood, enabling more walking and cycling. It’s understood that as a result of the LTN interventions
car traffic levels are 56% down, while cycling levels are up 74% on Shakespeare Road.

16.27 The applicant will be requested to make a financial contribution towards environmental and public realm
improvements on Shakespeare Road, as part of the HRN, to deliver long term walking and cycling
improvements to the neighbourhood.
Travel Plan
16.28 A Framework Travel Plan is included in the submission and additional information was provided during the
application process to take on board comments received from Lambeth’s Travel Plan Monitoring Officer. A
full Travel Plan will be secured via a condition (23) and monitoring via s106.
Construction
16.29 A Framework Construction Logistics Plan has been provided and further details are included within the
Transport and Highways Response to clarify matters raised by the LBL Transport Officer. The details
indicate that the main route for construction vehicles is proposed to avoid the modal filter to the south, and
will approach the site from the north, via the A2217 Coldharbour Lane, from either the A23 to the west or the
A215 to the east. The LBL Transport Officer confirms that this is acceptable. TfL note that banksmen will be
appointed to assist with the movement of vehicles and that a booking system will be set to ensure that
vehicles will not arrive at the same time, which they advise is supported. TfL request that the booking system
be used to help ensure that vehicles avoid peak network hours of 08:00-10:00 and 16:00-18:00 and include
details of access, loading and unloading arrangements. This is included in the condition accordingly.
16.30 The submitted Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) indicates that the number of demolition and
construction vehicles generated by the development will peak at 160 weekly traffic movements (occurring at
week 22 and 24), which equates to some 32 vehicles per day during this period. This is significantly less
vehicular activity than is generated by the existing use on the site and therefore is expected to be easily
accommodated on the local highway network.
Conclusions
16.31 The proposed development involves the removal of the existing waste facility on site and its redevelopment
for residential purposes. Due to the car-free nature of the proposed residential development (with the
exception of blue badge holders) it will result in a significant reduction in the number of vehicle trips
generated by the site and therefore creates an improvement to the local road network. In line with the
relevant policies the future occupants will be encouraged to use sustainable modes of transport, and suitable
cycling facilities are provided on site to support this. The assessment also concludes that the public transport
options in the area have capacity to cater for the additional demand generated by the proposal.
16.32 It is considered that any potential residual transport impacts from the proposal can be sufficiently managed.
Therefore, officers support the application subject to securing the following mitigating measures by condition
and planning obligation within a s106:
16.33 The following conditions are recommended to be applied - refer to the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.:
• Cycle Parking details
• Parking Management Plan
• Delivery and Servicing Plan
• Travel Plan
• CEMP
16.34 The following mitigation measures are to be secured through a s106 agreement:
 Car parking permit free designation for all residential units – except in instances where additional onstreet blue badge parking spaces are required
 Travel Plan monitoring contribution: £5,300
 TFL Cycle Hire Memberships: 1x fob to be provided for each initial resident for a period of min. 3 years
from first occupation
 Contribution towards expansion of the TfL Cycle Hire scheme – £100,000
 Car club membership for each initial resident for a period of 3 years from first occupation




The development shall contribute towards improvements for walking and cycling including the
permanent LTN scheme: £300,000
Car Park Design and Management Plan (including provision of off-site Blue Badge spaces at £10,000
per space) and car spaces to be leased not sold.

16.35 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.

17. Impact on amenity of neighbouring properties
Daylight Sunlight
17.1 One of the core planning principles (paragraph 17) in the NPPF is that decisions should “always seek to
secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and
buildings”. LP policy D6 states that in their neighbourhoods, people should have a good quality environment.
Policy Q2 of the LLP states that development proposals will be supported if they “it would not have an
unacceptable impact on levels of daylight and sunlight on the host building and adjoining property”. The
DRLLP updates this to include gardens and outdoor spaces.
17.2 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.
17.3 Daylight, sunlight and overshadowing impacts on nearby properties have been scoped into the EIA and the
assessment is included in Chapter 10 of the ES. This has been reviewed by the independent EIA consultant
and the Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing (DSO) consultant, Avison Young, who were appointed by the
council. Both independent reviews find the assessment in the EIA to be sound, including the scope of
properties assessed, methodology, results and conclusions.
17.4 The assessment includes the residential properties adjoining the site on all sides, including the following:
 83-109 Shakespeare Road (odd numbers only);
 Derek Walcott Close;
 Kerin House;
 254-266 Milkwood Road; and
 225-275 Myall Road (odd numbers only).
17.5 All properties assessed are existing and completed developments. There are no proposed developments
that would change the circumstances in the assessment.

Figure 8 - Proposed development and adjoining properties

Daylight Assessment
17.6 Paragraph 10.87 of the ES identifies the properties that would experience no noticeable changes in the
levels of daylight as indicated by the Vertical Sky Component (VSC) and No Sky Contour (NSC) results,
which includes the following:
 225 – 231 Mayall Rd (odd only)
 257 – 275 Mayall Rd (odd only)
17.7 In addition, the VSC and NSC results in the ES indicate that the following properties would experience only
minor adverse effects in relation to daylight:
 83 – 95 Shakespeare Rd (odd only)
 109 Shakespeare Rd
 233 – 239 Mayall Rd (odd only)
 243, 247 and 251 Mayall Rd
 257 – 275 Mayall Rd
 254 – 266 Milkwood Rd
17.8 The above properties that would only experience minor adverse effects (where a reduction in VSC or NSC
values between 20% - 29.99% would be experienced) and are expected to continue to receive acceptable
levels of daylight for their context. In many instances the properties experience alterations that are marginally
beyond the BRE guidelines and/or retained values reasonably near to the minimum recommendations. The
properties that are considered to experience moderate and/or major adverse effects in relation to daylight
amenity are discussed in more detail below. As defined in the ES Volume 1, Chapter 10, residential
properties are all considered to be of high sensitivity and those that experience a reduction in VSC and NSC
values between 30% and 39.99% are considered to have a moderate adverse effect, and those that would
experience a reduction in VSC and NSC in excess of 40% are considered to have a major adverse effect.
89, and 95 – 107 Shakespeare Rd

17.9 The properties at 89 and 95 – 105 Shakespeare Rd would experience moderate adverse effects of daylight
loss and 107 Shakespeare Rd would experience a major adverse effect of daylight loss. These properties
are located on the opposite side of Shakespeare Rd to the west. The properties experience losses of light
that exceed the BRE recommendations, however this is largely due to the very high baseline levels of light
that these properties receive given the low-rise nature of the existing site. It is also noted that these
properties retain VSC values of more than 20% to most windows with only one window in each of these
properties experiencing slightly less retained VSC values (down to 19.5%), which is commonly accepted in
higher density urban locations such as London. No. 107 includes a window with a VSC falling to 18.6%;
however this forms part of a bay window that retains values 20.1% and 19.7% in the other two windows.
17.10 In addition to this, no.’s 89, 97, 99, 101, 105 and 107 experience reductions in NSC values over 40% to at
least one room, with no. 107 experiencing a loss of 54.1%. However, it is noted that the vast majority of the
assessed rooms retain an NSC value of at least 50% of the room size. What this means is that the sky is
visible to the majority of the room, and the independent DSO consultant appointed by the council (Avison
Young) advises that this is reasonable for an urban setting such as this locality. The only exception to this is
107 Shakespeare Rd, which experiences a loss of 54.1% to the ground floor room, however this is only
slightly over the level considered reasonable in this setting. These properties are also all dual-aspect houses
with generous rear gardens and the rear elevation of these properties would not be affected by the proposal.
17.11 The properties at 95 – 107 Shakespeare Rd also face a line of existing conifer trees on the current waste
site, which are dense evergreen trees used to screen the site from the neighbouring residential properties
and are approximately the same height as the proposed Block A that fronts Shakespeare Rd. Trees aren’t
included in the initial assessment and therefore the existing daylight levels are lower than the analysis. A
further technical analysis is therefore provided that incorporates the trees and this indicates that there would
be no noticeable change in the VSC and NSC levels with the proposed development in place for these
properties. As such, it is considered that the daylight impact of the proposed development on the properties
in Shakespeare Rd would be acceptable.
Derek Walcott Close
17.12 The properties at Derek Walcott Close are located to the north of the site and consist of a short terrace of 2storey houses with rear elevations that face the site. These properties would experience moderate adverse
effects of daylight loss. Whilst these windows see reductions beyond the BRE targets, the retained VSC
levels for the windows on the ground floor are at least 22% VSC, which again is considered appropriate for
this context. The windows at the first floor show retained levels of at least 15% VSC, which is lower than the
ground floor due to the effects of the overhanging eaves and this directly limits the daylight potential to
windows set beneath. The BRE guidelines provides for the consideration of other factors to allow flexibility
when considering the targets. The effects of the eaves are therefore considered as a self-limiting factor to
these properties and as such, the results are considered to be acceptable in line with the BRE guidance.
17.13 In addition, the results of the NSC analysis indicates that the rooms assessed would experience reductions
of between 19% and 46.3%. These rooms show deviations from the BRE targets; however, they currently
receive very high daylight levels under the existing scenario due to the low-rise nature of the site and, as
such, this drives a high disproportionate percentage change. Again, the larger proportional reductions are
on the first floor and are affected by the self-limiting overhanging eaves. The retained NSC values of the
impacted properties are all over 50% (ranging from 52.7% to 77.1%), which is considered to be reasonable
for this context. Given the high overall retained VSC levels where rooms are not self-constrained, together
with the expected reductions from an artificially high baseline for the NSC, the results are considered
acceptable and in this context.
233, 237 – 245, 249 & 255 Mayall Rd

