ADDRESS:
Cressingham Gardens Estate - Ropers Walk London SW2 2QN
Application Number: 20/02406/RG3
Case Officer: Jeffrey Holt
Ward: Tulse Hill
Date Received: 20/07/2020
Proposal: Redevelopment of the site comprising of the demolition of the existing buildings and
erection of a part 3-storey and part 4-storey building to provide 20 residential units (Use Class C3),
together with the re-location of the bin store onto Hardel Walk, cycle store and associated
landscaping and infrastructure works.
Applicant: Homes for Lambeth
Agent: Savills

RECOMMENDATION
1. Resolve to grant conditional planning permission including a Grampian condition
requiring the completion of an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended) containing the planning obligations listed in this
report.
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Planning, Transport and Sustainability
to:
a. Finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report, addendums
and/or PAC minutes.
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.

SITE DESIGNATIONS
Relevant site designations:
Flood Risk Zone 1
Lambeth wide Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)
Herne Hill Neighbourhood Area In Lambeth
Tulse Hill Neighbourhood Forum
Adjacent to Brockwell Park Conservation Area
Near to Holy Trinity Church, Grade II Listed Building
Near to Brockwell Park Grade II Listed Historic Park and Garden (12m north of the site)
Near to Brockwell Park Metropolitan Open Land (12m north of the site)

LAND USE DETAILS
Site area (ha):

0.12

RESIDENTIAL DETAILS

Residential
Type

No. of bedrooms per unit

Existing

Affordable
Private/Market
Total

Proposed
On-Site

Low Cost
Rented
Intermediate
Private/Market
Total

Total
Habitable
Rooms

Studio
0
0
0

1
4
1
5

2
2
1
3

3
2
2
4

4
0
0
0

Total
8
4
12

44
15
59

0

3

6

5

0

14

49

0
0

0
0
3

6
0
12

0
0
5

0
0
0

6
0
20

21
0
70

Amount (£)
Payment in Lieu of
Affordable Housing

n/a
Details/Trigger
n/a

Review Mechanism

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

18
2

PARKING DETAILS
Car Parking Spaces
(General)

Existing
Proposed

Resi
1
0

Commercial
0
0

Visitor
0
0

Car Parking Spaces (Disabled)

Resi
1
2 (on-street)

per
cent
EVCP

Commercial
0
0

Visitor
0
0

Date
Received
10/11/2021

Report
Cleared
10/11/2021

0
1

Bike
Spaces

Motorcycle
Spaces

0
44

0
0

LEGAL SERVICES CLEARANCE
AUDIT TRAIL
Consultation
Name/Position
Susan Boucher
Lawyer

Lambeth
department
Legal Services

Date Sent
10/11/2021

Comments in
para:
Throughout

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
i.

Homes for Lambeth submitted a planning application in July 2020 for the redevelopment of the site
comprising of the demolition of the existing buildings and erection of a part 3-storey and part 4storey building to provide 20 residential units (Use Class C3), together with the re-location of the
bin store onto Hardel Walk, cycle store and associated landscaping and infrastructure works.

ii.

Planning permission was granted in March 2021. This grant of planning permission was
subsequently the subject of a claim for judicial review on two grounds. The first was that Lambeth
misdirected itself that it was precluded from recognising the Cressingham Gardens Estate as a
non-designated heritage asset as it was not on the Local List. The second was that Lambeth failed
to address the implications of developing the site on the remainder of the estate. The council
consented to the quashing of the permission, enabling it to re-determine the application.
Consequently, following re-consultation and re-assessment of the application, it is now being
reported to the Planning Applications Committee for decision.

iii.

The application site is located within a residential area on the edge of the Cressingham Gardens
Estate within close proximity to Brockwell Park. The site is currently occupied by two linear blocks
comprising 12 self-contained units (Use Class C3) connected by an access walkway above the
semi-basement garage ‘podium’.

iv.

The proposed development would provide 20 residential units, all of which would be affordable,
comprising 14 low cost rented units and 6 intermediate units (shared ownership). The tenure split
would be 70 per cent social rent and 30 per cent intermediate by unit.

v.

The development would be partly located on an area of estate amenity land and would result in a
net loss of estate amenity land of approximately 100sqm. It is also located in an area which is
identified in the LLP as being deficient in open space. To mitigate this, the proposal would reprovide 166sqm of high quality communal amenity space and on-site biodiversity enhancements,
as well as proposing improvements to an area of wider estate amenity land in close proximity to
the site, including tree planting, landscape playspace and biodiversity improvements. Subject to
details being secured through conditions and planning obligations secured via s106, officers
consider that suitable compensatory measures have been achieved within the site and immediate
surroundings and that the significant benefits of the development could not be acceptably delivered
in any other way. The proposal therefore has met the test and accords of Policy EN1 of the
Lambeth Local Plan.

vi.

An alternative to demolition and rebuild was considered in accordance with LP Policy H8 and it
considered that refurbishment would not address existing issues of access and that redevelopment
would result in improved access, residential accommodation of higher quality, improved public realm
as well as an uplift in the number of affordable homes. The proposal is considered to be in compliance
with LP Policy H8.

vii.

The bulk, scale and massing of the proposed development is considered acceptable and the varied
building heights respond positively to the surrounding context of the application site.

viii.

Following receipt of an updated Heritage Statement, the Cressingham Gardens Estate is now
considered to be a non-designated heritage asset and the proposed development would cause a
low degree of harm to its significance. The proposal would not result in harm to any other heritage
assets.

ix.

The proposal would not set a precedent for the redevelopment of the rest of the Estate. The
existing buildings on the application site form a small peripheral part of Estate and have their urban
context which is defined more by the townscape on Trinity rise rather than by the wider estate.
Consequently, granting permission for the proposed development would not set a precedent for the
rest of the estate as any redevelopment of the entire estate would entail a different set of
consideration and would need to be considered on its own merits.

x.

The proposed development would provide a good standard of housing, meeting relevant internal

residential space standards, and the area and quality of private and communal amenity space
proposed would be acceptable. The dwellings would have good levels of daylight/sunlight, privacy
and outlook and would all have step free access. It is considered that the proposal would not
impact unacceptably on the amenity of neighbouring properties.
xi.

The applicant has provided indicative details with regards to hard and soft landscaping with an
intention to provide a balance between amenity and biodiversity and will deliver an urban greening
factor of 0.4. Subject to conditions and securing planning obligations and financial contributions the
proposal is acceptable.

xii.

The proposal would result in the loss of 4 mature trees. Three of these trees are considered to be
trees of significant amenity value. Officers have used the CAVAT system to calculate the value of
the trees to be lost and to secure a financial obligation of £182,564 to be spent on planting trees in
the vicinity of the site, this includes street trees along Trinity Rise and Brockwell Park Gardens as
well as within the nearby Brockwell Park. This could fund the planting of an estimated 200 trees in
the wider area. Subject to conditions securing a scheme of onsite tree planting and the financial
contribution towards tree replacement the proposal is considered to meet the requirements of LP
Policy G7 and LLP Policy Q10.

xiii.

Sufficient commitment is made to sustainable design and construction, reducing carbon emissions
and the use of renewable energy technologies. The development would be suitably mitigated in
terms of its impact upon local infrastructure. In addition, the development would not impact
unacceptably upon the function and safety of the highway network.

xiv.

It is considered that the above section 106 obligations (to be secured by a Grampian condition)
would reasonably mitigate the otherwise unacceptable impacts of the development. The package
of section 106 contributions has been negotiated having full regard to the nature of the
development any relevant planning policy and to the statutory tests for section 106 obligations set
out in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.

xv.

Public consultation was undertaken for the application when it was first received by the council and
a second time following the quashing of the planning permission. 404 representations received
during the first consultation period. Two were in support, 402 were in objection. 126 objections and
one response in support were received during the second consultation period.

xvi.

The proposed development would deliver a range of public benefits that weigh in its favour:

xvii.



Economic - The application would be subject to an employment and skills financial
contribution of £13,000 which would be used towards the employment and training of
local residents and during the build period there would be an employment and skills plan
to help local people -access job opportunities arising from the proposed development (at
construction phase).



Social – The provision of new 20 dwellings, all of which would be affordable housing, an
uplift of 12 affordable homes. It would also significantly improve accessibility which is
currently poor, as the existing buildings have a number of level changes and lack of level
access excludes those with mobility impairments from the majority of the units.



Environmental – The development would make effective use of suitable brownfield land,
to which the NPPF requires local planning authorities to give substantial weight, the
proposed dwellings would be energy efficient and exceed London Plan targets for on-site
reductions in carbon emissions and the modest enhancement to the setting of the
Brockwell Park Conservation Area.

Weighing against the scheme is the low degree of harm to the significance of the Cressingham
Gardens Estate as a non-designated heritage asset. In order to take a protective approach towards
this asset, Members should give this harm considerable importance and weight when weighed

against the public benefits of the proposal. However, the proposal’s public benefits are considered
to be substantial and would outweigh this heritage harm.
xviii.

No harm to the significance of any designated heritage asset has been identified. Should Members
come to a different view by finding harm to the designated heritage assets of Brockwell Park
Conservation Area, Brockwell Park Registered Landscape or Holy Trinity Church Grade II Listed
Building, then that harm would be a low degree of less than substantial harm. Members must give
this harm considerable importance and weight when weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal, including where appropriate, securing the optimum viable use of an impacted heritage
asset. Officers consider that this level of less than substantial harm would still be outweighed by
the public benefits of the proposal.

xix.

Officers therefore recommend that the application be approved subject to the recommended
conditions and a s106 legal agreement.

OFFICER REPORT
Reason for referral to PAC: The application is reported to the Planning Applications Committee in
accordance with the Committee’s terms of reference at paragraph (5) as it relates to an application
made by a body wholly owned by the Council for development of land in the Council’s ownership
that the Council intends to dispose of to a third party.
1

THE APPLICATION SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA

1.1

The site is located on the southwestern edge of the Cressingham Gardens Estate (shown shaded
green on the map in figure 1 below), which forms an extensive, linear Council Estate situated
between Brockwell Park and Tulse Hill, constructed in the 1960 and 70s. The site has a street
frontage onto Trinity Rise and also fronts onto Hardel Walk, a one-way estate road that runs around
the periphery of the Estate. Brockwell Park, which is designated as Metropolitan Open Land and a
Grade II Listed registered park, is within close proximity to the northeast of the site.
Figure 1- The Cressingham Gardens Estate (shown outlined in red) with the site shaded in green
(Source: Design and Access Statement). The Brockwell Park Conservation Area Boundary is
dashed in blue and the Grade II Listed Holy Trinity Church is shaded in orange.

1.2

Brockwell Park and the Victorian and Edwardian properties in the streets to the east fall within the Brockwell
Park Conservation Area (BPCA). The Grade II Listed Holy Trinity Church is situated to the southeast of the
site. There are no other listed or locally listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. However, as discussed
further in Section 12, officers consider that the Cressingham Gardens Estate is a non-designated heritage
asset.

1.3

The Council carried out public consultation on the draft Brockwell Park Conservation Area
Statement with consultation ending on 11 January 2021. Some consultation respondents have
requested that the boundary of the BPCA be extended to the include Cressingham Gardens Estate.
As discussed further in Section 12, a decision has not yet been made on the boundary but the
impact on a potentially expanded conservation area is discussed in Section 12.

Figure 2 - Satellite view of the existing site (outlined in red) (Source Design and Access Statement)

1.4

The application site slopes down away from Trinity Rise and then up again towards Upgrove Manor
Way. It also rises to the west along Trinity Rise. The existing buildings on site are known as Ropers
Walk (shown below in Figure 3) and comprise two linear blocks comprising 12 self-contained units
(Use Class C3) connected by an access walkway above the semi-basement garage ‘podium’. The
block fronting Trinity Rise is a three-storey block set above the semi-basement garage accessed
from Hardel Walk. The semi-basement garage features metal grills fronting onto Trinity Rise. In
front of the basement is an area of ground level planting with two mature trees.
Figure 3 - Existing building viewed from Trinity Rise

1.5

The existing units in the block fronting Trinity Rise comprise four upper-ground level 1-bed units
accessed from the communal upper ground level accessway, and four 3-bed maisonettes on the

upper floors accessed from the first-floor access deck. The second block comprises three 2- bed
maisonettes. These are split level, with the kitchen at entrance level and steps up to the living space
and down to the bedrooms from the entrance level, all accessed from the podium walkway. To the
east there is a 1-bed single storey house accessed from the estate amenity land to the rear. The 2bed units have access to rear gardens whilst the 3-bed and 1-bed units have access to small
balconies.
1.6

Currently, all but four properties are vacant. When last occupied, eight of the 12 units were
occupied as social housing at Council rent level levels, while the remaining four dwellings were
privately owned.