17.14 Mayall Rd is located to the south of the site and consists of 2-storey houses with rear gardens that back onto
a railway embankment. The properties that are discussed here experience moderate adverse effects of
daylight loss and are located to the south-west / south-south-west with rear elevations that directly face the
site. The ground-floor windows of these properties are constrained by the railway embankment to the rear
and the first-floor windows look over the railway to the current low-rise site, which makes them more
susceptible to change.
17.15 The properties also contain rear projections that restrict the windows in the rear elevation of the properties
that experience the worst impacts. This constrained outlook causes these windows to be particularly
sensitive to change, regardless of the significant separation distance from the proposal. The reductions in
NSC values range from 35.4% to 65.8% with 6 of these 8 properties experiencing losses over 40%.
However, the existing VSC values indicate that these windows are already below the BRE recommended
levels and this is due to the self-blinkering effect that the existing rear extensions have on these properties.
Furthermore, the reductions to the VSC levels are negligible to minor (19.1% to 28%), which indicates that
the overall impact on these windows from the proposed development is less significant than the NSC values
suggest. In addition, the vast majority of the remaining windows of these properties perform well and
continue to receive good access to daylight.
17.16 In these circumstances the NSC reductions are isolated to the constrained rooms, which when coupled with
the overall VSC reductions the effects are considered to be consistent with the BRE guidance. As such, the
proposed development is considered to have an acceptable impact on these properties.
254 – 266 Milkwood Rd
17.17 These properties are to the east of the site and consist of a terrace of 3-storey houses with the rear gardens
that back onto the railway embankment. The rear elevations of the properties face the application site and
the results indicate that the majority of the windows retain VSC levels above 20%, which is generally
accepted for this context.
17.18 There are 3 windows that experience greater impacts, with VSC levels falling below 20% and below 0.8
times the former value. However, they are situated next to a projecting element of the building and therefore
have a constrained outlook, which makes them particularly sensitive to change. This sensitivity is confirmed
by the low VSC levels under the existing scenario (between 15.4 – 24.0) when compared to the immediately
adjoining (unobstructed) windows. Notwithstanding this, there is a negligible impact on the NSC values of the
windows (less than 20% reduction in NSC). This indicates that the proposed development, when considering
the effects of projecting element, in addition to the low-rise nature of the existing site, would only result in a
minor impact on these adjoining properties. As such, the overall effects are considered to be acceptable.
Kerin House
17.19 Kerin House is a 4-storey apartment block to the east of the site on the opposite side of the railway with the
rear elevation facing the application site. The flats on lower ground floor of Kerin House have rear gardens
that back onto the railway embankment whilst the upper-level flats have balconies, many with windows
situated beneath a balcony.
17.20 The results of the VSC analysis have shown 17 of the 58 windows relevant for assessment have no
noticeable change in VSC levels and are therefore fully compliant with the BRE criteria. As mentioned
above, a number of windows are overhung by external balconies or are situated in close proximity to
projecting elements. It is noted that 16 of the windows below the targets are situated beneath balconies,
which constrain the daylight potential to the room beneath. As such, a ‘without balconies’ assessment has
been undertaken in line with BRE Guidelines.

17.21 Avison Young identify that in the ‘without balconies’ assessment a large proportion of windows and rooms
will still experience minor, moderate and major adverse effects; however retained VSC values are almost
entirely in the mid-to-high teens or above 20% which is considered to be reasonable for this context and for a
building of this typology. It can therefore be concluded that the balconies contribute to the lower levels
identified under the primary assessment. It is also evident that windows that are situated at a constrained
low-level location have restricted access to light and therefore these levels are not unusual for this context.
17.22 Paragraph 10.238 of the ES identifies that there are 6 windows showing noticeable VSC reductions, which
are secondary / flank windows that serve dual aspect rooms. The remaining 18 windows with noticeable
VSC reductions generally sustain reductions of up to c.36% from the former VSC levels; however the
retained VSC levels for these windows are in excess of 19%. As such, they are considered to be acceptable
for this context.
17.23 Paragraph 10.240 of the ES identifies that there is a single LKD room at the ground floor of Kerin House
identified as R12 (W16) that would experience a reduction of 51.1% compared with the former values, with
retained VSC level of 13.9% VSC. It is understood that this room is particularly sensitive as it directly faces
the boundary wall. However, the NSC values indicate a retained NSC of 62.9%. As such, in conjunction with
the constrained context for this window, the impact on daylight is considered to be acceptable in this context.
17.24 The results of the NSC analysis have shown that a number of ground floor units are likely to experience
substantial NSC reductions to multiple rooms. This is understood to be driven by the open outlook over a
low-rise site currently enjoyed by the properties. The results show reductions of between 20.5 to 61.6% with
retained values of between 79.5% to 38.1%. However, it is noted that the most significant reductions are to
those rooms situated beneath overhanging balconies. The rooms at first floor and above also currently enjoy
high daylight levels under the existing scenario due to their outlook over a low-rise site. However, the largest
loss in NSC is 32.8% and all rooms continue to receive daylight to more than 50% of the room.
17.25 The results of the assessment of the proposed development indicates that the effect to daylight at this
property is major adverse. The occupants will experience a noticeable effect with low levels of daylight
retained to lower levels and areas behind balconies. Whilst a major adverse effect has been identified, these
effects are considered in the context of the self-restrictive design features of the property and the currently
high levels of light received over a low-rise site. Furthermore, the retained values under the supplementary
without balcony assessment are considered to be reasonable. It is understood that a significant reduction in
scale of the proposed development would be required to eliminate these impacts, which would in turn
significantly reduce the amount of housing and affordable housing provided by the proposed development.
The relevant policies seek to optimise density on suitable development sites as there is an urgent need to
deliver housing in the LB of Lambeth and across wider London. Taking all matters into account, it is
considered that the proposed development is acceptable when considering the development plan as a
whole, and therefore the abovementioned impacts would not warrant a reason for refusal.
Sunlight
17.26 Paragraph 10.89 identifies the properties that “either have no site facing windows within 90 degrees of due
south or would have no noticeable alteration in Annual Probably Sunlight Hours (APSH) and as such would
sustain no noticeable impacts with regard to sunlight”. The ES further states that given there are no
noticeable alterations in the APSH values to these properties the effect of the Proposed Shakespeare Road
Development on their sunlight is considered Negligible (Not Significant). This includes all properties included
in the assessment with the exception of Kerin House.
17.27 The results of the APSH sunlight assessment indicate that 3 LKD rooms in Kerin House with windows
orientated towards 90 degrees of due south would experience deviations from the BRE targets. The APSH
results for these rooms show total APSH levels of at least 21%, which is marginally below the suggested
targets of 25%. The winter sun levels with the proposal in place are at least 3% (compared with the target of
5%). As these results are marginally below the targets, the overall impacts on sunlight to this property is
considered to be acceptable.
Overshadowing

17.28 The overshadowing assessment analyses the effect of the proposed development on the rear gardens of the
properties at Derek Walcott Close, Kerin House, Milkwood Rd and Mayall Rd. Paragraph 10.255 of the ES
states that 36 of the 41 gardens included in the assessment remain compliant with the BRE Guidance. The
remaining 5 areas can be identified as A5 within Kerin House and A1, A2, A5 and A6 within Derek Walcott
Close as shown in figure 9 below.

Figure 9 - Overshadowing assessment

17.29 The results in the ES identify the areas A1, A2 and A6 of the Derek Walcott Close result in remaining values
of between 44% - 48%, which the ES states “the deviations are minor and are not unexpected in urban
locations”. Area A5 within Kerin House sees a reduction from 6% to 4%, which is only a deviation of 2% and
indicates that the garden is already impacted by the surrounding urban environment. This also represents an
area of 1.4sqm, which is minimal in real area terms. These overshadowing impacts are therefore considered
to be acceptable.
17.30 The ES also indicates that garden A5 within Derek Walcott Close would experience a reduction from 71% to
29% of the area that would see 2 hours of direct sunlight. Paragraph 10.259 of the ES states “This amenity
space has a shed at its southern end that directly limits the sunlight potential and creates an increased
sensitivity”. It is therefore considered that the shed causes a lower sunlight potential that disproportionately
effects this property compared to the others in Derek Walcott Close. As such, it is considered that the
adverse impact on this property is not unacceptable.
Conclusion on daylight, sunlight and overshadowing
17.31 Whilst there are mixed results in respect of the impacts on neighbouring daylight / sunlight amenity with
some variation from the BRE targets, the BRE guidelines do allow a degree of flexibility where other factors
should be considered. The site currently contains of a relatively low-rise industrial building and this context
provides the surrounding properties with high levels of light access under the existing scenario. Therefore,
any meaningful redevelopment of the site is likely to result in disproportionate changes in light access to
these properties. Furthermore, the residual VSC and NSC values generally indicate good retained levels of
daylight and sunlight for the majority of the surrounding properties despite some relatively high proportional
reductions.
17.32 The relevant policies seek to optimise density on suitable development sites to address housing demand in
the LB of Lambeth and wider London. In reflection of the matters discussed above the proposed
development is acceptable when considering the development plan as a whole, and therefore the
abovementioned impacts would not warrant a reason for refusal.

Privacy and Outlook
17.33 LLP policy Q2 (Amenity) also seeks to protect the amenity of existing neighbours and the visual amenity of
the community as a whole. The application site is well separated from the nearby residential properties in
Mayall Rd and Milkwood Rd by the railway lines and therefore the proposed development would not impact
on the privacy and outlook of these properties. Shakespeare Road also sufficiently separates the site from
the residential properties that front this road and therefore the proposed development would not impact on
the privacy and outlook of these properties. Furthermore, windows that already face an area of public realm
are less sensitive to privacy impacts, which further reduces this risk.
17.34 The site does, however, share its northern boundary with the rear boundary of the residential properties
within Derek Walcott Close and Block B1 of the proposed development is closest to these properties. The
layout of the proposal provides a generous setback to this northern boundary, which provides over 18m of
separation between the nearest part of Block B1 to the rear elevation of the properties in Derek Walcott
Close. This distance is sufficient to protect the privacy of the neighbouring dwellings from the windows in the
proposed development. The design also deliberately avoids placing balconies on this elevation to further
prevent such impacts.
17.35 The rear gardens of the two western-most dwellings in Derek Walcott Close extend further towards Block B1
than the others and the windows in this part of the block have been angled to protect the privacy of these
adjoining rear gardens, which is welcomed. The northern setback area is provided with an attractive
landscape design and would only be accessed for maintenance purposes, which is considered to improve
the current outlook from these adjoining properties given the existing waste facility stores skips and waste in
the area immediately adjoining the rear boundary of these properties.
17.36 It is therefore considered that the proposal has been sensitively designed to protect the privacy and outlook
of the adjoining residential properties.
Noise and vibration
17.37 LP policy D14 states that development proposals should avoid adverse noise impacts on health and quality
of life as a result of new development. LLP policy Q2 requires development to reduce the adverse the impact
of noise.
17.38 The application proposes the replacement of an existing waste facility with a residential development and
therefore by its very nature will improve the noise and vibration emissions from the site to the benefit of the
surrounding properties. The Planning Noise and Vibration Assessment submitted with the application
considers the impact of the proposed plant on neighbouring occupiers and makes recommendations relating
to plant operation and installation of acoustic enclosures. This was found acceptable by the council’s
environmental health advisor has recommended conditions (28 and 29) to ensure that noise from building
services and plant is mitigated. It is considered that the proposed communal amenity spaces would not result
in any excessive noise or disturbance to neighbouring residents as these are centrally located in the
development.
17.39 A Framework Delivery & Servicing Management Plan prepared by Vectos dated May 2020 has also been
submitted with the application. The council’s environmental health advisor has reviewed the document and
advised that the plan makes satisfactory recommendations regarding the management of deliveries at the
site. In order to ensure that the timing of periodic monitoring and review is appropriately specified a condition
is recommended to ensure a Final Delivery and Servicing Management Plan is implemented as set out in
section 1:10 of the Framework Delivery & Servicing Management Plan.
Light spill

17.40 The External Lighting plan (ref: R489-XX-DR-E-0002 Rev P03) and details in the DAS indicate that external
lighting will be provided to the entrance points along Shakespeare Rd, the shared access road, and the
communal amenity / circulation areas within the development. The DAS states that “lighting will be designed
to current British Standards to ensure well-lit access and reduce crime risk, as well as DfT guidance on
inclusive mobility”. The lighting is located away from adjoining residential properties and the External Lighting
Plan indicates that the proposed lighting will not impact on these occupants. The council’s environmental
health advisor has raised no objection to the proposal and recommends a condition to ensure any exterior
lighting is appropriately designed and installed so as to prevent any adverse impact of amenity of
neighbouring occupiers. The condition is included accordingly and subject to this the proposal is considered
to be acceptable.
Construction impacts
17.41 Noise, disturbance, and inconvenience during the construction period can be mitigated through the
implementation of the Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP), which has been submitted with
the application. However, further detail is required to ensure measures are taken to minimise impacts on the
locality and a final CEMP would be secured through a condition (3). It shall include measures in terms of
noise, waste and dust mitigation, the management of deliveries, access along Shakespeare Road and
engagement with the local community (including a named contact point throughout). The developer will be
expected to operate and be registered under the Considerate Constructors Scheme.

18. Environmental Health
Air quality
18.1 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”.
18.2 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. Policy SI1 of the LP also expects developments to be Air Quality
Neutral and demonstrate how design solutions can address/minimise exposure of those most vulnerable, i.e.
children and the elderly.
18.3 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.
18.4 An Air Quality Assessment prepared by the Waterman Group was submitted with the application. 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
use and fixed plant. However, given this is a residential development, which is largely car-free (with the
exception of blue badge holders) and includes a sustainable energy strategy, these emissions will be
minimal.

18.5 The Air Quality Assessment identifies that 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 and that the “likely residual effects due to fugitive emissions would be not
significant”. It concludes that “after management measures have been implemented, the effect of
construction vehicles entering and egressing the site during the construction phase would be not significant”.
This has been reviewed by the Council’s environmental health consultant and no objection has been raised.
Appropriately worded conditions are included in the recommendation to ensure that air quality impacts are
mitigated during the demolition and construction phases.
18.6 The Air Quality Assessment includes an Air Quality Neutral Assessment in Appendix A. It concludes that the
proposed development would be Air Quality Neutral and that no further mitigation measures are required.
The Assessment also indicates that the proposed development would have a ‘not significant’ effect on local
air quality and therefore specific mitigation measures are not required. However, proposal includes features
that would have a benefit to local air quality, such as encouraging cycle use whilst limiting car use,
landscaping with the inclusion of 43 new trees, maximised green roofs and provision of a travel plan with
monitoring.
18.7 For the above reasons it is considered that the proposed development would be acceptable in terms of air
quality impact and there complies with the relevant policies.
Noise
18.8 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”.
18.9 The application is supported by a Planning Noise & Vibration Assessment prepared by Waterman, which
includes an assessment of the potential noise impacts of the proposal on surrounding properties. The
Assessment finds that the development would result in an improvement on the surrounding acoustic
environment as it redevelops an existing waste use with residential apartment buildings. It advises that the
fixed plant is located away from neighbouring properties and noise limits for the plant are recommended to
safeguard existing and future residential occupants. The proposed development would also result in a slight
environmental benefit with regard to road traffic noise due to the reduction in traffic volume and percentage
of HGVs.
18.10 The Council’s Environmental Health consultant has reviewed the details and advised that this is acceptable
subject to conditions to secure mitigation measures and set noise limits. This is agreed by officers and
included in the recommendation accordingly. For these reasons it is considered that the proposed
development is acceptable and in accordance with policies D13 and D14 of the LP and policy Q2 of the LLP
and DRLLP.
Wind microclimate
18.11 The application is supported by the Pedestrian Microclimate CFD Study prepared by Windtech Consultants.
The Study indicates that the proposed development would not result in any unsafe wind conditions; however
there are potentially some areas that could be uncomfortable as a result of wind effects. These include the
central courtyard, high level southern facing balconies on Blocks B and C, the main rooftops and the area to
the south east of Block C.
18.12 The Study identifies that the retention of trees as proposed in the landscaping strategy will improve wind
conditions at ground level. It also identifies a range of mitigation measures that would further improve these
conditions and protect the comfort levels of the private balconies. These include:
• Inclusion of 2.5m high hedges/shrubs on site.
• Inclusion of 2.5 - 3.0m wide canopy south of block C.

•
•

Inclusion of full height screens for selected balconies on block C.
Inclusion of 2m non-porous balustrade for selected terraces.

18.13 The Study advises that “With the inclusion of the aforementioned mitigation measures into the final design,
wind conditions in all outdoor trafficable areas within and around the Proposed Development meet their
respective comfort and safety criteria and, as such, would be considered suitable for their intended uses”.
The Study has been reviewed by the Council’s environmental health consultant (RSS) and no objections
have been raised. RSS recommend that a condition be included requiring a detailed scheme of mitigation to
be submitted for approval by the local planning authority, which should include elevational drawings of all
mitigation measures. The condition is included accordingly. Subject to inclusion of this condition it is
considered that the development would be in compliance with LP policy D9 and LLP policy Q26.
Solar glare
18.14 The potential impacts from solar glare caused by the proposed development on the adjoining train lines are
scoped into the EIA and discussed in Chapter 10, Volume 1 of the ES. The assessment analyses several
viewpoints of the site from these train lines and finds that the impacts are either negligible or minor adverse
and therefore not significant. This is expected due to the dominance of non-reflective materials on the
exterior of the development. The ES advises that no mitigation is required and this is agreed by officers.
Ground contamination
18.15 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”.
18.16 The development site has history of industrial and commercial use as a railway goods depot, including its
current use as a waste transfer station. A Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment (GQERA) prepared
by Waterman has been submitted in support of the proposed development. This has been reviewed by the
Council’s environmental health consultant (RSS).
18.17 The Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment has identified a number of contaminants likely to be
associated with the historic and current land uses. It is concluded in the report that these risks require further
assessment to ensure the site is developed safely. The report also concludes that further investigation,
including an intrusive site investigation, is recommended to assess risks in relation to the proposed
development.
18.18 The results of the site investigation should inform an options appraisal and design of the remedial strategy
which must resolve the contamination issues and ensure the site will be safe for occupation. A verification
plan providing details of the objectives will also need to be provided once any remediation works are
complete to confirm the remedial works have achieved the required clean-up standards.
18.19 RSS have reviewed the Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment and raised no objections. The
recommend conditions requiring further details for approval of a site investigation, remediation strategy and
verification to ensure contamination at the site is properly investigated and remediated. 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.
Fire Strategy
18.20 LP policy D3 (Inclusive design) requires proposals to set out how access and inclusion will be maintained
and managed, including fire evacuation procedures. LP policy D12 (Fire safety) states that all development
proposals must achieve the highest standards of fire safety. Whilst fire safety is currently dealt with under
Building Control legislation, the planning process acts as a ‘gateway’ to the consideration of the issue and
ensures that appropriate consideration has been given to this matter.

18.21 An Outline fire strategy, which has been prepared by a third-party qualified assessor, has been included in
the appendices of the DAS. This document includes details of the range of fire safety measures which will be
incorporated in the development including fire detection, alarm and suppression systems, means of escape,
access for firefighting emergency services, structural safety measures, the construction of external
elevations and fire safety management measures. Sprinklers would also be provided throughout the
development.
18.22 The Council’s Building Control officer has reviewed the submitted fire strategy and access and consider the
approach to be reasonable and achievable. The proposal would be subject to a final assessment of
compliance which would be completed when the Building Regulations application is submitted to the
nominated Building Control body. This would entail the submission of the final version fire strategy and any
amended plans and specifications etc and subject to further consultation with London Fire Brigade. The
scheme thereby complies with LP policy D12.