1.7

There is an area of open grassed amenity land to the rear of the site that includes a mature English
Oak tree.

1.8

The wider Cressingham Garden Estate comprises mainly linear terraces of low-rise housing set
between ground floor walkways and communal gardens. The estate comprises of 306 dwellings, set
across a site area of four hectares. Many of the properties are accessed from raised first floor walks
above communal garages. The English Heritage Designation Advice Report (dated 20 December
2013) describes on page 3 the setting and layout of the estate:
“the estate is situated on a site of approximately 10 acres between Brockwell Park to the east,
and Tulse Hill to the west. It is very broadly rectangular (running lengthwise north/south), and
slopes upwards to a plateau in the centre, along the boundary with the park. The plateau at the
centre of the estate provides the principal public open space, and gives access directly into
Brockwell Park. The space is landscaped with three grassy mounds, intersected with sunken
paths. At the north-west corner of the open space is the Rotunda. The housing is arranged in a
C-shape around the central open space, and is interspersed with other, smaller, green open
spaces. With the exception of 'Hardel Walk' and part of 'Upgrove Manor Way', which run
parallel with Tulse Hill and the park boundary, all the blocks are arranged at right-angles to
Tulse Hill and the park. Terraced bungalows, and two-storey blocks are arranged around the
central open space, with the tallest blocks (of four storeys) around the outer, and
topographically lower, perimeter of the estate.

1.9

The report describes (on page 4) how the majority of the estate is interconnected through a series
of pedestrianised paths. The dwellings are accessed either at ground level from ‘Ways', or from
raised first-floor 'Walks' above communal garages. This is illustrated in Figure 4 below with the
walks to access Ropers Walks and entrances to properties from these spaces denoted in red.
Figure 4 – Plans showing the series of ways (in green) and ‘walks’ (in red) that provide pedestrian
access through the site. The front doors to Ropers Walk (circled in blue) are all accessed via steps
at upper ground level.

1.10

The site falls between Tulse Hill District Centre (approx. 600m away) and Brixton Major Town
centre (approx. 1.5km away) so is well served by local amenities, including access to Brockwell
Park. The surrounding streets are predominantly residential in character with older Victorian and
Edwardian terraces to the south and east and 1930s semi-detached houses and post war estates to
the west and north. The surrounding streets feature a range of building heights, both within the
estate (where heights range from single storey on the edge to Brockwell Park to 4 storeys fronting
Tulse Hill) and in the wider area which features a mix of two storey dwellings, larger three to four
storey blocks to the southeast of the site (within the BPCA) and a group of five to six storey
residential blocks to the southwest.

1.11

The site is within a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) and has a PTAL rating of 3. Whilst a PTAL of 3
indicates moderate access to public transport, the site is adjacent to an area with a PTAL of 4 and
is within 100m of an area of PTAL 5, which represents ‘Very Good’ accessibility. This is due to the
good access to several bus routes along Tulse Hill and the location of Tulse Hill Rail Station 900m
(11-minute walk) to the southeast.
Figure 5 – The site has a PTAL as 3 (shaded in green) but is adjacent an area with a PTAL of 4
(shaded in yellow) and within 100m of an area with a PTAL of 5 (shaded in orange).

2

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
Figure 6 – Views from around the application site

01: view of the application site from the southwest
02: view of the application site from the south side of Trinity Rise
03: view of the application site, adjoining walkway and 114 Trinity Ride
04: view of the existing property at 114 Trinity Rise
05: view of the upper round floor stepped access deck between the Roper’s Walk blocks
06: view from the upper ground floor of the access deck of the stairs to the first-floor access deck
07: view of the application site and 126 Trinity Rise on the opposite side of Handel Way
08: view of the 1930s semi-detached properties at 126 ad 128 Handel Way
09: view of the terrace of houses to the north of the site at 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way
10: view of the estate amenity land to the rear of the site with the side elevation of 7 Ropers Walk
visible behind the existing Oak tree
11: view of the site from the north with the spire of Holy Trinity Church visible behind
12: View east along Trinity Rise showing the application site and Holy Trinity Church
(Source: Design and Access Statement).

3

PROPOSAL

3.1

Summary of the Proposal

3.2

The proposal is for the demolition of the existing building on site and the construction of a part 3 and part 4
storey block. Fronting onto Trinity Rise, the lower 3 storey element would abut the existing terrace at 114-106
Trinity Rise. The front element would feature a pitched roof, matching the pitch of the roof at 114 and a flat
roofed ‘bay’ element, echoing the verticality of the bay element of the adjoining terrace. The building would
then step up to 4 storeys on the corner of Hardel Walk. The elevation would feature inset balconies and the
main entrance to the block with planting providing defensible space in front of the ground floor windows.
Figure 7 - South East Elevation along Trinity Rise (Source: Design and Access Statement

3.3

The four-storey corner element would wrap around the corner into Hardel Walk and then step down and back,
incorporating in-set balconies, reducing the building’s massing when viewed along Hardel Walk. The fourth
floor would be set back at this point to create a mansard roof element. This elevation is vertically divided into
‘townhouse’ elements of ground floor family duplexes and maisonette homes above. The duplexes would all
feature individual front doors to the ground floor homes and individual bin stores.
Figure 8 - Sketch view along Hardel Walk (Source: Design and Access Statement)

Figure 9 - South West Elevation along Hardel Walk (Source: Design and Access Statement)

3.4

To the rear, the ground floor duplex properties all feature small private gardens. A landscaped communal
amenity space is proposed to the rear of the site. The four second-floor maisonette flats would be accessed
via an enclosed access deck and would feature a pitched roof and traditional dormer style windows.

Figure 10 - North East and North West Elevations from the Communal Garden (Source: Design and
Access Statement)

3.5

The elevations propose a simple palette of materials. Textured brick would be the main material with three
brick colours featured across the building and a standing seam metal roof. The proposed windows and
balustrades would be powder coated grey metal to match.

3.6

The proposal would provide 20 dwellings (Use Class C3) together with communal cycle parking accessed
from Hardel Walk. Landscaping improvements are proposed that include a new communal amenity space,
children’s play space, the widening of the pavement along Hardel Walk and public realm improvements (both
soft and hard landscaping) along Hardel Walk and Trinity Rise. This would include the planting of seven new
trees.

3.7

The proposals also include the relocation of existing Eurobins that are stored adjacent to the site (two behind
a dwarf wall fronting Hardel Walk and two on the estate amenity land to the north of the site) to a purposebuilt store on the south side of Hardel Walk (indicated by the area marked 5 in Figure 11 below). The
applicant has identified a location for two accessible parking spaces fronting the site on Trinity Rise, which
will be secured by planning obligation.

Figure 11 – Ground floor arrangement and landscaping. (Source: Design and Access Statement).
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Detail of the Proposal

4.1

The proposed building would be sited to the southeast of the wider Cressingham Gardens Estate. The building
would be part 4-storey (height 14.1m) and part 3 storeys with landscaped communal amenity areas provided to
the rear. All the units would have access to private amenity space, in the form of a terrace or balcony.

4.2

The proposal would provide 20 residential dwellings, comprising a mix of 3 x 1-beds, 12 x 2 -beds and 5 x 3beds as shown in Table 1 (below).
Table 1 – Dwelling Mix
Unit size

4.3

1-bed
2-bed
3-bed

Low Cost
Rent
3
6
5

Shared Ownership
0
6
0

Total

14

6

The dwelling mix includes three family ground floor duplexes accessed via their own front door from
Hardel Walk with private gardens and two x 2-bed ground floor wheelchair accessible units. All the
proposed units would be affordable with 70 per cent (14) provided at Low Cost Rent and 30 per
cent (6) Shared Ownership.

Figure 12 – Proposed accommodation mix (Source: Design and Access Statement)

Ground Floor
4.4

Figure 13 below shows the ground floor of the part of the block fronting onto Trinity Rise. This comprises the
main entrance lobby to the block, one x 1-bed unit and one x 2-bed unit and the cycle and bin stores. Both
residential units are accessed from the lobby and are set behind a defensible planting buffer and would be
low-cost rent tenure.

Figure 13 – Extract of ground floor plan showing units on corner of Trinity Rise and Hardel Walk.

4.5

Figure 14 below shows the ground floor of the part of the building that fronts onto Hardel Walk. This
comprises one 2-bed wheelchair accessible unit and three x 3-bed duplex family units. All are accessed via
their own front doors and have access to private terraces to the rear. The area to the front of the units would
be re-landscaped to allow level access and widen the footway to Hardel Walk.
Figure 14 - Extract of ground floor plan showing units fronting onto Hardel Walk

First Floor
4.6

The first floor would comprise the upper floors of the duplexes fronting Hardel Walk and one 1-bed,
two 2-bed and one 3-bed flat all accessed from the communal core. The units would all be social
rent tenure.

Figure 15 - First Floor Plan

Second Floor
4.7

The second floor would comprise the lower floor of three 2-bed maisonettes (shared ownership
tenure) units fronting Hardel Walk and one 1-bed, two 2-bed and one 3-bed flats (low cost rent
tenure). All these units would be accessed from the communal core, with an access deck at the rear
of the site providing access to four of the units.

Figure 16 - Second floor plan

Third Floor
4.8

The third floor comprises the upper floor of the three 2-bed maisonettes and three 2-bed flats
accessed from the communal core. All these units would be shared ownership tenure.

Figure 17- Third Floor Plan

External Spaces
4.9

Within the red line boundary of the site, the areas of public realm fronting Hardel Walk and Trinity Rise would
be enhanced with new soft landscaping, tree planting and hard landscaping that clearly define the public and
private areas of the site and provide level access through its complex level changes. A communal amenity
space would be located to the rear of the site (indicated at 7 on Figure 18 below) providing a total area of
166sqm and including 74.4sqm of playspace (including formal and informal activities dispersed between the
planting and seating areas).

Figure 18 – Landscape Plan (source: Design and Access Statement)

Trinity Rise
4.10

A planting strip would be provided between the building and the pavement on Trinity Rise and at the entrance
to Hardel Walk on the south west corner of the building. This would provide a defensible buffer space and
privacy to the ground floor terrace and windows. It would also manage the changes in level across the front.
New trees are proposed on Trinity Rise to help to compensate for the loss of visual amenity from the removal
of the two existing trees.
Hardel Walk

4.11

The existing 950mm wide pavement along Hardel Walk will be widened to 1.5m. The individual front doors to
the duplex units will be set behind new landscaping to create a green buffer of defensible space between the
units and the street also and rationalise access across the different levels. Level access would be provided by
a ramp with stairs or ramps leading between the planters from Hardel Walk to each front door.
Figure 19 – Section through landscaping front Hardel Walk (Source: Design and Access Statement)

4.12

Figures 20 and 21 below illustrate how the proposals would improve the existing accessibility of the site, which
is currently very car dominated and does not provide safe or level access for pedestrians. The proposal would
widen pavements and provide safe, level access.

Figure 20 – Plan showing the existing 950mm wide footway, stepped path, and overhanging steps (Source
Design and Access Statement).

Figure 21 – Plan showing the proposed widened level footway, level access to the new ground floor units and
additional hard and soft landscaping. The location of the off-site accessible parking spaces is indicative

Communal Amenity Space
4.13

The communal amenity space would take the form of a linear garden to the rear of the site. The only way this
area can be accessed from the wider Estate is via the footpath that leads behind the amenity spaces at 14-24
Upgrove Manor Way. The design of the space includes a pathway through it which forms a connection from
the communal lobby on its southern side to the existing footpath on the courtyard’s north east corner, which
runs to the rear of the properties at 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way (providing rear access) through the wider
Cressingham Gardens estate. Following consultation with the Metropolitan Police Service Designing Out
Crime Officer, a gate is proposed on the edge of the communal amenity space and a second gate is proposed
to the rear of the property at 14 Upgrove Manor Way. A central pergola structure is proposed to provide a
central outdoor “garden room” with seating for residents. The ground floor properties on the western side of the
courtyard would have private balcony terraces which would be separated from the linear path through the
courtyard by a privacy strip of planting.