19. Sustainability and Biodiversity
Policy context
19.1 LP policies SI 2 and SI 4 state that development proposals should be net zero-carbon and minimise carbon
dioxide emissions and manage heat risks. Policy SI3 expects major development proposals within Heat
Network Priority areas to have a communal low-temperature heating system in line with LP hierarchy.
19.2 The LP also requires that the development follows an energy hierarchy when considering reducing CO2
emissions. The energy hierarchy must consider incorporation of energy efficiency measures including
passive design, supplying energy efficiently (with a particular emphasis on de-centralised energy
generation), using renewable energy technologies and monitoring energy performance.
19.3 Policy EN3 of the LLP and DRLLP requires development to utilise decentralized heating, cooling or power
networks in the vicinity of the site, or future proof for planned energy networks. In accordance with the
principles of policies SI2 and SI3 of the LP, the applicant has submitted an Energy Statement.
19.4 LP policy G5 and LLP and DRLLP policy Q9 reflects the aims of policy EN1, promoting opportunities for
greening as well as protection and enhancement of existing biodiversity. Policy Q9 also supports the use of
landscaping to provide strong boundary treatments, together with access routes and parking areas compliant
with safety standards and minimum parking standards. LLP and DRLLP policy Q10 states that new
development should be designed positively to protect existing trees and as part of a wider soft landscaping
scheme to include new trees where appropriate.
Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions
19.5 The submitted Energy Strategy indicates that the proposed development will achieve approximately 51%
improvement over baseline emissions using SAP10 emission factors for regulated CO2 emissions. There is
11% reduction from energy efficiency measures at the Be Lean Stage, which surpasses the 10%
requirement under the LP. This is achieved through energy efficiency measures including the use of energy
efficient building fabric, a mechanical ventilation heat recovery system, efficient building services, energy
efficient lighting systems and provision of efficient air source heat pumps systems for heating hot water.
19.6 There are no district heating network (DHN) 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. Whilst the
details suggest that there are no proposed DHN’s in the area this could change in the future given the
amount of development around Brixton and the lifetime of this development. Therefore, it is considered
reasonable to require the development to be future proofed to allow a connection to a DHN should one
become available. The proposal includes an energy centre at the ground floor of block B, which should have
sufficient space to accommodate the necessary equipment to allow a future connection. Instructure will be
required to be installed to connect the energy centre to the site boundary with Shakespeare Road as well as
within the site to each block and into each unit. As such, a condition is included requiring such details of
future proofing to enable the proposed development to connect to a future network.

19.7 The proposal includes the use of Air Source Heat Pumps, which accounts as renewable technology and
provides 40% 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. The proposal does not include solar panels, which the
applicant has stated is due to space constraints at roof top level associated with plant and the extensive
biodiverse green roofs that are required to achieve a policy compliant urban greening strategy. Therefore, it
is considered that this is, on balance, acceptable in this particular instance, given the high performance of
the proposed energy strategy and the proposed urban greening strategies. This has also been agreed the
GLA.
19.8 The proposed development surpasses the required 35% reduction in CO2 emissions. In order to achieve the
‘zero carbon’ requirement, the remaining regulated carbon dioxide emissions are proposed to be off-set
through a cash in lieu contribution of £270,750 to be ring fenced to secure delivery of carbon dioxide savings
elsewhere. This would be secured within a s106 agreement. There are no details provided for the Be Seen
stage, and as such details of measures to monitor, verify and report on the actual energy performance, in
line with Policy SI2 of the London Plan, will be secured by condition.
19.9 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.
Sustainable design and construction
19.10 The applicant has provided an Energy Report and a Sustainability Statement compliant with the Mayor’s
Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (2014). The proposals also align with Lambeth Local Plan EN4
and the Draft London Plan Policies with regards to sustainable design, construction and operation. These
reports state that the measures proposed are appropriate to the scale and scope of the proposed
development.
19.11 Officers requested further details to demonstrate that sustainable design standards are integral to the
development in design, construction and operation, including confirmation on sustainable insulation,
materials and finishes. It is considered that these details could be sufficiently provided by condition for
approval and a condition is included to this effect. This is a requirement of the London Plan’s Sustainable
Design and Construction SPG, which forms part of the Development Plan and therefore Lambeth Council, as
the Local Planning Authority, require this information to ensure the proposed development accords with
planning policy.
19.12 London Plan policies SI 7 and SI 2 requires that all referable developments should provide a Circular
Economy Statement and a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment. The GLA advise that these can be
secured by condition. The circular economy evidence needs to consider the demolition waste from the
development and therefore the recommended condition requires this prior to the commencement of any
works and for verification again at the post construction stage.
19.13 According to page 8 of the GLA’s Draft Whole Life Carbon Assessments Guidance (April 2020), these
reports should be submitted at the pre-app stage, at RIBA Stage 2/3 and at post construction. Therefore, the
council’s sustainability consultant (Bioregional) provided suggested wording for a condition for details of a
Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment so that it is also submitted prior to commencement and for the post
construction stage too.

19.14 The applicant has applied the Mayor’s cooling hierarchy in order to reduce the risk of overheating as far as
possible through passive measures. Measures include an efficient building fabric, optimization of glazing gvalue, maximizing floor to ceiling heights, incorporation of internal blinds, insulated pipework and low energy
lighting. The details indicate that the development generally provides an acceptable level of thermal comfort
for future occupants. However, there are units in the lower levels of the scheme that would be impacted from
noise with open windows due to the close proximity of the railways and therefore additional overheating
mitigation measures will be required to reduce the risk of these units from overheating, such as mechanical
ventilation and heat recovery (MVHR) systems or other shading or glazing measures.
19.15 The overheating modelling for the residential development was conducted using the design weather file for
the London Weather Centre DSY1 for the 2020s (high emissions, 50% percentile scenario), which takes into
account the urban heat island affect. The applicant then provided a Thermal Comfort Overheating Analysis
(Waterman, March 2021) which was based on analysis using DSY 1 for CIBSE TM59. As further requested
by Bioregional, the applicant then provided an updated Overheating Analysis to confirm that the DSY 2 and
DSY 3 results have been reviewed.
19.16 Based on the overheating modelling results officers do not object to the inclusion of MVHR units. Bioregional
has reviewed the updated details and advise that it is acceptable and a condition for the overheating
mitigation measures is included accordingly. The approach is therefore compliant with Lambeth Local Plan
Policy EN4, and London Plan Policy SI4.
19.17 For the operation of the development, the applicant has committed to achieving internal water consumption
of less than 105 litres per person per day as required by the relevant policies. However, confirmation of the
water efficiency measures that would be implemented, such as inclusion of low flow toilet, mixer taps &
shower heads in the flats, has not been provided. Given the current stage of design it is acknowledged that
these specifications may not yet be established. Therefore it is considered suitable for such details to be
provided for approval prior to the relevant stage of development through a condition, which is accordingly
included in the recommendation. The timing of this condition ensures that the specifications are approved
prior to their installation to prevent unnecessary costs to the developer should amendments be required.
19.18 Overall, the proposed development has been designed to be highly sustainable and maximise the potential
carbon savings that can be achieved in accordance with the relevant policy and guidance. Therefore, the
proposed scheme complies with polices SI2, SI3, SI4 of the LP and policy EN3 and EN4 of the LLP and
DRLLP.
Ecology
19.19 The proposed development is not located on an existing designated nature conservation site or other open
space area and is considered to be acceptable in terms of both the assessment and the mitigation of any
potential ecological impacts. The application site is, however, adjacent to areas of railway operational land
and lineside habitat and there are proposals to designate some of this land as a new Borough Grade Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) for Lambeth, and this is included in the Proposals Map within the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (DRLLP) which is currently under public consultation.
19.20 Although the proposed SINC is not yet adopted the applicants have been made aware of its value to ensure
that the proposal will incorporate features and enhancements, as well as appropriate mitigations, that will
maximise protection of and benefit this adjacent area of land. It is considered that the proposed external soft
landscaping and ecological protections/enhancements submitted as part of the application are compatible
with the protection of the adjacent railway lineside habitat.
19.21 The proposed development includes the provision of suitable green features and areas, such as external
landscaping on terraces and at ground level, plus green roofs with potential for additional ecological features
or enhancements. The proposed soft landscaping, including at ground level as well as at height, is
considered to be appropriate to the site and its context, and the inclusion of a significant ecological element
as demonstrated in the landscape masterplan and statements is welcomed.

19.22 The submitted EIA and supporting ecological assessment are to the required standard and included a robust
assessment of the site and any risks to protected species, including bats and nesting birds, along with
proposed enhancements and mitigations to benefit birds, bats and other protected and non-protected
species. The requests for clarification on matters relating to ecology and biodiversity relating to the
application site have been responded to and additional information has been provided in the submitted
documents. The responses for clarification under items in ES Chapter 11 (Ecology & Biodiversity) are
acceptable and sufficient justification provided for the actions and approaches taken.
19.23 The ecological assessment identified that, should there be any delays between the application being
consented and the site demolition/clearance phases starting, then additional site surveys and assessments
should be undertaken to ensure any buildings and/or features have not, in the interim period, become
occupied by bats and nesting birds. A condition is therefore included requiring appropriate procedures and
protocols to be in place to ensure this is undertaken if required or requested by the Local Planning Authority.
19.24 The assessment included a series of recommendations which must be incorporated into the final
development in order to enhance biodiversity, especially into detailed hard/soft landscaping and any
additional ecological features. The recommended improvements are therefore incorporated into the
conditions to ensure that all of the proposed measures/enhancements are fully integrated into their detailed
designs, construction and subsequent landscaping phases of the development.
Fauna
19.25 The development is located within an area of the borough which is known to be used by swifts (Apus apus),
a bird species which is increasingly rare in London and where traditional nesting sites have been reduced or
compromised by inappropriate redevelopment, repairs to or conversion of buildings. The development is also
close to a number of sites where Peregrine Falcons (Falco peregrinus) are active or are nesting, and the
development will also include buildings of a height that could prove attractive to Peregrines to roost and nest.
19.26 With this in mind, the condition will require that a proportion of the bird boxes to be included in the final
development incorporate boxes that are suitable for nesting swifts, Peregrines or other similar species of
birds that need relatively high nesting features high up on buildings. Where possible, some or all of such
boxes should be integrated into the fabric of new buildings, as ‘inserted boxes’ or ‘voids’ rather than being all
externally mounted boxes. Likewise, where bat boxes are proposed to be installed, then some or all of these
should be integral boxes or spaces, constructed into the fabric of buildings; such boxes are more attractive to
bats and are less prone to disturbance or the effects of severe weather.
Green Roofs, Urban Greening and Biodiversity
19.27 The inclusion of extensive areas of green roofs on buildings in the proposed development is strongly
supported. These initially included both brown and green biodiverse roofs; however the brown roofs were
upgraded to green biodiverse roofs to improve the Urban Greening Factor to 0.4 and this change has been
welcomed.
19.28 A condition is included requiring all green roofs to be designed to increase habitat availability for various
forms of wildlife, especially birds, pollinator invertebrates and bats. All biodiverse roofs should include
aggregate mixtures of crushed brick and stone graded from 25mm to dust and be contoured from heights of
at least 5cm to 15cm, to ideally consist of some material from the site’s demolition, be allowed to colonise
naturally, and the roofs must incorporate profiles and graded features which will provide a complex structure
for important species including black redstarts, other wild birds, bats and microhabitats for as wide a variety
of invertebrates as is possible. The condition will also require detailed information as to the actual design,
construction, installation and subsequent maintenance of all areas of green roof, both biodiverse living and
standard.