Figure 22 - Sketch of the communal amenity space (Source Design and Access Statement)

4.14

The ground floor units have access to the communal gardens though gates at the end of the private amenity
spaces.
Figure 23 - The existing route providing access to 7 Ropers Walk and rear access to the properties at 14-24
Upgrove Manor Way

Figure 24 – Google image of the pedestrian route that runs to the rear of 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way to the
rear of the property at 7 Ropers Walk. (Source Google Earth)

Figure 25 – Plan showing the existing route through the estate that will be extended into the communal
amenity area (Source Design and Access Statement)

4.14

It is proposed that the development will be car free with accessible spaces provided off site, to be located on
Trinity Rise located adjacent to the main communal entrance. Safe and secure cycle parking stores for
residents will be located off Hardel Walk at Ground Floor Level. The store would provide 42 spaces, 32 on
double tier stacked stands and 10 on Sheffield stands. Two of these Sheffield stands have extra space to one
side on the ends of the aisles for 2 x accessible bikes. An additional Sheffield stand is provided by the main
entrance fronting Trinity Rise to provide for 2 x visitors’ bike.
Off-site landscaping

4.15

New planting is proposed on the western side of Hardel Walk including new perennial planting and climbers
against the existing boundary wall.

4.16

Whilst the pedestrian Ways through the Estate which form part of its character generally offer a good level of
natural surveillance and feeling of security, the existing route that provides side access to 7 Ropers Walk does
not benefit from any natural surveillance or good levels of security. This route then runs behind the rear fences
of the properties at 14 – 24 Upgrove Manor Way providing rear access to these gardens. Representations
received suggested that this area has previously been subject to anti-social behaviour and it is likely that those
using this route would not feel safe. To address this, two new secure gates are proposed along the existing
route between the wider estate and the edge of the site, one at the boundary of the site and one at the edge of
the terrace at Upgrove Manor Way, in accordance with advice from the Metropolitan Police Service Designing
Out Crime Officer.

4.17

Indicative details have been provided for off-site landscaping enhancements that could be delivered to the
estate amenity land fronting 2-12 Upgrove Manor Way. This would take the form of a seating and informal play
area (including informal play features), including new hard and soft landscaping and tree planting (whilst
retaining the existing trees) to be secured via a Grampian condition.
Figure 26 – Existing area of estate amenity land fronting 2-12 Upgrove Manor Way (Source: Google
Streetview)

Figure 27 – Off-site estate amenity land improvements (Source: Public Realm Enhancement - Landscape
Proposal - Trinity Rise)

5
5.1

Amendment(s)
Amendments were made or additional information was submitted as follows:





Additional information was received on the 18/01/2021 relating to sustainability and a Whole Life Cycle
calculation for the proposal.
Minor amendments were made during the course of the application to the inside of the waste chamber
the 25/01/2021 in relation to the waste storage arrangements.
Additional information was received on 04/02/2021 in relation to design and materials
The following documents were received on 22/09/2021
o Planning Statement Addendum
o Built Heritage Statement
o Revised Arboricultural Implications Report
o Revised Sustainability Statement
o Revised Energy Statement
o Revised Dynamic Overheating Assessment
o Overheating Analysis
o Ecological Addendum
o Revised Fire Strategy
o Fire Statement
o Revised Air Quality Technical Note

5.2

The description of development was amended on 05/02/2021 to reflect the fact that the disabled parking spaces
do not form part of the development as they would be provided on-street. The description was later amended on
24/09/2021 to remove reference to the application being a departure application.

6
6.1

Planning Performance Agreement
Homes for Lambeth have an overarching service level agreement PPA with Lambeth Planning which this
scheme falls under. Prior to submission of the application the applicant was engaged in pre application
discussions with officers. Pre-application discussions were held prior to the application being submitted.

7
7.1

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
There are no relevant applications that relate to this site.

Judicial Review Claim and redetermination
7.2

On 9 February 2021 the Planning Applications Committee resolved to grant permission for this development
subject to conditions. Planning permission was later granted 19 March 2021. On 30 April 2021 a claim was
filed with the High Court for the judicial review of the council’s decision to grant planning permission. The
challenge was on two grounds. The first ground was that Lambeth misdirected itself that it was precluded from
recognising the Estate as a non‐designated heritage asset in determining the application as it was not on the
Local List. The second ground was that Lambeth failed to address the implications of developing the site on
the remainder of the Estate (except to note that it did not prejudice a future masterplanning exercise). The
claim for judicial review was granted permission to proceed to a full hearing. Before this took place, the Council
agreed to the planning permission being quashed on the first ground. Following the quashing of the planning
permission, the application falls to be redetermined.

8

CONSULTATIONS

8.1

Statutory External Consultees
Consultee comments
Historic England (30/09/2021)
No comment. Historic England suggest that you seek the
views of your specialist conservation advisers, as relevant

Officer response
Noted.

Historic England (Archaeology) (26/01/2021 and
24/09/2021)

Noted.

Historic England advised that while there is
archaeological potential associated with the whole estate,
this specific application site does not contain any
discernible archaeological interest. As such no further
assessment or conditions are necessary.
Thames Water (01/12/2020)

Condition and informatives added

No objection subject to the developer following the
sequential approach to the disposal of surface water and
relevant condition and informatives:

6 – Piling Method Statement
21 – SuDS Strategy
22 – SuDS maintenance

Piling method statement to be submitted and approved by
LPA in consultation with Thames Water
Approval from Thames Water required with regards to any
discharge to public sewer
Take account of minimum pressure in the design of the
proposed development with regards to water network and
water treatment infrastructure capacity
Transport for London (14/12/2020 and 29/09/2021)
Recommended that the minimum footway widths should
be 2m to meet DfT minimum standards for low flow
streets. However, Hardel Walk is not part of the Transport
for London Road Network (TLRN) / Red Route and TfL is
not the Highway Authority. Officers are satisfied that there
is insufficient space on site for a 2m footway give the
change in level between Hardel Walk and the dwellings
fronting Hardel Walk. Informative recommended.

Informative added

The applicant will need to ensure that any proposed
changes along Trinity Rise take into consideration any
Quietway designs
Natural England (15/12/2020 and 08/10/2021)
No objection

8.2

Noted.

Internal Consultees
Consultee
Ecology and Biodiversity (01/12/2020)
No objection subject to the proposed development
providing a) appropriate and significant mitigations are
secured to adequately compensate for the loss of
existing amenity space on the application site and within
the whole estate curtilage, and b) the quality of any
compensatory land is properly secured in terms of
external landscaping quality and amenity/biodiversity
value. Conditions therefore recommended covering:
•
•
•
•
•

Officer response
Conditions added.
-

Securing off site amenity space enhancements
Hard and soft landscaping details
Appropriate mitigations measures
Design, installation and maintenance of green
roofs
Landscaped management and maintenance
plan

Metropolitan Police (04/12/2020 and 28/09/2021)
No objection subject to conditions covering:

Conditions added
-

•
•

32 – landscaping
45 – s106
29 – Mitigation measures
30 – bird and bat boxes
26 – Green Roof
27 – Green roof maintenance

Details of the security measures to be submitted
prior to commencement
Prior to occupation a Secured by Design
inspection undertaken, and certificate submitted

Veolia (Lambeth Waste Contractor) (17/12/2020)
No objection to relocation of bins. Object to proposed
wheeled bin collection from the four separate units.

-

16 – Secured by Design
Measures
17 – Secured by Design
certification

The refuse from these bins will be
moved by the management company
on collection day into the communal
bin chamber to avoid the need for a
wheeled bin collection).

Will there be an area for the RCV to stop which will be
free from parked vars and within appropriate distance of
the dropped kerb?

Conditions added
- 14 – refuse stores
- 42 – waste and recycling
management

Lambeth Flood Officer (14/01/2021)
No objection subject to conditions covering:

Conditions added

•
•
•

Detailed design for flood mitigation measures
(pre commencement)
Detailed sustainable drainage system (pre
commencement)
Prior to occupation/first use a

-

21 – SuDS Strategy
22 – SuDS Management

S106 obligation added regarding
flood risk

management and maintenance
plan of the final surface water
management system submitted
Transport (04/12/2020)
Widening of the footway to 1.5m is welcomed. No
objection subject to condition and securing s106
obligations and financial contributions covering:
•
•
•

•
S106
•
•
•
•

Demolition and construction logistics plan
Details relating to cycle parking
S278 agreement to
implement dropped curb,
tactile paving and footway
improvements
Servicing and Delivery Plan

-

4 – CEMP
15 – cycle parking
43 – Delivery and servicing plan

S106 obligations added

Car parking permit free
3-year car club membership for occupants of
each new residential unit
£10,000 contribution towards an Electric Vehicle
Charging Point
Disabled parking contribution of £20,000 for the
implementation and maintenance of two on
street disabled parking bays

Highways Team (14/01/2021)
No objection subject to conditions and securing s106
obligations covering:
• Method of Construction Statement
• to enter into a s278 agreement with regards to
works to upgrade the footway on Trinity Rise
that is on the same side as the development
and any adjacent footway damaged by
construction vehicles.
Sustainability – Air Quality (07/01/2021)
No objection subject to conditions covering:
•

Conditions added

Condition added
-

4 – CEMP

S106 obligation added regarding
s278 highway works agreement

Conditions added
-

5 – AQDMP
6 – NRMM

Air Quality and Dust Management Plan
(AQDMP) submitted (pre commencement)

•

NRMM Low Emission Zone registration (pre
commencement)
Bioregional (Lambeth Sustainability consultant)
(14/10/2021)
No objection subject to conditions covering:
 As built SAP calculation
 Water efficiency calculation
 Green roof details
 Landscaping details
 Further WLC details

Conditions added
- 23 – As built SAP calculation
- 25 – Water efficiency calculation
- 26 – Green roof
- 27 – Green roof maintenance
- 32 - landscaping
A summary of the Whole Life Cycle
carbon of the development has been
provided, which exceeds policy
requirements. A further condition is

RSS (Lambeth Environmental Health Consultant)
(15/12/2020 and 07/10/2021)
No objections subject to conditions:
•
Submission of construction and environmental
management plan
•
Noise and vibration attenuation of Building
Services Plant
•
Prior to commencement of development
scheme of noise and vibration attenuation and
ventilation sufficient to prevent overheating and
maintain thermal comfort
•
Noise measures to ensure acceptable
environment to the amenity spaces
•
Delivery and Servicing Management Plan
•
External Lighting
•
Ground contamination condition, including
asbestos
Policy (13/01/2021)

not required.
Conditions added
-

4 – CEMP
7 – Ground contamination
35 – Lighting scheme
36 – Noise attenuation
37 – plant noise
38 – Amenity space noise
43 – Delivery and servicing plan

Noted. See section 11 for discussion
on dwelling size mix.

No objection.
The affordable housing threshold meets policy
requirements as does the tenure split by habitable
room. The housing mix is also acceptable. The
scheme meets all requirements to the satisfaction of
the council to enable this to proceed through the fast
track route. The provision of amenity and open space
is appropriate to meet requirements of Policy H5 and
EN1, subject to being appropriately secured through
the planning system.
Updated comments (11/10/2021)
The housing mix does not entirely satisfy the housing
mix under the new Local Plan
Arboricultural Officer (02/11/2020)
Objection to the loss of 3 of the 4 existing trees
proposed for removal. s106 obligations to mitigate loss
of trees and conditions:
•
•
•

Specification of all soft landscaping and tree
planting
Planting, seeding etc to be undertaken in first
planting season
CAVAT based financial contribution

Design (22/12/2020) - No objection subject to
conditions.
 Sample panels of external materials made
available for inspection of site
 Construction drawings at 1:10 scale
 The design and detailing of refuse stores shall
accord with the Council’s ‘Refuse and Recycling

Conditions added
-

32 – landscaping
33 – planting

S106 obligation added for CAVAT
contribution

Conditions added.
-

9 – Materials
10 – detailed design
11 – window design
12 – vents, pipes or extracts
14 – refuse storage






Storage Guidance’ with regard – tap for washdown floor drain, wall buffers, steel- framed
doors, mechanical ventilation etc. unless
otherwise approved in writing by the Council
The property name and number displayed at
entrances
The lower 800mm of all full-height windows
facing the street (with the exception of those set
within balconies or access walks) shall be
permanently obscured or fritted to screen the
interior from view. Details of the fritting shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the
Council
No vents, pipes, or extracts

Additional comments 11/10/2021
A new Heritage Statement was received and the
following comments are made:
 The contribution of the Brockwell Park
Conservation Area’s setting, of which the Site
forms a very small part, is of a lesser, secondary
level. Consequently, the site currently makes a
negligible level of a positive contribution to the
asset’s character and appearance and,
therefore, its significance. Officers agree with
this comment.
 The Cressingham Gardens Estate meets some
criteria for inclusion in the council’s Local List of
non-designated heritage assets. Officers
consider that for the purposes of the
assessment of this planning application, we
consider the Estate has sufficient local interest
to meet the selection criteria for inclusion on
Lambeth’s Local Heritage List and thus should
be treated as a Non-Designated Heritage Asset
when determining this application
 Demolition of the existing buildings would lead
to a low degree of harm to a non-designated
heritage asset, thereby conflicting with Policy
Q23.
 In accordance with the NPPF, in weighing
applications that directly or indirectly affect nondesignated heritage assets, a balanced
judgement will be required having regard to the
scale of any harm or loss and the significance of
the heritage asset
 The proposal would result in modest
enhancement to the setting of the Brockwell
Park CA
 The proposal would cause no harm to Brockwell
Park as a registered landscape
 The proposal would cause no harm to the
setting of the Holy Trinity Church
Brockwell Park Conservation Area


The boundary of the CA is still being
considered.