19.29 Officers accept that at this stage the actual detailed design of all soft landscaping features, including green
roofs and upper floor/ground level green external landscaping, are relatively outline in concept, however the
principles and outcomes included in the Design & Access Statement and Landscaping Statement are
supported. Therefore, more exact details as to design, installation, establishment and maintenance of any
external soft landscaping is to be secured through conditions of consent for subsequent approval and
discharge, with drawings, plans and supporting documents.
19.30 The applicant has submitted information that a net biodiversity gain of 182% would be achieved. Whilst this
is welcomed, it will be essential that this is demonstrated through a final external landscaping scheme
(including all green or biodiverse roofs), so we would require fully detailed landscape plans and
specifications that will clearly demonstrate how this figure for net biodiversity is achieved.
19.31 The Arboricultural Statement identifies 26 individual trees and groups of trees on the application site. It
states that “Of these arboricultural features 8No. were awarded a moderate B grade and 18No. were
awarded a low C grade”. It is noted that the B Grade trees are located in footprint of proposed Block B2 and
as such are unable to be retained. The C grade trees include the conifer trees that provide screening along
the site frontage, however add little aesthetic value otherwise. As previously mentioned, the proposed
development includes a strong landscaping response for the site and proposes high quality replacement
trees. It also includes a policy compliant UGF and a net biodiversity gain of 182%. As such, it is considered
that loss of the existing trees in this instance is justified.
Conclusions on Ecology
19.32 For the above reasons it is considered that the application provides an acceptable contribution towards the
values of the proposed adjoining 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.

20. Flood Risk and Drainage
Flood risk
20.1 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.
20.2 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.
20.3 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.
20.4 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 FRA also identifies that the site has a low risk of either fluvial, tidal or
pluvial flooding. Furthermore, as no basement is proposed there is also a low risk of flooding from
groundwater.

20.5 The applicant has proposed raising the finished floor levels up by 150mm above the surrounding ground
level to ensure surface water flows does not affect the future development. It is considered that the mitigation
measures proposed are 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.
20.6 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.
Drainage
20.7 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.
20.8 The applicant has submitted a drainage strategy and upon receipt of further details the LLFA officer has
confirmed that he 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 the draft decision notice in Appendix 1.
20.9 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.
20.10 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.

21. Designing Out Crime
21.1 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.
21.2 The proposed development would include security measures such as CCTV, well-lit circulation areas,
opportunities for passive surveillance, defensible landscaping areas and secure entry points. The Met Police
Design Out Crime Officer (DOCO) reviewed the application and initially suggested that the southern open
area of the site lacks opportunities for passive surveillance. However, the Design Response demonstrates
that this area is well overlooked by the units in Blocks A and C. Upon receipt of this information the DOCO
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.
21.3 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.

22. Employment and Training

22.1 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.
22.2 The estimated number of jobs that could be generated during the demolition and construction phase is
provided in Section 6 of the ES. It estimates that there would be an anticipated construction period of 3 years
and that an average of 424 full time equivalent jobs could be generated each year, which equates to 1,313
person years of construction employment.
22.3 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.
22.4 The applicant has offered to include a planning obligation within the s106 agreement to secure the provision
of an employment and skills plan for the construction stage and 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 for local residents.
22.5 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 £143,000 based on the formula set out in the SPD, being
£6,500 for every 10 units provided.
22.6 Overall, it is considered that the proposal meets the requirements of LLP policy ED14, DRLLP policy ED15
and the SPD on Employment and Skills.

23. Planning Obligations and CIL
23.1 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).
23.2 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.
23.3 The proposed obligations to be secured through the S106 Agreement are as follows:

Item
Housing

Details
 35% of units by habitable rooms to be affordable in perpetuity
 The tenure split of affordable housing to be fixed as per the
following:
o 66% of affordable housing units are to be social rent
tenure (calculated by unit), including 11 x 1-bed units, 21
x 2-bed units, and 12 x 3-bed units)
o 34% of affordable housing units are to be intermediate
tenure (calculated by unit), including 14 x 1-bed units and
9 x 2-bed units).
 Social rented unit rents shall be owned and managed by a
registered provider on the council’s preferred list of providers and
rents shall be secured at target social rent levels in perpetuity
 The intermediate tenure units shall be provided as shared
ownership units and meet the following criteria:
o The annual housing costs of these units (including
mortgage at reasonable interest rates and deposit, rent,
and service charges) must be 40% or less of annual
household incomes of up to £90K,
o provide units for a range of incomes below this upper limit
 Eligibility and affordability criteria to be specified
 Arrangements for marketing of units to be specified
Review mechanisms:
 Early stage viability review will be triggered if the scheme is not
implemented within three years of the date of planning
permission.
 Late stage review will be triggered when 75% of market units are
disposed of.

Transport










Employment and Skills

Sustainability



Car parking permit free designation for all residential units – except
in instances where additional on-street blue badge parking spaces
are required
Travel Plan and monitoring contribution: £5,300
TFL Cycle Hire Memberships: 1x fob to be provided for each initial
resident for a period of min. 3 years from first occupation
Contribution towards expansion of the TfL Cycle Hire scheme –
£100,000
Car club membership for each initial resident for a period of 3 years
from first occupation
The development shall contribute towards improvements for walking
and cycling including the permanent LTN scheme: £300,000
Car Park Design and Management Plan (including provision of offsite Blue Badge spaces at £10,000 per space) and car spaces to be
leased not sold.

Employment and Skills Plan to cover reasonable endeavours to
secure 25% of jobs created by the development during construction
for local residents.
 Financial contribution of £143,000 to be used towards vocational
training and employment support
 Carbon off-set contribution (approximately £270,750)
 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

Play Space



Financial contribution towards off-site play space to cater for the
onsite deficit of 130sqm (£12,870)

Other



Linkage with provision of satisfactory compensatory waste capacity
elsewhere in line with paragraph 12.16 of this report.
Monitoring fee
Registration with the ‘Considerate Constructors Scheme’




Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
23.4 If the application is approved and the development is implemented, a liability to pay the Lambeth Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will arise.
23.5 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.
23.6 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.

24. Conclusion
24.1 The site is a safeguarded waste as designated under the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and London Plan
(2021); however it is not located within a designated industrial area (such as a KIBA), which is where the
relevant policies direct waste uses to be located within the LB of Lambeth. Policy EN7 allows for waste sites
to be released for their redevelopment for other uses only if satisfactory compensatory waste capacity can
be secured. In this instance a Grampian condition and legal obligations within the s106 are recommended,
with these mechanisms preventing the implementation of the proposed development until satisfactory
compensatory waste capacity is provided elsewhere in the borough. With these restrictive provisions in
place, the requirements of the policy would be satisfied as no development of the site could occur until
adequate compensatory provision being secured, and so the principle of the release of the site for non-waste
development would be acceptable.
24.2 The application site is also a non-designated industrial site and the application departs from the relevant
policies of the Development Plan as there is no replacement industrial floorspace on site. However, there are
inherent design difficulties in co-locating industrial space and residential uses together on this site. In
addition, there are material considerations that are relevant to this application and are considered to put the
balance in favour of the proposal. As such, in consideration of the Development Plan as a whole in this
instance, the principle of the redevelopment of the site for non-industrial use is acceptable.
24.3 The principle of a residential redevelopment of the site would help to address the high demand for housing in
the borough and wider London and is supported by Policy H1 of the LP, and Policy H1 of the LLP and
DRLLP. In addition to addressing the demand for new homes, it is considered that the use of this site for
residential is compatible with the surrounds given it is a predominantly residential area. Increased housing
density is encouraged within areas of good public transport accessibility such as this site. The principle of the
redevelopment for housing is therefore strongly supported subject to securing compensatory waste capacity.
24.4 The proposed development would provide 67 affordable units, which equates to 35% with a satisfactory
tenure split. The application has been viability tested and this demonstrates that the proposal offers the
maximum amount of affordable housing. The proposed development also provides an acceptable mix of unit
sizes across the various tenures.

24.5 The layout of the proposed development promotes a high-quality residential environment, with unit layouts
well considered and 77% achieving dual aspect or better, including through-units where possible. The units
that are single aspect are not north facing and are provided with a shallow plan to ensure that rooms gain
good levels of light access and ventilation. Units are provided with acceptable levels of outlook, privacy,
amenity space and daylight; however sunlight access to some internal spaces is challenging. Sufficient onsite play space is provided for the younger age groups; however an offsite contribution will be required for
play space for the 12+ age group. The policy direction to optimise the development of this site puts the
balance in favour of the proposed development on these matters and therefore it is considered to be
acceptable in this instance.
24.6 The principle of redeveloping the site is supported in design terms to enhance this site which in its current
use visually detracts from the otherwise residential character of this part of Shakespeare Road. The massing
of the scheme is designed to optimise the development potential for the site whilst sensitively considering the
visual amenity of the area with the scheme’s impact on the townscape being overwhelmingly positive with
only very limited to harm to views and no adverse impacts on any heritage assets. The general site layout
and height strategy with perimeter blocks arranged around communal amenity space is broadly acceptable.
The general architectural and landscape approach provides an opportunity to enhance the existing site with
new good quality architecture whilst providing new homes and mitigating impacts to the amenity of
neighbouring properties as much as possible.
24.7 The proposed development is well separated from the adjoining properties and a landscaped set back area
is included to provide separation to Derek Walcott Close. However, there are residual impacts to the daylight
and sunlight of some of the neighbouring properties, including major adverse impacts to 107 Shakespeare
Rd, Derek Walcott Close and Kerin House. The assessment indicates that this is largely a result of the
context of the existing low-rise site and self-limiting design features on the neighbouring properties. Whilst
the assessment shows that in most cases the retained values are reasonable for this context, there are
some occurrences in Kerin House that result in poor access to daylight. However, these are likely to be
unavoidable in the redevelopment of this site whilst achieving other policy requirements, such as to
optimising density and maximising the contribution to affordable housing. As such these impacts are
considered to be on balance acceptable.
24.8 All blocks are covered with green roofs and the proposed energy strategy includes the use of air source heat
pumps, which results in an overall energy saving of 51% improvement over baseline emissions. This
includes 11% reduction from energy efficiency measures at the Be Lean Stage and 40% savings at the Be
Green stage. The proposal would also achieve an Urban Greening Factor to 0.4 and a net biodiversity gain
of 182%.
24.9 Due to the car-free nature of the proposed residential development (with the exception of blue badge
holders) it will result in a significant reduction in the number of vehicle trips generated by the site and
therefore creates an improvement to the local road network. In line with the relevant policies the future
occupants will be encouraged to use sustainable modes of transport, and suitable cycling facilities are
provided on site to support this. The assessment also concludes that the public transport options in the area
have capacity to cater for the additional demand generated by the proposal. It is considered that any
potential residual transport impacts from the proposal can be sufficiently managed.
24.10 Whilst the site has a history of industrial and waste uses, a Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment sets
out the steps that would be taken to ensure the site can be safely redeveloped for residential use, including a
comprehensive remediation strategy and verification plan. The proposed development will be air quality
neutral and mitigates all potential environmental impacts. An outline fire strategy has also been submitted
and the approach is considered to be reasonable and achievable.
24.11 The proposed residential redevelopment optimises this brownfield site within a predominantly residential
area. 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 complies with the
Development Plan considered as whole and therefore is recommended for approval.