See section 12 for detailed discussion
on heritage matters.





If the Estate was included in the CA, it is likely to
be treated as a separate character area within
the CA
Demolition of part of the Estate would be a loss
of part of the conservation area as a whole.
Given the size of the CA the effect is likely to be
very low/negligible

Building Control (13/01/2021)
No Objection

8.3

Noted

Other Consultees
Consultee
Cressingham Gardens Community Ltd – 30/12/2020




Insufficient and confusing consultation process
Application is a departure from the local plan and the presumption in favour
of the proposed development does not apply
Removal of mature trees



The refusal of the Council to TPO the trees



Cressingham Gardens Estate has been identified as an estate in Lambeth
for regeneration, 'comprising demolition of the existing 306 homes and
construction of a minimum of 464 new homes' (this is incorrect – the
number of units in the masterplan scheme is unknown as the
masterplanning exercise has not been carried out) and the current
application is clearly a phase of this project



The council has committed to consulting residents on the 'masterplan' of
the regeneration project



Proposal constitutes ‘salami slicing' – seeking to split the project into subprojects to avoid the consideration of the project's cumulative
environmental effects under the EIA Regulations



“The viability of this Application cannot be said to be independent of the
regeneration of the Cressingham Gardens Estate project. Therefore, the
threshold of affordable housing as it relates to this policy trigger must be
applied to the whole project, and viability information provided and made
publicly available, if the threshold is met”



The Mayors Housing and Viability SPG requires all estate regeneration
schemes to follow the Viability Tested Route to deliver the re-provision of
existing affordable housing and maximise additional affordable housing



Public access to viability information is established through case law



Design of the proposal is out of keeping and would impact on views form
the BPCA



Proposal would obscure the view of the listed church steeple from Hardel
Walk resulting in harm to the setting of the listed building



Proposal would harm the setting of heritage assets



Proposal fails to respond to local character



Loss of daylight to clerestory windows at Upgrove Manor Way



Light spillage from 2nd floor access deck will harm neighbouring amenity



Gating of communal amenity space would harm social cohesion



Gate to the rear of 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way represents a security risk



The Cressingham Garden Estate should be included in the
BPCA- there is an ongoing consultation exercise to review the
boundaries of the BPCA and the application should not be
determined before the outcome of this is known.



Proposal would result in less than substantial harm to the
setting of the BPCA

Save Britain’s Heritage – 12/01/2021
Object on the following grounds:
•

Demolition of Ropers Walk would harm the significance of the Cressingham
Garden’s Estate a non-designated heritage asset
• Proposal would harm the setting of the BPCA
• Proposal would set a precent for demolition of the wider Estate
• Exiting building should be refurbished
• Application should not be determined until the masterplan has been
published
Cressingham Gardens Resident Management CIC – 6/01/2021
Object on the following grounds:
•
•

Lack of consultation with the CGRMC
Failure to adapt consultation for it to be accessible to the whole of the
community
• Design creates anti-social behaviour hotspots
• Lack of a masterplan
• Design is not Covid safe
• Inappropriate waste collection solution
• Ecological report fails to identify toads, newts and other protected species
seen on the wider estate
• Removal of mature trees
• Development will result in parking stress
• Impact on drainage system to 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way
• Air Pollutants and noise given higher than average proportion of vulnerable
residents
• Application is premature in light of the emerging plan that is in the process
of development under the Housing (Right to Transfer from a Local Authority
Landlord) (England) Regulations 2013 and which has been given the green
light to proceed by the Minister of State for Housing in his determination
dated 9 July 2019.
20th Century Society – 21/12/2020
Object on the following grounds:
• Ropers Walk buildings are valuable non-designated heritage assets which
are an integral part of the Cressingham Gardens Estate
• The Society has long considered the estate worthy of listed status or
designation as Conservation Area
• The buildings are well-constructed and thoughtfully designed and we
believe they could be successfully refurbished to provide the residential
dwellings required
• Demolition would result in the waste of a valuable resource which has the
potential for reuse
• The proposed new part 3- and part 4-storey build is more substantial than
the existing buildings on the site and therefore departs from the design of
the houses on Cressingham Gardens Estate
Brixton Neighbourhood Forum – 20/12/2020

Object on the following grounds:
• Existing buildings are a sensitive example of design success and should be
conserved within keeping of landscape
• Proposal does not support positive communities by keeping consultation
agreements already discussed
Friends of Brockwell Park – 06/01/2021
Object on the following grounds:
• Proposal will result in harm to Brockwell Park: visual amenity will suffer,
with negative impacts on the views / sightlines from the park
• A single block 4 storeys high will dominate the skyline from Brockwell Park
• Proposal would result in the loss of a green open space and extending right
up to the flank wall of the neighbouring block
• Proposal would result in the loss of matures trees
• The "soft" boundary of Cressingham Gardens Estate with Brockwell Park
with low rise buildings and its own open spaces would be lost
• Any redevelopment plans must take into account detrimental effects on
Brockwell Park as this is a Conservation Area
• Application sets a precedent for the "regeneration" of this estate, with taller
buildings visible above the treeline and a significant impact on views from
the park
Objection by the Herne Hill Society – 11/01/2021
Object on the following grounds:
• Loss of notable non-designated heritage assets which ought to be
conserved
• Lack of Masterplan
• sought to facilitate subsequent redevelopment of other parts and to remove
Ropers Walk from proper scrutiny and controls
• It suggests an attempt at "salami slicing"
• Given wide local support for including CGE within the Brockwell Park CA
this application is premature
• Far from enhancing the prevailing local character or responding to local
context and historic character, it imposes a building with bulk, scale and
height damaging to its surroundings, both in terms of neighbouring houses
and Brockwell Park
• Design fails to respond to its context and would result in a development that
is overdominance and harm to the streetscene
• Proposal is built over open space and up to the flank wall of properties at
Upgrove Manor Way and damaging neighbouring and visual amenity
• This will impact negatively on views out of the park and impacts setting of
BPCA and listed building at Holy Trinity Church
• Loss of trees with "significant amenity, historic or ecological/habitat
conservation value" and the need to retain them in new developments.
• The proposal goes against Lambeth's declared intention of becoming
carbon neutral by 2030 and "using natural resources prudently, minimising
waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change,
including moving to a low carbon economy"
• Ropers Walk should not be demolished and redeveloped but retrofitted to
ensure embodied carbon is retained
Second objection received 18/10/2021




The application should be deferred until a decision is made on the
Brockwell Park Conservation Area
The submitted heritage report is not objective and is dismissive of heritage
significance or value
The heritage report does place sufficient weight on the significance of





Cressingham Gardens
Cressingham Gardens should be included in the Brockwell Park
Conservation Area
Further redevelopment of the estate would cause serious harm to the
conservation area
Refurbishment of the existing buildings would be more sustainable

Thurlow Park Ward Councillors – 5/01/2021
While we welcome the proposal to build 20 new affordable homes, we have a
number of concerns about this planning applicationz
• The proposed scale and mass is not in keeping with the surrounding area.
• Impact to heritage assets
• Design fails to achieve requirements of LLP
• Building should be set further back from Trinity Rise so it follows the
existing building line and the design changed so the scale and height is
consistent with existing properties and respects the setting of the
conservation area
• Proposals mean that Hardel Walk will need to be retained in its current
form, at least temporarily, and this limits the options for redeveloping the
Trinity Rise site and re-routing Hardel Walk so it exits onto Tulse Hill Road
• Loss of Mature Trees
• If this application is approved a planning condition should be attached
requiring a comprehensive construction plan to be consulted on and agreed
before any work on site commences. Rise and Gardens the resident’s
association covering Trinity Rise and Brockwell Park Gardens should be
consulted and have an opportunity to input to the plan
• mitigation for the loss of trees should be secured by condition and should
include trees in the vicinity of the site
Brixton Society – 21/12/2020
Object on the following grounds:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lack of a masterplan for the wider estate developed in consultation with
residents
Fails to take account of the relationship between the estate and Brockwell
Park, which sits of the boundary of the estate
Replaces two and three storey buildings with a single block four storeys
high which is built over green open space
Application will set a precedent for the development of the estate
Fails to respect the architecture of the Cressingham Gardens Estate
Historic England recommended in 2013 that the estate should be included
in the BPCA
Proposal would be higher than the surrounding buildings
Loss of mature trees, including the tree at the rear of the site which helps to
screen views of the existing buildings from the park

Second objection received 10/10/2021
Heritage matters
 The decision should be deferred until a final decision has been taken on the
proposed changes to the Brockwell Park Conservation Area
 If a decision is to be made, it should consider the impact on the estate if it
were to be designated as a conservation area either in its own right or as
part of the BPCA
 The Cressingham Gardens Estate meets the criteria for being a nondesignated heritage asset




The proposal would cause harm to the significance of the Estate due to the
impact on 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way
The proposed building would be significantly higher than the existing and
would cause harm to the setting of Brockwell Park

Impact on the wider estate
 The development is the first phase of a wider development
 If similar development were to take place across the estate there would be
an extremely serious impact on the estate and the BPCA
Brockwell Park Community Partners – 05/01/2021
Object on the following grounds:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.4

Sets a precedent for the development of the wider estate
Lack of a masterplan for the wider CG Estate
proposal is higher than existing buildings
Proposal would extend over green open space at the rear of the site.
Proposal will be visible from inside the park and harm view out of the park
development strategy that does not consider the relationship between the
estate and Brockwell Park.
Any building around the BPCA must be designed to conserve views into
and out of the park, should be sensitive to the historic nature of the
landscape, preserve as much green space as possible at the edge of the
park

Where these objections relate to planning considerations relevant to the determination of the application, they
are dealt with in Sections 11-25 of this report. Where they relate to procedural matters concerning consultation,
or to the question of masterplanning of the wider Cressingham Gardens Estate, they are dealt with below.
Consultation

8.5

With regards to the consultation that has been carried out by the Lambeth Planning Service, the Council has
met both the statutory publicity arrangements for planning applications and the consultation requirements set
out in the Council’s Statement of Community involvement (SCI) (October 2020). The consultation letter
provides the Lambeth PO Box address for those without access to email who wish to make a representation.
The case officer’s telephone number is also provided for any interested parties who seek clarification on the
application submission. The letter confirms that “careful consideration is given to all comments received;
however, we will only acknowledge receipt of comments that are sent electronically.” Any written letters of
objection are addressed to the PO Box address in Winchester and then scanned to the case officer; the only
difference to an electronic response is that the member of public who sent the letter does not receive an
electronic acknowledgement of receipt. This is considered sufficient to address the needs of those that cannot
submit representations electronically.

8.6

During the first consultation, it is acknowledged that posting of site notices on 16/12/2020 extended the
consultation deadline until 6/01/2021 and that this may have caused confusion as to the actual consultation
deadline but this does not impact on the fact that the Council has carried out the necessary consultation on the
application. Officers will continue to consider representations received after the end of the formal consultation
period in accordance with the Lambeth Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)(October 2020). Officers
consider that the extension of the deadline for the first consultation to 6/01/2021 did not prejudice local
residents as any responses received after this date would still have been taking into account. .

8.7

It is recognised that there may be members of the community within or surrounding the Cressingham Gardens
Estate that do not have access to the internet to view the proposals and were not in a position to visit a library
to view the application documents due to Covid 19 when the application was first consulted on. This was
recognised at the time by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) in their

Guidance entitled ‘Coronavirus (COVID-19): planning update’ (13 May 2020). It makes clear that it is important
to keep the planning system moving so that it is able to play its full part in the economic recovery to come. The
Secretary of State issued a statement titled ‘Virtual working and planning – Responding to Covid – 19
Restrictions’, which advised the use of digital documents for planning applications:
The effects of COVID-19 mean that it is not always possible to access public buildings. As a result, access
to planning documents by making them physically available for inspection at local libraries, council offices
etc, is now not available. During these exceptional circumstances, the Government considers that online
inspection of documents should be the default position across all planning regimes, and it is actively
exploring all options to achieve this.
8.8

The Council’s SCI was updated in 2020 accordingly and advised the continued use of the planning application
webpages, neighbour notification letters, site notices and press notices. The document recognises in
paragraph 1.5 that “digital exclusion is a very real issue and the blend of engagement methods should ensure
the council is creative and responsive.” In light of this, a hard copy non-technical summary note of the
proposals was circulated by the applicant by post to the residents in the vicinity of the site on 19 January 2021.
Officers consider that the way the application was first consulted on was appropriate given the circumstances
at the time.

8.9

Following the quashing of the planning permission, a second consultation was carried out from 24 September
2021 to 15 October 2021. By this time COVID restrictions had been lifted and public buildings had reopened so
it would have been possible to view the plans using library facilities if required.

8.10

With regards to the pre-application consultation carried out by HfL prior to the application being submitted, it
should be noted that unlike a statutory consultation carried out by the Local Planning Authority, there is no
legal requirement for the applicant to carry out pre-application consultation or in a specific way. No advice has
therefore been published by MHCLG setting out how applicants should change their pre-application
engagement processes in response to the Covid-19 emergency. The Council’s SCI (October 2020) states in
paragraph 4.2 that “the council encourages (but cannot insist) applicants to engage with the community and
stakeholders before submitting a planning application. The extent of consultation should be proportionate to
the nature and scale of development proposed.” The applicant carried out a number of on-line pre-application
consultation events. Letters were sent out to residents inviting them to the events and the letters also provided
access to a telephone number and freepost address for those that wished to write or call with questions about
the proposals. It is considered that these the level of pre-application consultation was proportionate to the
nature and scale of the proposals given the restrictions at the time.
Wider Cressingham Gardens Estate
Background

8.11

It is noted that the Council has previously consulted on proposals for the regeneration of the entire
Cressingham Garden Estate and that previous feasibility studies undertaken identified potential to deliver 464
dwellings. However, this planning application does not form part of a wider masterplan and the applicant has
confirmed that the masterplanning process has not yet been commissioned. Previous feasibility studies may
feed into the masterplan process but there is no existing adopted masterplan for the wider estate.

8.12

The Council has been in discussions since 2012 with residents over the future of the Cressingham Gardens
Estate. The key steps of the process are set out in a report to Cabinet entitled “Investing in better
neighbourhoods and building the homes we need to house the people of Lambeth – Cressingham Gardens
Estate” dated 21 March 2016:





2012 - original approach to residents to suggest redevelopment of the estate.
2014 - the estate was considered for listing by Historic England.
2013 - commissioning of Roland Karthaus Architects to explore design options for the future of the
estate;
2013 - carrying out of the Tall Report Survey to understand better the condition of the properties on the
estate;










2014 to 2015 - estimating the cost of refurbishment of the estate;
February/March 2015 – Housing Needs Survey carried out;
March 2015 - Council decision to close down options to only those that included significant
redevelopment (note this decision was subsequently successfully judicially reviewed and quashed);
April/May 2015 – Test of Opinion Survey;
July 2015 – Council decision to redevelop the entire estate (the recommendations within this Cabinet
Decision in relation to the redevelopment of Cressingham Gardens estate became invalid as a
consequence of the Judicial Review of the March 2015 decision);
August 2015 – call-in of Cabinet decision by Council’s Scrutiny Panel (which confirmed the July
decision); and,
January 2016 – renewed consultation on the future of the estate.

8.13

Cabinet resolved to authorise the redevelopment of the estate at a meeting on the 21/03/2016, including
working with residents to form a masterplan for the Estate. The decision also authorised the Council’s Housing
team to implement the Key Guarantees, to negotiate purchase of owned properties and to explore the
feasibility extending the boundary of the masterplanning site to include land to the east of the site. This
decision was again the subject of judicial review which was dismissed on the 21/12/2016 and the decision to
authorise the redevelopment of the estate was upheld.

8.14

The applicant confirmed that in October 2019, HFL was commissioned by LBL to proceed with procuring,
instructing and managing a planning design team to prepare a planning submission for the project as part of
the Small Sites Programme. In April 2020 a Cabinet Member Delegated Decision (CMDD) approved the HFL
business plan, including the portfolio referred to by the collective term "small sites". The HFL Business Plan
confirms that a site would come forward independently at Cressingham Gardens, in advance of any masterplanned estate regeneration. The aim of the small sites programme is to deliver affordable housing. The
application site was chosen as one of the sites that can be brought forward in advance of any masterplanning
exercise, given its poor condition and that it represents an opportunity that is deliverable in planning terms in
the short term to optimise the site, given the high number of units within the block that were vacant at the time.

8.15

For information, the Council’s Housing Delivery Team and Homes for Lambeth have advised that no third party
is currently commissioned to undertake masterplanning work at the Estate. In addition, Homes for Lambeth
have confirmed that Conran + Partners were appointed Summer 2019 to bring the application site forward as a
stand-alone scheme, separate to any comprehensive estate regeneration. They advise that any earlier
masterplan work undertaken did not come to fruition and that the application site is now being progressed
separately to any future wider redevelopment.

8.16

The applicant has confirmed that the majority of the HFL small sites sit within wider existing estates and
opportunities have been identified where new affordable homes could be delivered. The development sites that
have been identified do not form part of the wider estate regeneration projects but are standalone projects. The
proposed development would not set a precedent for the redevelopment of the wider estate (see Section 13).
The Council’s Housing Delivery Team have advised officers that they will be reiterating their commitment to
undertaking a future masterplanning exercise for the Estate which would include finalising the red line
boundary for the masterplanning area and extensive consultation with residents on the Estate. Any masterplan
would involve public engagement with existing residents. The development of the small sites does not prevent
this from happening.

8.17

In March 2020, the HFL Business Plan for 2020-2023 was approved by the Council. This included the
allocation of funding for the masterplanning of the Cressingham Gardens Estate. This process has not yet
begun but consultants have been appointed and it is envisaged that the consultation process on the
masterplan will begin later this year.
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (2017)

8.18

The existing buildings at Roper Walk are situated at the edge of the Estate with frontage onto Trinity Rise. It
therefore has its own access and is easily separated from the rest of the estate. As set out in this report there
are existing issues with the design of the building that impact on accessibility and inclusivity and visual amenity
along Trinity Rise and the quality of the public realm along Hardel Walk. Given that the existing units are
largely vacant, the applicant has identified an opportunity to provide a modest uplift in the number of units

provided on the site and deliver a better quality of residential accommodation.
8.19

With regards to the suggestion that the application amounts to “salami slicing” (that is, artificially dividing up a
project into smaller projects so as to avoid assessment of any wider proposals under EIA Regulations), the
application has not been screened as the size of the proposal (for 20 units on a site of 0.2ha) does not fall
within the relevant thresholds for Schedule 1 or Schedule 2 of the EIA Regulations (2017).

8.20

Whilst the applicant has made clear their aspirations to redevelop the wider Cressingham Gardens Estate, no
masterplan for the wider site exists or has been adopted and no outline planning application has been
submitted for the wider Estate. It is not possible to know the nature of any future development including what
the final number of units will be or what the red line of the site would be. Officers acknowledge that the caselaw
has identified that where a project would not be pursued independently of a wider project or cannot be justified
on its own merits, or where a development project could not function unless some other project was also
carried out, the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations may nonetheless be triggered, even though
the individual project does not meet the size thresholds for EIA screening. However, officers are satisfied for
EIA purposes that the current application is not part of a wider project and it cannot be said that the
development could not function without another development also being delivered. If an application were to
come forward at a future date for the redevelopment of the Estate that is EIA development, the environmental
impacts of any scheme that had been approved at the application site would be taken into account in the
cumulative impact assessment that forms part of the EIA process.
Viability of the wider estate

8.21

In terms of viability, these is no policy requirement for the affordable housing delivered at the application site
to be considered in the context of the viability of the wider estate programme. Given that the number of units
for any wider masterplan scheme is not known, nor the design or build costs, there would be no means of
identifying what information would be relevant.

8.22

Aside from that, the proposal would deliver 100 per cent affordable housing in a policy compliant tenure mix,
as discussed in section 11 of this report. There is no requirement in those circumstances for the submission
of financial viability information, whether in relation to the development site or any wider estate project,
because such information would serve no planning purpose. The quantum of affordable housing to be
delivered from the outset could not be improved upon, since the scheme is already proposing 100 per cent.
As regards the tenure mix, this could not reasonably be sought to be further adjusted in favour of social
rented accommodation (in excess of the policy compliant 70 per cent proportion) whilst also achieving other
policy requirements for a range of types of affordable housing to be made available to achieve mixed and
balanced communities

8.23

Adjoining owners/occupiers

8.24

When the application was considered by the Local Planning Authority, a site notice was displayed from 4
December 2020 and the application was advertised in the local paper on the same day. The formal
consultation period ended 6 January 2021. Following the quashing of the earlier planning permission a second
consultation was held. A site notice was displayed from 24 September 2021 and advertised in the local paper
on the same day with the overall period expiring on 15 October 2021.

8.25

404 representations received during the first consultation period. Two were in support, 402 were in objection.
126 objections and one response in support were received during the second consultation period. A summary
of the concerns raised is set out below:

Comment
Consultation
Residents of Cressingham Gardens were
Guaranteed, by Lambeth, that they would be
involved in any new designs for a rebuilt
Cressingham Gardens Estate. Residents have
not in any way been involved in the design of
the external or internal aspects of the
proposed new development. As such, the
proposal breaks key guarantees to residents
facing regeneration of their homes.
It is undemocratic to grant permission to an
estate to manage itself and then to proceed
with demolition.

Officer Response

The demolition of the estate is against the
wishes of residents

The LPA has a duty to consider any planning
application that is made.

See paras 8.12 to 8.18.

The management of the estate is not material
to the determination of this planning
application.

Objection to the demolition of the existing
buildings on site has been noted.
The timing of this consultation does not give
the local community adequate time or
information to consider the planning
application.

The application has been consulted on twice
in accordance with the procedure set out in
its SCI. See paras 8.5 to 8.11.

The LPA should not be able to consult
during the pandemic.

See paras 8.5 to 8.11.

Inappropriate to consult over Christmas.

Consultation responses received after the
Christmas break were also considered. A
second consultation has also been carried out
from 24/09/2021 to 15/10/2021.

There are a high number of vulnerable existing
residents who do not have access to
computers/good internet or speak English as a
first language. Electronic consultation is not
suitable and does not allow them to be
engaged.
Confusing deadlines for consultation.

Alternative arrangements were made. See
paras 8.5 to 8.11.

The occupants at Ropers walk were notified of
the application on the 30/11/2020. See paras
8.5 to 8.11.

Existing residents Ropers Walk has not been
consulted on the application.

Existing residents were consulted at preapplication stage

The officer report does not explain how the
21.12.20 deadline for comments meets the 21
day statutory consultation period requirement
and avoids consulting over the festive period.

Letters were sent to local residents on
31.11.2020 which set a 21-day consultation
period ending on the 21st of December 2020.
An advertisement was place in the local
newspaper on 4.12.2020.
A site notice was displayed near the site on
16.12.2020.
Each consultation notice set a consultation

Lambeth did not use” alternative and creative”
ways to undertake consultation during
Coronavirus restrictions that engaged those
who do not access to the internet, as required
by Government guidance.

period ending 21 days from the date of
publication or display.
The pre-application consultation undertaken
by the developer included hard copy
information sent to local residents with a
freepost reply address and telephone
number to allow residents to engage with the
developer without the need for internet
access.
The planning consultation letter also included a
direct telephone number for the case officer.

The development is not critical to the economic
recovery of the country and should be delayed
so that it can be incorporated into a future
masterplan.

There is an urgent need for new homes and
this site is an opportunity to deliver an
increase in affordable housing in advance of
any future masterplan.