25. Procedural Matters
25.1 The application is referable to the Mayor under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008. The application has been referred to the Mayor at ‘Stage 1’. Before Lambeth can issue
a decision on this application it will need to refer the application again to the Mayor at Stage 2; at which point
the Mayor will have the opportunity to elect to become determining authority, direct refusal, or allow Lambeth
to proceed and issue the decision in line with its resolution.

26. Equality Duty and Human Rights
26.1 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).
26.2 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.
26.3 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.

27. Recommendation
27.1 The following recommendations in relation to this planning application are advised:

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.

Your Ref:
Our Ref: 20/01822/EIAFUL

Urban & Provincial
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning
Old Church Court
Claylands Road
London
SW8 1NZ
United Kingdom

1st September 2021

DRAFT DECISION NOTICE
Dear Urban & 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: 20/01822/EIAFUL
01.09.2021

Date of Application: 03.06.2020

Date of Decision:

Proposed Development At: Land To The East Of Shakespeare Road, Shakespeare Road London SE24 0PT
For: 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.
This application is a DEPARTURE APPLICATION: The proposed development is a departure from the Lambeth
Local Plan (2015).
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 20/01822/EIAFUL.
This application is linked with the planning application reference: 20/01066/EIAFUL for the development proposed
at: Land Off Windsor Grove, Adjoining Railway At West Norwood, London.
RE-CONSULTATION DUE TO:

- Revised documents and drawings in relation to amendments to the proposed design
- Additional technical information in relation to noise impacts and sustainability
- Further information and evidence has been provided under Regulation 25 of the EIA Regulations, including:
- ES Review Response Table
- Revised TVIA Chapter
Approved Plans
Acoustic Assessment prepared by Watermans (May 2020)Air Quality Report prepared by Watermans (May
2020)Archaeological Report prepared by Mills Whipp (March 2020)Arboricultural Survey Report prepared by
Watermans (May2020)Cover Letter prepared by Rolfe Judd (26 May 2020)Daylight and Sunlight Assessment
prepared by EB7 (May 2020)Design and Access Statement prepared by Rolfe Judd (May2020)Ecological Impact
Assessment prepared by Watermans (May2020)Energy Statement prepared by Watermans (May 2020)Flood Risk
Assessment prepared by OCSC (May 2020)Framework Construction Logistics Plan by Vectos (May
2020)Landscaping Statement prepared by Fabrik (April 2020)Light Pollution Assessment prepared by OCSC (May
2020)Overheating Assessment prepared by Watermans (May 2020)Planning Statement prepared by Rolfe Judd
(20 May 2020)Prelim Environmental Risk Assessment by Watermans (May 2020)Sustainability Statement prepared
by Watermans (May 2020)Statement of Community Involvement prepared by ECF (May2020)Transport
Assessment prepared by Vectos (May 2020)Wind & Microclimate CFD Analysis by Windtech (May
2020)Environmental Statement Volume 1 by Trium (December 2020)Environmental Statement Volume 2 by Trium
(March 2021)Environmental Statement Volume 3 by Trium (December 2020)Environmental Statement Volume
Non-Technical Summary byTrium (December 2020) Response to Independent EnvironmentStatement Review
Report by Trium (April 2021)Viability Report by Bespoke Property Consultants (June 2020)Framework Travel Plan
by Vectos (August 2021)Shakespeare Road Brixton TRICS Data (Servicing Vehicles)Thermal Comfort Overheating
Analysis by Watermans (May 2021)Response 01 (to Bioregional Feedback) by Watermans (March20)Technical
Note Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment byWatermans (December 2020)Attenuation Estimate by Micro Drainage
(20 August 2021)Greenfield Runoff Estimate by Micro Drainage (18August 2021)Below Ground Drainage Strategy
(ref:R488-OCSC-XX-XX-SK-C-0001-S8-P02) by OCSC (20 August 2021)Accommodation and Approximate Area
Schedule Ref:6115-Z-70-SCH-007 Rev 1.1Design Responses by Rolfe Judd (April 2021)Technical Note - Further
Baseline Survey Eastern Boundary byWaterman (26/02/2021)UGF Calculation Plan ref: D2830-FAB-XX-ZZ-DR-L1005-P01Transport and Highways Response ref: 184400/N03 (April 2021)Cover Letter prepared by Rolfe Judd
(20/04/2021)Site Location Plan, B20200 P02, B90100 P02,B90300 P01, B90301 P02, B90302 P02, B90303
P01B90304 P01, B92100 P02, T20100 P05, T20101 P05T20102 P05, T20104 P04, T20105 P04,T20106 P02,
T20107 P02, T20108 P02, T20109 P03,T20110 P02, T20111 P02, T20200 P02, T20201 P02,T20202 P02, T20203
P02, T20204 P02
Conditions
1
Time period (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 SI1
and the Mayor's SPG: The Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition.
4
Compensatory Waste Capacity
There shall be no implementation at all of the development hereby approved until confirmation is submitted to, and
approved by, the local planning authority of the delivery of a scheme or schemes that provide compensatory waste
capacity with a minimum annual throughput of 21,151 Tonnes Per Annum.

Reason: To safeguard waste capacity within the borough and wider London in accordance with policy SI9 of the
London Plan (2021) and policy EN7 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
(2020).
5
Contaminated Land - site investigation and remediation strategy
Prior to the commencement of development approved by this planning permission (or such other date or stage in
development as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority), the following components of a scheme
to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site shall each be submitted to and approved, in writing,
by the Local Planning Authority:
1.
A site investigation scheme, based on the 'Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment' (PERA) by
Waterman (reference WIE15656-107-R-1-2-2-PERA dated April 2020) to provide information for a detailed
assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site.
2.
The results of the site investigation and detailed risk assessment referred to in (1) and, based on these, an
options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures required and how they
are to be undertaken.
3.
A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to demonstrate that the works
set out in the remediation strategy in (2) are complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring
of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.
Any changes to these components require the express consent of the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
be implemented as approved.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not contribute to, and is not put at unacceptable risk from or
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of water pollution in line with the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) (Paragraph 170). The site is located over a Source Protection Zone and it is understood that the site may
be affected by historic contamination.
6
Contaminated Land - Verification Report
Prior to occupation 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, if appropriate,
and for the reporting of this to the local planning authority. Any long-term monitoring and maintenance plan shall be
implemented as approved.
Reason: To ensure that the site does not pose any further risk to human health or the water environment by
demonstrating that the requirements of the approved verification plan have been met and that remediation of the
site is complete. This is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 170).
7
Contamination not previously identified
If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then no further
development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority) shall be carried out until the
developer has submitted, and obtained written approval from the Local Planning Authority for, a remediation
strategy detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with. The remediation strategy shall be
implemented as approved, verified and reported to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not contribute to, and is not put at unacceptable risk from or
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of water pollution from previously unidentified contamination sources at
the development site. This is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 170).
8
Controlled waters
Whilst the principles and installation of sustainable drainage schemes are to be encouraged, no drainage systems
for the infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground are permitted other than with the express written
consent of the Local Planning Authority, which may be given for those parts of the site where it has been
demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to controlled waters. The development shall be carried
out in accordance with the approval details.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not contribute to, and is not put at unacceptable risk from or
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of water pollution caused by mobilised contaminants. This is in line with
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 170). Infiltrating water has the potential to cause
remobilization of contaminants present in shallow soil/made ground which could ultimately cause pollution of
groundwater.