There is a requirement for the council’s
development arm to undertake community
consultation before submitting an application.
Homes for Lambeth did not undertake early,
proactive and effective engagement with the
Cressingham Gardens community and
therefore this application should be looked
upon less favourably.

There is no requirement under planning
legislation for a developer to undertake
consultation prior to the submission of a
planning application. Homes for Lambeth
however did undertake pre-application
consultation. See paras 8.5 to 8.11.

Objections are raised regarding the
implementation of Homes for Lambeth’s Key
Guarantees to consult residents on the design
of the proposal and decision making.

See paras 8.5 to 8.11.

The NPFF requires Lambeth to consider Covid
as part of the planning process.

The NPPF does not discuss COVID.

Planning Procedure
Council presenting its own plans to its own
planning committee

Croydon Council have gone bust due to Brick
by Brick

The Committee’s terms of reference require
applications made by the Council for
development of land in its ownership that the
Council intends to dispose of to a third party to
be reported to Planning Applications
Committee.
The financial standing or governance
arrangements of HfL are not a relevant
planning consideration.

The decision has already made behind closed
doors and will only be ‘debated’ for show by
committee which makes a mockery of the
democratic system as seen on other recent
planning decisions.

The National Planning Policy Guidance on
‘Determining a Planning Application’ requires
Local authority members involved in planning
matters to represent the interests of the whole
community and maintain an open mind when
considering planning applications.
Each planning application must be determined
on its own merits in accordance with the
development plan and any relevant planning
considerations. Local opposition or support for
a proposal is not in itself a ground for refusing
or granting planning permission, unless it is
founded upon valid material planning reasons.
At the point of making a decision, members
must carefully consider all the evidence that is
put before them and must make their final
decision at the meeting with an open mind
based on all the evidence.
The current application has not yet been
decided, a recommendation has been made to
members in this report which they will discuss
during the committee meeting in accordance
with the relevant legislation and guidance.

Repairs of the existing homes has been
contracted out and led to the managed decline
of these homes.

The application before members is for
redevelopment of the existing dwellings.
The buildings are not listed.

A conclusive residential ballot needs to be held
as the Mayor stipulated before he withdrew
GLA funds for the regeneration of the Estate.

A ballot is required by any landlord seeking
GLA funding for estate regeneration projects
which involve the demolition of social homes.
This is relevant to projects that will deliver the
construction of 150 or more homes and is only
relevant where GLA funding is being sought. It
is therefore not relevant to the determination of
an application of this size and only relevant to
project where the applicant intends to apply for
GLA funding.

Objections were raised regarding how Homes
for Lambeth have procured services and the
independence of the planning authority

The operations of Homes for Lambeth are not
a planning matter.
The council as Local Planning Authority is
independent of Homes for Lambeth, who are
the developer behind this application.

Wider Cressingham Estate
No Master Plan - The masterplan for the entire
estate should be approved before Roper's
Walk application is considered.
Approving scheme prior to masterplan risks a
piecemeal approach

There is no policy requirement for a
masterplan to be adopted before this planning
application can be determined.
The site is falls at the extreme edge of the
wider estate. The proposal has therefore been
designed so that it does not prejudice any
future wider estate regeneration.

The proposal might prevent the re-routing of
Hardel Walk onto Tulse Hill.

The proposal does not prevent the re-routing
of Hardel Walk. If this was sought as part of
the masterplan, a pedestrian link would need
to be retained from Trinity Rise in
accordance with policies that to encourage
walking and cycling. This could represent an
opportunity for a new pedestrian route and
public realm enhancements.

Council should spend money on
refurbishing existing properties not
demolishing them

Members must determine the application
before them, which does not propose the
refurbishment of the existing units.

Working from Home will mean there will be
office and commercial buildings to
redevelop to deliver much needed homes
instead of demolishing the existing
buildings.

Members must determine the application
before them in accordance with the
development plan and relevant material
considerations.

The residents’ own plan has not been
considered.

Members must determine the application
before them.
Residents have prepared an alternative plan
for the Estate known as the People’s Plan
that seeks to refurbish the existing buildings
on site and deliver 37 social rented homes.
This document is not an instrument of policy
or an adopted masterplan. It is noted that
the Plan seeks the use of PV panels to
deliver energy efficiency savings, whether in
relation to a scenario that delivers Lambeth
demolition of the estate or a resident- led
alternative refurbishment proposal (See
Appendix G. Sturgis Report: Green Retrofit).
It also highlights the suitability of Mechanical
Ventilation with Heat Recovery (MVHR) for
use in conjunction with renewable systems
technology. It should be noted that the
proposed development would utilise both
these technologies to deliver an 80 per cent
reduction in carbon emissions over the 2013
Building Regulations Baseline.

The residents' own plan produces more
housing at council rent.

Members need to consider the acceptability
of the tenure mix that has been proposed in
the light of relevant planning policies.
Lambeth Council have wasted public money
on this project and continue to do so despite
having previous plans rejected and even
ruled illegal.

The decision to redevelop the Cressingham
Gardens Estate was upheld in December
2016; see para 8.12 to 8.18.

There are existing boarded up properties on
the estate – these should be refurbished
and brought back into use
The proposed scheme breaches the human
rights of the existing residents who will be
displaced/made homeless as a result of this
scheme.

Members need to determine the application
before them on its planning merits.
The existing residents at Ropers Walk have
been supported to find alternative
accommodation under Key Guarantees as
part of a managed programme being

undertaken by the Council’s Housing Team.
Concerns were raised in relation to the
accuracy of paragraph 8.15 of the first PAC
Report which mistakenly identified the
inclusion of the application site in the list of
HfL small site projects which were approved
as part of the HFL business plan and
referred to in the April 2020 Cabinet
Member Delegated Decision.

See paras 8.12 to 8.18.

The site is not on the “extreme edge of the
estate. It is also a major route through to
Brockwell Park.

Roper’s walk is at the southern edge of the
estate and has been designed to not
prejudice neighbouring development on the
rest of the estate.

A different approach would be taken if the
six void flats at the northern end of the
estate were to be developed.

The applicant's planning submissions state
that the development is part of wider
regeneration project

The route through to Brockwell Park creates a
risk of anti-social behaviour and this risk has
been considered in the proposed design. See
section 17.
Only the scheme before the local planning
authority can be assessed.
This is incorrect, see paras 8.12 to 8.18.

The site is not part of the small sites
programme and is not identified as such in
the HfL Delivery Plan 2020

See paras 8.12 to 8.18.

The development should be considered
cumulatively with the redevelopment of
the wider estate and subject to
environmental impact assessment

See paras. 8.19 to 8.21

Community Impacts
Object to gentrification – seeking to push
residents on lower incomes out of their
homes.
Impact to wellbeing and mental health as a
result of redevelopment.

The scheme would deliver 100 per cent
affordable housing.

Current residents will be evicted, including
existing elderly freeholder

The existing residents at Ropers Walk have
been supported to find alternative
accommodation under Key Guarantees as
part of a managed programme being
undertaken by the Council’s Housing Team.

Design and Conservation
Heritage

Whilst it is acknowledged that there will be
disruption during the construction process,
this will be controlled through conditions.
The proposal would result in a far higher
quality of accommodation than existing and
this is considered to represent a long term
benefit to wellbeing.

Proposal is adjacent to the Brockwell Park
Conservation Area (BPCA) and will impact
on its setting and views in and out of the
BPCA.
Historic England recommended in 2013 that
the estate should be included in the
Brockwell Park Conservation Area.
Proposal will impact on the setting of the
Grade II Listed Trinity Church
Application is being submitted prior to the
consultation on the BPCA boundary
extension concluding.
Point 3.50 of the Conservation Report
states one of the greatest risks to the
setting of the BPCA comes from potential
development around the perimeter, citing
the existing low- rise buildings contributing
much to character of locality, allowing
distant views. 2.33 notes Cressingham’s
careful design to respond to the setting of
the park, with single storey properties near
the boundary and heights stepping up
further away. 2.44 states that this makes
properties largely invisible from views within
the landscape, in the SW direction to which
park users turn for sunset views. 2.32
speaks of the views from and to Brockwell
Park Gdns which are notable and should be
preserved. In order to
respect all these important factors, the
scheme should not go ahead as planned.
Height and massing of the proposal will
impact on the views from the top of
Brockwell Park.
Scheme is a threat to "one of the nicest
small housing schemes in England" (Lord
Esher past president of RIBA).
The impact of the redevelopment of the
wider estate on heritage assets should be
considered
The top of the church steeple and lime tree
will be obstructed by the new development
in views from Hardel Walk and from the side
passage footway leading from Brockwell
Park to Trinity Rise
Cressingham Gardens should be
considered as a non-designated heritage
asset
Cressingham Gardens must be considered in
the context of the Brockwell Park
Conservation Area
The proposed metal cladding will not match
the plastic cladding proposed to be installed
on the rest of the estate

See Section 12

See Section 12

See Section 12
See Section 12

See Section 12

See Section 12

See Section 12

The development is limited to the
application site as proposed. The heritage
impacts are discussed in Section 12
There would be no harm to the significance of
the Holy Trinity Church. See section 12.

Following receipt of an updated heritage
statement officers agree that the Estate is a
non-designated heritage asset. See section
12.
The impact on the Brockwell Park CA has
been considered. See section 12.
The proposed metal window frames, standing
seams and other metal work are considered
appropriate to the proposed design. See
Section 12.

Design
The existing estate is recognised as an
excellent example of local authority social
housing and forms part of Lambeth’s
identify. It should not be demolished
Design lacks distinctiveness

See Section 12.

See Section 12.

Proposed block design is in stark contrast to
the original human-scale design of
Cressingham Gardens, whose low-rise
layout, following the natural contours of the
land, with well landscaped common areas,
echoes and reflects its surroundings
Height and mass of the building is out of
scale with existing estate and neighbouring
properties and will have an overbearing
impact
Building line of the façade fronting Trinity
Rise does not follow building line of
neighbouring properties and is incongruous
and will block views and spoiling the visual
amenity for the public
The design is poorly integrated into the rest
of Cressingham Gardens, resulting in a long
blocked off passageway next to Brockwell
Park that will be a clear target for anti-social
behaviour
Design doesn't promote community
cohesiveness.

See Section 12.

Poor design in light of covid risks. Existing
Scheme currently provides all units with
direct access to front doors (i.e. no
communal doors) via external walkways.

Covid-19 is a public health issue, no
updated planning advice or guidance has
been issued in relation to design during the
pandemic.

See Section 12.

See Section 12.

See Sections 12 and 16 of the report.

There are a number of ways in which the
proposal promotes community
cohesiveness:
 Provides high quality, affordable
housing;
 The proposal includes a mix of tenures
accessed through a communal
entrance with access to shared
amenity spaces;
 The design is tenure blind
 The design will provide level access to
all units so that no groups in the
community are excluded;
 All units will be designed to meet at
least Part M4(2) of Part M of the
building regulations. This means that
the homes will be accessible and
adaptable to the changing needs of
residents, allowing them to stay in their
homes and communities as they
age/their circumstances change;
 The construction process will provide
local skills and training opportunities
(secured through the s106
agreement).

Providing access through communal
entrance doors and narrow internal
corridors is a public health risk.
Sets precedent for proposals for the rest of
Cressingham Gardens including large-scale
blocks at the boundary of the park.

See Section 13

Cressingham Gardens was designed to
respond to the setting of the park, with
single storey properties near the boundary
and heights stepping up further away
making the properties largely invisible from
views within
the landscape.
Materials chosen are cheap and detailing
informed by cost cutting.
It lacks the 'pedestrian street' concept, that
promotes neighbourliness. The new
proposed block design puts residents at
increased risk of loneliness and domestic
violence.
The addition of a fourth floor creates a 4m
increase in height at the upper end of the
block
on Trinity Rise, out of any reasonable scale
with the 2-storey neighbouring housing and
damaging to the streetscape
The application offers no visualisations of
how such views will be affected.
Another loss is the view from the Estate of
the tower, clock and spire of Holy Trinity
Church (1856, grade II listed), standing
within the CA.
Flat roofs with no overhanging troughing will
be high maintenance.

See Section 12

The blank wall above properties on Upgrove
Manor Way will be the target of antisocial
behaviour and graffiti.

The development has not been assessed
against the National Design Guidance 2021

See Section 12
There are disadvantages of the pedestrian
street concept of the original design,
including issues with accessibility.
See Sections 12 and 15 of the report.
The proposal is approx. 2.3m taller than the
existing block.
See Section 12 of the report.

See Section 12 of the report.
See Section 12 of the report.

HfL would be responsible for the
maintenance of the proposed building.
The cost of maintaining the building is not a
planning consideration.
The development has been designed in
consultation with the Metropolitan Police and
this was not identified as an anti-social
behaviour risk.
The National Design Guidance (NDG) is
guidance to assist in achieving the NPPF’s
aim to create high quality buildings and
places.
Section 12 sets out a detailed assessment on
design and it is considered the development
achieves the NDG’s and NPPF’s aims.

Amenity Space
Would result in a loss of Estate Amenity
Land.
Not all of the balconies meet the 10sqm of
amenity space that is required by Policy H5.

See Section 11.
Policy H5 of the LLP makes allowance for
communal areas to compensate for the

Whilst the policy makes allowance for the
communal area to make up for this, in light
of Covid 19, swapping private outdoor
amenity space for communal space
should not be supported.
Maintenance of the garden - how will they
avoid it becoming overgrown/ prevent fly
tipping
Cutting off the park off from the surrounding
residents.

Lack of playspace
Private communal gardens would not be
conducive to a cohesive community

The proposed private communal amenity
area sets a precedent for private communal
areas for a future redevelopment of the
estate. This would harm social cohesion

10sqm requirement.
All of the units achieve the amenity space
requirements set out in the LP.
The amenity space would be maintained by
HfL. A maintenance plan would be secured
by condition.
The proposal would improve access to
pedestrians walking through the site. There
is no existing formal route through the site
into the park.
See section 15
The proposed communal gardens would
serve both social rented units and the
shared ownership units, providing a highquality environment for both tenures to meet
and interact. This is considered to promote a
cohesive community.
The gate to the communal garden is
required to achieve secured by design
accreditation, ensuring residents feel safe
and would also serve to promote community
cohesiveness.
See section 13.
The proposed private space is a high quality
replacement for a poorly used estate
amenity space in poor condition. The space
would be accessible to all residents of the
development, of all tenures.
There are currently no designs for a future
redevelopment of the wider estate

Off-site estate amenity land
improvements
The proposed public realm enhancements
elsewhere on Cressingham Gardens would
result in the following issues:
 proposing to remove the current
equipment the children play on (i.e. the
tree swings and basketball hoop);
 proposing to remove yet another mature
tree
 community does not support formal
seating as this attracts anti-social
behaviour;
 seasonal plants and more play
equipment requires a budget to
maintain, for which the council
does not have any budget to
maintain
Residents would welcome any funds to
improve this area, as well as any other area
on the estate. However, we require this to
be done in conjunction with the residents

The details submitted for this area are
indicative. The final design will be the
subject of a planning application which will
ensure that adjoining residents are
consulted on the plans.

Maintenance responsibility would fall to
either Lambeth of HfL (to be agreed). This
would be secured via the s106 agreement.

and the CGRMC, who would be responsible
for the cost of maintaining the area postdevelopment.
Why propose these enhancements when
you are proposing to rip them all up again in
the near future under the full demolition
scenario.

The works would be carried out prior to the
occupation of the new dwellings on site
being occupied. A cascade mechanism is
recommended in the s106 allowing for an
alternative area for improvements to be
identified if the currently proposed area is to
be re-developed.

Residential Quality
Existing units are all dual aspect. Proposal
includes single aspect units facing onto the
street.
Poor layout and design of the 2B4P
maisonettes on the 2nd/3rd floors.
It is widely understood that you should
never put an active living area over a
bedroom. In the drawings the living room is
on above one of the bedrooms. If you need
to split the 2 bedrooms across the two floors
at least put the living room above the
kitchen or vice versa.

Single aspect units are not justified. The
application is a departure from Policy H5
The shared ownership properties would
occupy the top floors and residents would
not be able to move between floors due to
security measures. This would result in
segregation between shared ownership and
social rented tenants
Most of the proposed private communal
garden will not receive any sun for the
majority of the year.

See section 14

In past years, planning guidance has
suggested that when converting an existing
property into flats, living rooms in one
property should not be located above
bedrooms in another property. This does not
refer to rooms within a single property as
bedrooms are very often located above
living rooms. However, improvements to
insulation products mean that a condition
can now be used in conversions.
In a new build property, resistance to the
passage of sound is covered by Part E of
the Building Regulations.
See section 14
The proposed housing is equivalent in siting,
appearance and layout. Both tenures are
fully integrated into the development.

The communal amenity space will receive
direct sunlight during the warmer months of
the year when it is mostly like to be used. See
section 14.

Poor quality design and amenity for the
ground floor 1B flat, as the majority of
windows will have to be permanently
obscured or frittered due to ensure privacy
due to the closeness of the windows to the
public footpaths

A condition requires obscured glazing to the
lower 800mm of full height windows only,
unless they are within a recessed balcony or
access walk. The purpose of this condition is
to reduce the visibility of objects against the
window, in the interests of the external
appearance of the building.

The bedroom window of the ground floor 1
bedroom corner flats is around 1m or less
from the footpath. Also this flat has its only
private external amenity space directly on
the corner of Hardel Walk and Trinity Rise,
thus getting full exposure from both car and
pedestrian traffic on both streets. There will
be absolutely no privacy for these residents.

The distance between this window and the
back edge of the pavement is 1.75m. The
private amenity space is 1.85m away from the
back edge of the pavement on Hardel Walk
and 2.07m from the back of the edge of the
pavement on Trinity Rise. As para. 4.11 states
this is considered to be acceptable.

The proposed design is a bigger COVID risk
compared to the existing buildings. E.g.
communal doors and narrower internal
corridors

The proposed building meets all current
design standards and there are no specific
requirements for dealing with COVID risk
through residential design

Neighbouring Amenity
Neighbouring properties will suffer from
overlooking from balconies and new
windows
Noise and light pollution from balconies and
access decks
Loss of daylight/sunlight and
overshadowing & loss of privacy to
neighbouring residential
buildings and gardens (especially 114, 126
and 128 Trinity Rise).

See Section 15 of the report.

Image 8 of the Sunlight and Daylight
Assessment has been cropped. This
inadequate image serves to hide the impact
on the property at 114 Trinity Rise. Images
1 & 2 in the Report reveal that the
development will tower over 114TR and,
importantly, its windows that have been cut
out from image 8, only showing the rear of
the house.

The assessment of impacts is not based
upon the photograph, the key reference
image for the assessment is the window
map on page 39 of the report which clearly
shows the location of these windows and
provides the window ‘labels’ that allow them
to be cross referenced against the results at
page 47.

See Section 15 of the report.
See Section 15 of the report.

It is noted that windows not visible in image
8 are roof lights identified as W2 and W5 at
first floor and W2 at second floor. As roof
lights these windows maintain a very high
incidence of sky view with retained VSC
levels of over 60 per cent to the first-floor
windows and over 70 per cent to the second
floor. This is significantly higher
than the 27 per cent absolute VSC target set
out in the BRE guidance.

A proper analysis of 7.19 of the Sunlight
and Daylight report suggests at least some
"impact to the windows and rooms within
this property as a result of the proposal"; the
VSC levels, are at the very threshold of
compliance; & some rooms will experience
"change in daylight penetration to the
space".

Appendix 4 of the Sunlight and Daylight
report shows in Table 2 that on the 21
March there will be 100 per cent loss of
sunlight to the amenity space of the
neighbouring property.

See Section 15 of the report.
The BRE guidance sets targets below which
a loss of daylight will be perceptible. The
retained values for all rooms within this
property achieve the BRE target values such
that they are not considered to be material.
The levels identified in the report show full
compliance with the BRE guidance and are
therefore not considered to result in an
unacceptable impact to neighbouring
amenity. The assessment has been
independently verified by an independent
sunlight and daylight consultant.
See Section 15
See Section 15

The Sunlight and Daylight Report is not
based on a physical assessment of
neighbouring properties, it is based upon a
model.
Proposal would be much closer to the
neighbouring property and would physically
abut the neighbouring property where the
existing building leaves an undeveloped
gap in the form of a passageway.
The Sunlight and Daylight Assessment was
submitted without a physical assessment (in
the form of a site visit) to 114 Trinity Rise.

See Section 15

The communal garden will back on
to private gardens of 1-5 BPG, and 106-114
TR, AND there will be an open walkway at
3rd floor level that will overlook private
gardens and bedrooms of 1-5 BPG, and
106-114 T
Light spillage from access decks

See Section 15 of the report.

126 & 128 TR's gardens lie directly under
the 4 storey Hardel Walk building & will
lose all privacy due to its multiple
overlooking windows. Likewise, 4 large
extension flat roof windows at 128 TR will
enable ALL these flats to look directly down
inside this home.
The 6 balconies overlooking these TR
gardens exacerbate this overlooking &
privacy loss. 3 of them are fully open with
railings & those set back on upper elevation
do little to protect privacy
Noise from balconies. Amenity space
should be provided in the communal garden
instead of in the form of private balconies.

The 4-storey building will block sunlight to
the back rooms and gardens, which face
south- west.
The existing gardens adjacent the site enjoy
full sun in the afternoon and evening but will
be overshadowed. This is a material loss
that will have a negative impact on
residents.
Right of Light will be infringed.

See Section 15

The applicant has confirmed that
assessment of the daylight / sunlight metrics
is undertaken in specialist computer
software to enable accurate calculation and
this is the standard procedure. A detailed
measured survey was undertaken and is
referenced within our assessment. This
allows accurate modelling of the
neighbouring property and window locations
relative to the site and is much more
accurate than simple check measurements.

A lighting strategy will be secured by
condition.
See Section 15 of the report.
See Section 15 of the report.
Officers are satisfied that the distance
between the proposal and the extension at
128 (18m) is sufficient that no unacceptable
loss of privacy would occur through these
rooflights.
See Section 15 of the report.

See Section 15 of the report.
There is a policy requirement for the units to
have access to private amenity space as
well as communal amenity space.
See Section 15 of the report

See Section 15 of the report.

Rights to light is not a planning
consideration.

Building up against the flank wall will result
in a loss in the value of my property.
No assessment on impact to sunlight and
daylight of those living at 14-24 Upgrove
Manor Way. Including clerestory windows.

No details provided of the rainwater
drainage system to 24 Upgrove Manor way
which will need to be altered, including the
access into the underground system as a
result of the proposal abutting this property.
The upper windows at 14-24 Upgrove
should be included in the daylight
assessment as they could be used as
habitable rooms
Noise and air quality assessments have not
taken into account vulnerable nature of
nearby residents.
Temporary construction impacts can still
have long terms impacts.

Increased Litter

Loss of property value is not a planning
consideration.
The sunlight and daylight assessment
submitted in support of the application only
assesses the impact to the rear gardens of
Nos. 22 & 24 Upgrove Manor Way as the
properties are Broadly north of site. This was
supported by the Council’s independent
sunlight and daylight consultant who
commented in para 3.12 that “the properties
were not applicable for daylight review as
there are no windows in the flank elevation
and the small high-level ridge-line windows
facing east are anticipated to be secondary
or serving non-habitable rooms”.
See Section 15.
Rainwater drainage is building control
matter.

The clerestory windows serve staircases,
WC and bathrooms, which are not
considered to be habitable rooms for
daylight assessments.
The application is supported by air quality
and noise assessments. An Air Quality and
Dust Management Plan and Construction
Environmental Management Plan are
required by condition to manage and
mitigate the impacts of construction. These
plans will consider all relevant potential
impacts. See Section 15.
A new bin store is proposed at ground floor
level fronting trinity Rise. See Para 16.12 of
the officer’s report.

Biodiversity
Proposal will impact bats (a protected
species), toads, newts and other wildlife.
Loss of green space
Evidence of bats, toads, Great Crested
Newts and in the vicinity of the site. In
addition, Holy Trinity Church is a nesting
site for Peregrine Falcons.
A biodiversity assessment should be carried
out
Planting of new trees cannot replace the
ecosystem services of old established trees
which assist in preventing overheating,
increase permeability of soils and aid flood
defence. New trees are also more
susceptible to death in the face of changing

See Section 17
See Section 11
See Section 17

See Section 17
See Section 17

climate.
Ecological report does not mention the
overgrown garden on 7 Ropers Walk which
is highly overgrown and thus a very likely
habitat for wildlife including previously
having been a foxes den.
The bat survey conducted by Mott
Macdonald in 2017/18 appears to have
gone missing

The applicant has confirmed that this part of
the site was included in the walkover survey.
See Section 17 of the report.
Officers must determine the application on
the information that has been submitted.
This includes an ecological walkover survey
which assesses the potential for the site to
provide roosting and foraging opportunities
for bats. In addition, further measures to
protect bats are proposed by condition.
See section 17 of the report.