9
Piling
Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be permitted other than with the express
written consent of the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Environment Agency, which may be given
for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to
groundwater. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not harm groundwater resources in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 170). The developer should be aware of the potential risks associated with
the use of piling where contamination is an issue. Piling or other penetrative methods of foundation design on
contaminated sites can potentially result in unacceptable risks to underlying groundwaters. We recommend that
where soil contamination is present, a risk assessment is carried out in accordance with our guidance 'Piling into
Contaminated Sites'. We will not permit piling activities on parts of a site where an unacceptable risk is posed to
controlled waters.
10
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;
Inventory and timetable of all dust and NOx air pollutant generating activities;
c) List of all dust and emission control methods to be employed and how they relate to the Air Quality (Dust) Risk
Assessment;
d) Details of any fuel stored on-site;
e) Details of a trained and responsible person on-site for air quality (with knowledge of pollution monitoring and
control methods, and vehicle emissions);
f) Summary of monitoring protocols and agreed procedure of notification to the local authority; and
g) A log book for action taken in response to incidents or dust-causing episodes and the mitigation measure 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).
11
Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
No development shall commence until a Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 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 of access, loading and unloading arrangements, including a booking system to ensure that vehicles
avoid peak network hours of 08:00-10:00 and 16:00-18:00.
g)
Details regarding parking, deliveries, and storage;
h)
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;
i)
Details of measures to prevent the deposit of mud and debris on the public highway;
j)
Any measures to mitigate the impact of demolition and construction upon the function and safety of the
surrounding area for cyclists;
k)
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;
l)
Details of a temporary lighting strategy, including details of temporary lighting of all public areas and
buildings showing acceptable positioning and levels of glare;
m)
The CEMP shall and include the measures set out in Table 14.4 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1,
Chapter 14: Mitigation and Monitoring Schedule
n)
Measures to heighten awareness of the potential for ecological features as set out in the Environmental
Statement Volume 1, Chapter 11: Ecology and Biodiversity;
o)
Communication procedures with the LBL and local community regarding key construction issues newsletters, fliers etc. ;
p)
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)).
12
Sustainability Statement
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, a Sustainability Statement shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority which demonstrates how the development responds to
guidance contained within the Mayor's Sustainable Design and Construction SPG across its lifecycle, including:
i.
the development will incorporate embodied carbon principles (for example a target for embodied carbon
could be set);
ii.
materials and products are responsibly sourced, including a target for minimum levels of responsible
sourcing
iii.
confirmation that insulation products will have an ozone depletion potential of zero and a global warming
potential of <5;
iv.
confirmation that low emitting (VOCs and formaldehyde) paints and finishing materials will be specified to
ensure good indoor air quality.
The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the development incorporates an acceptable level of sustainability measures in
accordance with Policy SI 2 and SI 3 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN4 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015).
13
Circular Economy Statement
Prior to commencement of any works (including demolition) in relation to the development hereby approved, a
Circular Economy Statement should be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
Circular Economy Statement should demonstrate:
a)
how all materials arising from demolition and remediation works will be re-used and/or recycled
b)
how the proposal's design and construction will reduce material demands and enable building materials,
components and products to be disassembled and re-used at the end of their useful life
c)
opportunities for managing as much waste as possible on site

d)
adequate and easily accessible storage space and collection systems to support recycling and re-use
e)
how much waste the proposal is expected to generate, and how and where the waste will be managed in
accordance with the waste hierarchy
f)
how performance will be monitored and reported.
Reason: To ensure that the development makes the fullest contribution to reducing waste and promoting the
circular economy (Policy SI 7 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN7 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
14
Whole Life Carbon Statement
Prior to commencement of the development, a Whole Life Carbon Statement should be submitted to and approved
in writing by the local planning authority, demonstrating that the whole life-cycle carbon emissions of the
development have been calculated using a nationally recognised Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment and
actions taken to reduce life-cycle carbon emissions have been demonstrated.
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)).
15
Drainage Strategy
No development shall commence on site until a detailed design for the surface water drainage system and
associated pipework presented in the Below Ground Drainage Strategy (Document Reference: R488-OCSC-XXXX-SK-C-0001 S8 Rev:P02) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
scheme shall also ensure that the relevant recommended measures as identified in the Environmental Statement
Volume 1, Chapter 14, Table 14.6 - Flood Risk Assessment section are incorporated into the detailed design.
The scheme for the surface water drainage shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details before the
development is first put in to use/occupied.
Reason: To ensure the development is provided with a satisfactory means of drainage and in the interests of
securing a more sustainable development and to reduce the impact of flooding both to and from the development
and third parties in accordance with Policy SI13 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN6 of the Lambeth Local
Plan (September 2015).
16
Surface Water Drainage
No development shall be brought in to use/occupied until a management and maintenance plan of the constructed
surface water management system and associated pipework has been provided for approval by the Local Planning
Authority. The plan must consider the management and maintenance for the lifetime of the development which
shall include the arrangements made to secure the operation of the scheme. The approved plan shall be
implemented in full in accordance with the agreed terms and conditions.
Reason: To ensure there are clear arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance over the lifetime of the
development (Government ministerial statement HCWS161)
17
Flood mitigation measures
The flood mitigation measures as identified in the Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 14, Table 14.6 shall
be implemented, including (but not limited to) ensuring the finished floor levels are a minimum of 150mm above the
external ground level to minimise surface water ponding effects within 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)).
18
Pedestrian Wind Microclimate (details)
Prior to the commencement of above ground works, a scheme of mitigation of the impact of the development
hereby permitted on local wind microclimate shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme shall incorporate the recommended mitigation measures set out in the Pedestrian
Microclimate CFD Study prepared by Windtech Consultants (Europe) Limited reference WFE952-01F02 (Rev0) WE CFD Report dated 07 May 2020. The scheme shall include elevational drawings of any structures or screens
and any further supporting assessment to ensure that all external spaces achieve the relevant standards set out in
the Lawson Comfort Criteria, allowing for cumulative development, including mitigation of any identified off-site
impacts. The scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and the details
as approved shall thereafter be permanently retained.
Reason: To avoid unacceptable detriment of the amenities of future occupiers or of the area generally (Policy Q2
(Amenity) - Lambeth Local Plan 2015) and in accordance with policy D9 of the London Plan.
19

Pedestrian Wind Microclimate (compliance)

Any variation to the layout or built form of the development shall be accompanied by a revised Wind Microclimate
Assessment which details any additional identified adverse wind microclimate impacts. Any additional steps
required to mitigate these impacts shall be detailed and implemented, as necessary. The revised assessment shall
be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority and the details as approved shall thereafter be
permanently retained.
Reason: To avoid unacceptable detriment of the amenities of future occupiers or of the area generally (Policy Q2
(Amenity) - Lambeth Local Plan 2015) and in accordance with policy D9 of the London Plan.
20
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 and includes 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).
The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
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)).
21
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 details shall include any additional measures to mitigate the risk of overheating where
required, for example mechanical ventilation and heat recovery (MVHR) systems or other shading or glazing
measures.
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)).
22
Connection to future DHN
Details of a scheme to allow a future connection to a district heat network (should one come forwards in the area)
shall be submitted to the local planning authority prior to commencement of construction works. The details as may
be approved shall be implemented and retained as such for the lifetime of the development.
To ensure that the development hereby permitted has the opportunity to connect to a decentralised energy network
should one become available and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with policy EN3 of the
Lambeth Local Plan (2015), Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (2021) and policy SI3 of the London Plan (2021).
23
Water efficiency - pre-occupation
Prior to first occupation of the development, manufacturers' datasheets with a corresponding water efficiency
calculator for the installed fixtures and fittings should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority to demonstrate that the internal water consumption will not exceed 105 litres/person/day in line with The
Water Efficiency Calculator for new dwellings from the Department of Communities and Local Government.
Evidence shall also 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)).
24
Energy efficiency - pre-occupation
Prior to first occupation of the development As Built SAP calculations with a Block Compliance worksheet as an
output of the National Calculation Method should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority demonstrating that the dwellings have achieved a minimum 35% 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)).
25
Detailed drawings
Notwithstanding any indication on the drawings hereby approved, prior to commencement of the development
beyond the superstructure of the development hereby permitted drawings showing all external construction
detailing of all relevant building/block has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in
writing.
The drawings shall include details of:
a)
the façade of the building including details of ground and first floor.
b)
main entrances (including service entrances) and how they will be named and numbered permanently
including canopies
c)
balconies and terraces including balustrades
d)
boundary treatments
e)
soffits, screens, vents and copings
f)
roof treatments, cills and parapets including detailed design of plant and associated screening
g)
windows and doors (including technical details, elevations, reveal depths, plans and cross sections)
h)
refuse storage areas
i)
building signage strategy and Legible London Signage
j)
mail boxes
k)
acoustic screens/barriers for external communal amenity terraces (where required)
l)
overlooking mitigation measures to relevant windows
The details set out above shall be provided at 1:10 scale (including sections) or 1:20 elevational studies whichever
is most suitable for the detail in question. The development shall not be carried out otherwise than in accordance
with the details and drawings thus approved and shall thereafter be retained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory, does not detract from the character
and visual amenity of the area and that the amenities of neighbouring occupiers are protected. (Policies Q2, Q5,
Q6, Q7, Q8, Q15, Q17 and Q26 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policies D4, D8 and D9 of the London Plan
(2021)).
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Play space
Notwithstanding details shown on the approved plans, no occupation of the residential parts of the development
shall commence until full details of the children's play space provisions (including layout, equipment specification,
and phasing of delivery) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority and the
development has been implemented in accordance with the approved details and agreed phasing. The children's
play areas shall be maintained for the duration of the development and available for all occupiers irrespective of
tenure.
Reason: To ensure appropriate provision for children's play on site. (Policy S4 of the London Plan (2021) and
Policy H5 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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Materials
Notwithstanding any indication on the drawings hereby approved, prior to commencement of the development
beyond the superstructure of the development hereby permitted, the following details of all materials to be used in
the external elevations of each block/building/public realm shall be provided to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority:
a. a technical specification schedule of the materials
b. a sample panel to be provided on site
c. a photographic record of the sample panels, taken on site at midday
The development shall not be carried out otherwise than in accordance with the samples thus approved.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory, does not detract from the character
and visual amenity of the area (Policies Q2, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q15, Q17 and Q26 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)
and Policies D4, D8 and D9 of the London Plan (2021)).
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Plumbing
No vents, plumbing or pipes, other than those approved, shall be fixed to the external faces of any building for the
lifetime of the development unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.
Reason: To ensure an appropriate standard of design (Policies Q6, Q8 and Q26 of the Lambeth Local Plan 2015).
29

Inclusive Design

At least 10% of the residential units hereby permitted shall be wheelchair adaptable/accessible units constructed to
comply with Part M4 (3) of the Building Regulations. Any communal areas and accesses serving the M4 (3)
compliant Wheelchair User Dwellings should also comply with Part M4 (3). All other residential units, communal
areas and accesses hereby permitted shall be constructed to comply with Part M4 (2) of the Building Regulations.
Reason: To secure appropriate access for disabled people, older people and others with mobility constraints (policy
D7 of the London Plan (2021) and Q1 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
(2020) and the guidance in the London Plan Housing SPG (2012)).
30
Landscaping details and Net Biodiversity Gain
Notwithstanding the details on the drawings and documents hereby approved, prior to commencement of the
development beyond the superstructure of the development hereby permitted, a hard and soft landscaping scheme
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 details shall demonstrate that a minimum Net Biodiversity Gain value of 182% and a minimum Urban Greening
Factor of 0.4 has been achieved. To mitigate for the loss of the existing trees on site, the details shall demonstrate
that planting proposals are included for the planting of 43No. new Standard trees across the site. The LEMP
details shall also include:
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, wildlife
habitats and horticultural best practices) as set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 14
(Mitigation and Measures) - Table 14.6.
The details as may be approved shall be thereafter carried out in accordance with the approved details 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 2021)).
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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 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 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 2021)).
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Green roof and living wall
Within six months of work starting on site, a detailed specification of the green roofs shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The specification shall include details of the quantity, size,
species, position, construction, installation 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 only be installed and thereafter maintained in accordance with the approved
details.
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)).
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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)).
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Cycle Parking Details
Prior to commencement of the above-ground works 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).
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Delivery and Servicing Management Plan
The development hereby permitted shall not be commence operation until a deliveries and servicing management
plan has been submitted and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The submitted details must include the following:
a) frequency of deliveries to the site;
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.
The development hereby permitted shall thereafter be operated in accordance with the approved details.
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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Electric Vehicle Charging Points
Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, details shall be submitted to the local authority for
approval to confirm that 20% of the vehicle parking spaces within the development are provided with electric
vehicles charging points with passive provision for the remaining spaces.
Reason: To encourage the uptake of electric vehicles (Policy T6 and T6.1 of the London Plan (2021)).
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Car parking management plan
No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until a Parking Management Plan for the
development has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with
Network Rail. This shall include details of:
the monitoring of demand for and implementation of additional disabled parking spaces,
details of how the proposed vehicular ramp will be managed, secured and operated to avoid vehicle
conflict.
details of how the proposed car parking will be managed to avoid conflict with users of the cycle stores
The provision of car parking shall thereafter be managed solely in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To prevent the parking and access areas becoming obstructed, to ensure that pedestrian and vehicular
safety is not prejudiced and that sufficient Disabled parking spaces are provided (policies T1, T3, T6 and T7 of the
London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015) and Policy D7, T5 and T6 of the London Plan (2021)).
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Thames Water - Waste Water
The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until confirmation has been provided to determine the
waste water infrastructure needs of the development that demonstrates either:
1. Capacity exists off site to serve the development,
or
2. A development and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with the Local Authority in consultation with
Thames Water. Where a development and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed, no occupation shall take place
other than in accordance with the agreed development and infrastructure phasing plan,
Or
3. All wastewater network upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows from the development have
been completed.
Reason - Network reinforcement works may be required to accommodate the proposed development. Any
reinforcement works identified will be necessary in order to avoid flooding and/or potential pollution incidents. The
developer can request information to support the discharge of this condition by visiting the Thames Water website
at thameswater.co.uk/preplanning. Should the Local Planning Authority consider the above recommendation
inappropriate or are unable to include it in the decision notice, it is important that the Local Planning Authority
liaises with Thames Water Development Planning Department (telephone 0203 577 9998) prior to the planning
application approval.
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Thames Water - Water Supply
The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until confirmation has been provided that either:
a)
all water network upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows to serve the development have
been completed; or
b)
a development and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with Thames Water to allow development
to be occupied.
Where a development and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed no occupation shall take place other than in
accordance with the agreed housing and infrastructure phasing plan.
Reason: The development may lead to no / low water pressure and network reinforcement works are anticipated to
be necessary to ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to accommodate additional demand anticipated
from the new development" The developer can request information to support the discharge of this condition by
visiting the Thames Water website at thameswater.co.uk/preplanning. Should the Local Planning Authority consider
the above recommendation inappropriate or are unable to include it in the decision notice, it is important that the
Local Planning Authority liaises with Thames Water Development Planning Department (telephone 0203 577 9998)
prior to the planning application approval.
40
Flues and extraction plant
The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until details and full specifications of ventilation extraction
and filtration equipment, and ongoing maintenance plan (including elevational drawings) have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The use hereby permitted shall not commence 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 use 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)).
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Noise and vibration attenuation of plant (to be submitted)
The uses 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 use hereby permitted, or the operation of any building services plant, shall not commence until a postinstallation noise assessment has been carried out to confirm compliance with the noise criteria. The scheme shall
be implemented in accordance with the approved details and attenuation measures, and they shall be permanently
retained and maintained in working order for the duration of the use and their operation.

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)).
42
Ventilation Noise Mitigation
Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme of noise and vibration attenuation and ventilation sufficient
to prevent overheating and maintain thermal comfort shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The scheme shall achieve the habitable room standards as detailed in BS8233:2014 with no
relaxation for exceptional circumstances and must include details of post construction validation. Thereafter the
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and a separate validation report shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority within 3 months of first occupation. All work
must be carried out by suitably qualified person and the approved noise, vibration attenuation and ventilation
measures shall thereafter be retained and maintained in working order for the duration of the use in accordance
with the approved details.
Reason: To protect the amenities of future residential occupiers (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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Amenity Space Noise Mitigation
Prior to the commencement of development a scheme of measures to ensure that all residential units have access
to amenity space within the development where noise levels do not exceed 55dB LAEQ(16 hour) shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include details of post
construction validation. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details
and a separate validation report shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority
within 3 months of first occupation.
Reason: To protect the amenities of future residential occupiers (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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Noise Control and management
Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme of noise and vibration attenuation to the plant rooms and
energy centre shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
ensure noise breakout from the plant rooms and energy centre is properly controlled and as a minimum shall
achieve NR25 in adjoining residential rooms. A post installation validation report confirming full installation of the
approved scheme and demonstrating compliance with the standards approved shall be submitted by a suitably
qualified person and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The approved noise and vibration
attenuation measures shall thereafter be retained and maintained in working order for the duration of the uses in
accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To protect the amenities of adjoining occupiers and the surrounding area (policy Q2 of the London
Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
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External Lighting
Prior to occupation a lighting scheme 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 for
environmental zone E3 in the ILP document "Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light GN01:2020.
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 for environmental zone E3 in the ILP document "Guidance Notes for the Reduction of
Obtrusive Light GN01:2020.
Reason: To ensure minimal nuisance or disturbance is caused to the detriment of the amenities of adjoining
occupiers and of the area generally (Policy Q2 (Amenity) - Lambeth Local Plan 2015.)
46
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)).
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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)).
48
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 only
within the purpose of Class C3 (residential) of the Town and Country (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England)
Regulations 2020 or any provision equivalent to those Classes in any statutory instrument revoking and reenacting that Order with or without modification.
Reason: To safeguard housing stock in the borough and to ensure that other uses such as those falling outside of
Use Class C3 are not introduced without further assessment (Policy H1 of the London Plan (2021) and policy H1 of
the Lambeth Local Plan (2015)).
49
Site management
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment)
(No.2) (England) Order 2008 (or any Order revoking or re- enacting that Order with or without modification), no
aerials, antennae, satellite dishes or related telecommunications equipment shall be erected on any part of the
development hereby permitted, without planning permission first being granted.
Reason: to ensure that the visual impact of telecommunication equipment upon the surrounding area can be
considered. (Policies T10, Q6 and Q22 of the Lambeth Local Plan, (2015)).
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.

Yours sincerely

Rob Bristow
Assistant Director Planning, Transport & Development

Growth, Planning and Employment Directorate

Date printed: 1st September 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
Greater London Authority
Historic England – Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service
Network Rail
Natural England
Environment Agency
London Ecology Unit
Thames Water
Transport for London (TFL)
L.F.C.D Authority
Internal Consultees
LBL Highways
LBL Transport
LBL Housing
LBL Planning Policy
LBL Conservation & Urban Design
LBL Parks & Open Spaces
LBL Enterprise, Employment & 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)
Regulatory Support Services (Environmental Health Advisors)
Avison Young (EIA consultant and Daylight / Sunlight consultant)
Other Consultees
LBL Ward Councillors
MP Helen Hayes
Brixton Business Forum
Brixton Business Forum
Herne Hill Society
Brixton Business Improvement Districts
Brixton Society
Shakespeare Road Residents Association
Milkwood Residents Association
Camberwell Society

Appendix 3 - List of relevant policies in London Plan, Lambeth Local Plan. Reference to SPGs,
SPD and other relevant guidance
London Plan (2021)
Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities
Policy GG2 Making the best use of land
Policy GG4 Delivering the homes Londoners need
Policy GG5 Growing a good economy
Policy GG6 Increasing efficiency and resilience
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 D6 Housing quality and standards
Policy D7 Accessible housing
Policy D8 Public realm
Policy D9 Tall buildings
Policy D11 Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy D12 Fire safety
Policy D13 Agent of Change
Policy D14 Noise
Policy H1 Increasing housing supply
Policy H4 Delivering affordable housing
Policy H5 Threshold approach to applications
Policy H6 Affordable housing tenure
Policy H7 Monitoring of affordable housing
Policy H10 Housing size mix
Policy S4 Play and informal recreation
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 HC3 Strategic and Local Views
Policy HC4 London View Management Framework
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 5 Water infrastructure
Policy SI 6 Digital connectivity infrastructure
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 T6.1 Residential parking
Policy T7 Deliveries, servicing and construction
Policy T9 Funding transport infrastructure through planning

Policy DF1 Delivery of the Plan and Planning Obligations
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)
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG (August 2017);
Housing SPG (March 2016);
Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (October 2014)
Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG (Sep 2012)
London View Management Framework (March 2012)
London World Heritage sites (March 2012)
Planning for Equality and Diversity in London (2012)

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
H1 Maximising housing growth
H2 Delivering affordable housing
H4 Housing mix in new developments
H5 Housing standards
ED1 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
ED2 Business, industrial and storage uses outside KIBAs
ED14 Employment and training
T1 Sustainable travel
T2 Walking
T3 Cycling
T4 Public transport infrastructure
T6 Assessing impacts of development on transport capacity
T7 Parking
T8 Servicing
EN1 Open space and biodiversity
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
Q22 Conservation areas
Q23 Undesignated heritage assets: local heritage list
Q25 Views
Q26 Tall and large buildings

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







































D1 Delivery and monitoring
D2 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
D3 Infrastructure
D4 Planning obligations
H1 Maximising housing growth
H2 Delivering affordable housing
H4 Housing size mix in new developments
H5 Housing standards
ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
ED4 Non-designated industrial sites
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
Q22 Conservation areas





Q23 Non-designated heritage assets: local heritage list
Q25 Views
Q26 Tall and large buildings

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
Development Viability SPD (2017)