Secured by Design/ anti-social behaviour
Social housing unfortunately means
potential for anti-social behaviour / residents
with mental health problems. How does the
building design take this into account?
Security in communal garden, both for
residents' children, and for neighbouring
residents whose private gardens back on to
the communal garden
How will emergency services access the
building?

See Section 16 of the report.

Relocated bins will allow access into the
backyard of 126 and 128 TR and create
vermin and smells.
Proposal creates an obscured dead-end
alleyway by blocking the path passing
behind Upgrove Manor Way along the park,
raising security issues for these residents
and inviting ASB issues e.g. drug dealing,
prostitution - already significant problems in
this area.
Construction Impacts

See Section 16 of the report.

Measures set out in Noise Assessment and
Outline Construction Management plan are
not specific enough

A detailed Construction Environment
Management Plan will be secured by
condition that will require suitable sitespecific measures to be put in place.

Trinity Rise is a route for school children
attending Rosendale Primary School and
Judith Kerr Primary School.

See Section 16 of the report.

The application has been designed in
consultation with the Metropolitan Police
Service Designing Out Crime Officer who is
supportive of the proposal subject to
condition. A Fire Strategy has also been
submitted which has been assessed by the
Council’s Building Control Team and found
to be acceptable. Full assessment will take
place as part of the building control process.

See Section 16 of the report.

See Section 15 and 20
Pedestrian safety past the site will be
considered in the detailed Construction
Environment Management Plan which is
secured by condition.

Air pollution during construction in an area
where there is a high proportion of
vulnerable residents.

The Council’s Air Quality Officer has
reviewed the Air Quality Assessment and is
satisfied that air quality at the site location
will meet national Air Quality Objectives.
See section 20

Risk from asbestos which is common in
1970s buildings.
The current Homes for Lambeth
development on the Westbury estate has
resulted in at least one resident in a
neighbouring property being hospitalised
due to air pollutants during construction.

See section 20
The Council’s Air Quality Officer has
reviewed the Air Quality Assessment and is
satisfied that air quality at the site location
will meet national Air Quality Objectives.
See section 20

Air Quality Assessment uses Diffusion Tube
22 sited at 6 Hicken Rd, SW2 as a
comparator for AQA. May not represent
actual pollution concentrations.

The Council’s Air Quality Officer has
reviewed the Air Quality Assessment and is
satisfied that air quality at the site location
will meet national Air Quality Objectives.
See section 20

Construction will result in traffic, noise,
pollution and parking disruption on TR/BPG
for 1.5 years of construction phase
The proposal would have an impact on the
structural integrity of neighbouring
properties, both as a result of the
development & during its construction

See Sections 17 and 20 of the report.

No proper Construction Management Plan
has been submitted to consider impact of
construction on residents and cyclists given
the narrow width of the road.

A detailed Construction Environment
Management Plan will be secured by
condition that will require suitable sitespecific measures to be put in place.

Proposed working hours are inappropriate

Noise and dust monitoring should take
place during construction

Not safe for Trinity Rise to be used to
access the site

Structural integrity of buildings is only a
planning matter where basement
development is proposed, or a listed building
would be impacted.

See Section 17 of the report.
A detailed Construction Environment
Management Plan will be secured by
condition that will require suitable sitespecific measures to be put in place.
See Section 15 of the report.
A detailed Construction Environment
Management Plan will be secured by
condition that will require suitable sitespecific measures to be put in place.
See Sections 14 and 20 of the report.
A detailed Construction Environment
Management Plan will be secured by
condition that will require suitable sitespecific measures to be put in place.
See Section 18 of the report.

The development process will be disruptive
to residents, including those working from
home.

The construction impacts of the
development will be temporary and will be
controlled through the use of conditions.

Trinity Rise is already used by a high
number of heavy vehicles using the road as
an unregulated rat run, construction would
exacerbate this, making the route unsafe for
pedestrians and cyclists.
Concerns raised what area will be used for
storage during construction, such as the
children’s play area.

See Sections 14 and 20 of the report.
A detailed Construction Environment
Management Plan will be secured by
condition that will require suitable sitespecific measures to be put in place.
See Section 18 of the report.
Details of construction logistics and
environmental management are not
confirmed and will be secured by condition.

Infrastructure
Denser housing would mean more traffic,
more school spaces needed and increased
footfall in the park which is already very
crowded.

Officers are satisfied that the proposal would
not have an unacceptable impact on local
infrastructure given the limited scale of the
proposal.

Sustainability
There is no attempt to make the building
green or low impact

A deep refurbishment of an existing building
to EnerPHit standards can cut operational
carbon emissions - without the emissions
associated with building new. And build time
is considerably shorter meaning residents
may need relocating for shorter times

The proposed development incorporates an
energy strategy that is fully policy compliant,
meeting and exceeding the requirements of
the draft London Plan energy policies. The
Energy Strategy would achieve a reduction
in regulated CO₂ emissions of 80 per cent
against the Part L 2013 baseline,
significantly exceeding the minimum 35 per
cent on site target set out in Policy SI2 of the
LP. The remaining emissions would be
offset by a payment to the Council’s offset
fund, ensuring the development would
achieve net carbon zero as required by
policy.
See section 19 of the report.
There is no current application before
members for a deep refurbishment of the
buildings, although it is noted that this would
still require residents to move out of their
homes to allow them to dry out to resolve
existing condensation issues.
There is also no evidence to suggest that
equivalent operational carbon emissions
could be achieved through refurbishment.

Demolition will release embedded carbon
during climate crisis.

See Section 19 of the report.
Carbon would not be ‘released’ on
demolition, instead additional emissions
would come from the construction works
associated with the demolition and
construction process.
However, the operational energy of the new
building would be significantly lower than
that of the existing buildings. The applicant

has calculated this to be an improvement of
3,760kgCO2/m2 over a 60-year period when
compared to the existing dwellings. This is
due to the improved fabric specification and
the increase in efficiency of appliances in the
home.

There is no evidence of environmental
considerations, use of heat pumps, solar
panels, considerate and responsible
disposal of waste (building and later
resident consumption).
From the Energy Statement it appears the
applicant HfL would retrofit MVHR into a
poorly designed building.

These improvements to operational
efficiency will outweigh the emissions from
the demolition/construction process.
See Section 19 of the report

The MVHR system is being designed by
HfL’s consultants and will form part of the
detailed design stage for the building (which
is post planning). The energy efficiency
savings identified from the system is
secured by planning condition.
Officers are aware from other HfL schemes
that many of the built sites are actually
preforming better that initial thought at
planning stage and delivering savings once
built excess of the savings identified in the
Energy Strategies.

Applicant has to pay a substantial "fee" for
not being carbon neutral.

Policy SI2 of the LP requires all major
development to achieve net zero-carbon.
The policy requires a minimum on-site
reduction in regulated CO₂ against the Part
L 2013 baseline saving of 35 per cent and
allows for the shortfall to be made up by a
contribution towards the Council’s carbon
off-set fund to make up the difference to 100
per cent. The application significantly
exceeds the 35 per cent target and a carbon
off-set payment of £15,960 is payable.
See Section 19 of the report.

The Urban Greening Factor (UGF)
calculation. They have included the strip of
existing plants that goes along Hardel Walk
and the fence of a Trinity Rise property,
although it is outside of the curtilage of the
site.
The revised Urban Green Factor calculation
is still incorrect. It should not include the
small area for the relocation of the
communal bins as these communal bins are
for the exclusive use of the Cressingham
Gardens residents and not for the residents
in the proposed new development, who will
be required to use the facility near the front

The proposal has been amended so that a
UGF of 0.4 is be achieved on site.

The area where the bins are to be relocated
along Hardel Walk is in included within the
red line boundary of the site. The footpath
behind 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way is not.
Officers are satisfied that the UGF has been
calculated on the basis of the areas within
the red line of the site.

entrance on Trinity Rise. This is an offsite
provision.
The UGF has been calculated incorrectly.
The landscaping drawings need to be
updated to reflect the adjusted calculation.

The UGF calculation is considered accurate
but is indicative subject to landscaping
details being secured by condition. The
landscaping details will need to show how
the UGF value has been achieved.

Part of the communal garden will not
receive sunlight and it is unclear how it will
be planted and contribute to the UGF.

The planting scheme will take into account
light conditions to ensure the species
planted is suited to shaded areas.

The Overheating report has omitted any
assessment on a number of the flats in the
development. For example, it has no
assessment has been done an assessment
of the 1B2P flat on the first floor which will
also be suffering from single aspect. It is
particularly important that all flats are
assessed in light that a number are already
according to the report failing on even the
lowest DSY1 level.
Concern was raised in relation to the Whole
Lifecycle Calculation, Energy Strategy and
operational carbon calculations submitted in
support of the application.
Affordable Housing/Viability

The two single aspect units have been
assessed in accordance with Policy D6 of
the LP and achieve acceptable level of
overheating risk under the DSY1, DSY 2 and
DSY 3 scenarios, according to the CIBSE
TM59 criteria.

The planned proposal is for 100 per cent
"affordable" housing. This is in stark
contrast to HFL's scheme at Hydethorpe
Road, which only provides 12.5 per cent
social housing and 28.5 per cent shared
ownership. It is clear that Lambeth are
proposing 100 per cent "affordable" housing
for this scheme (despite it being more
expensive to build than Hydethorpe Road)
as a political manoeuvre as they know that
this scheme is so controversial and is not
wanted by the community. This is a breach
of the Nolan principles, which requires that
decisions are made on an objective basis.

The application site at Hydethorpe Road
followed a threshold approach to affordable
housing as set out in Policy H5 of the LP.
This set out a requirement for 50 per cent of
homes on public sector land to be delivered
as affordable housing, subject to viability.

Scheme should deliver more affordable
housing

The scheme delivers 100 per cent affordable
housing. 70 per cent of which is proposed as
social rent housing.

Proposal artificially sub-dividing the wider
regeneration of the estate. Whilst this phase
claims to be 100 per cent affordable, other
phases will have to breach Lambeth's policy
in order to subsidise this phase. This
approach is also a breach of national policy
which forbids this kind
of approach.
No financial viability assessment has been
submitted as the scheme is 100 per cent
affordable. However, as the development is

Any future planning applications relating to a
wider site will be determined on its own
merits in accordance with the development
plan and relevant material considerations.

See Section 19 of the report.

See Section 19

The present scheme is proposing to deliver
100 per cent affordable housing in a policy
compliant tenure mix. It is for Members to
consider the planning merits of the proposal,
including the weight to be attached to the
nature and amount of affordable housing
proposed to be delivered.

See paras 8.12 to 8.18

See paras 8.22 to 8.23.

being underwritten by taxpayers, a report
should still be produced showing the
sources of funding and whether the whether
the development will pay for itself. There is
a high financial risk to the council.
The scheme offers just 3 extra homes at
council rent levels.

The Council rents will rise 20-25 per cent.

Shared ownership properties are not
genuinely affordable to existing residents
who as a result would be displaced from
their homes and community. Similar shared
ownership schemes require minimum £50k
household income (median household
income in Tulse Hill ward is £29k) - and
Shared ownership is a poor deal for
homeowners as they are forced to pay
mortgages, 100 per cent service charges
and rent.

There is no "Key Guarantee" that after an
initial 3-5 yr period, that Council-level rents
won't be discarded, as happens so often
with private landlords such as Housing
Associations”
Far from improving housing and the area,
the main outcome is likely to be pricing out
people who have lived there happily for
many years and contributed to a wonderful
community.
Policy H8 of the London Plan, states
development should not be permitted
unless it is replaced by an equivalent
amount of affordable housing floorspace.
Proposal not compliant with both part A and
part E of Policy H8 as the scheme provides
an increase of 12 affordable units, 26
habitable rooms and 1,052.3 sqm of
affordable housing floorspace.
I do not like to see all the shared ownership
built on best land viewing toward Brockwell
Park and all the social housing built on the
less desirable land toward the main road
and near Tesco.

There are 8 existing social rented homes at
the site. The scheme would deliver 14 social
rented homes, an uplift of 6 units of that
tenure type and 1,111.6sqm of affordable
housing floorspace.
See section 11
Rents for the low cost rented units will be in
accordance with the Council’s Tenancy
Strategy
The scheme is fully policy compliant in that it
delivers 100 per cent affordable housing with
a tenure mix of 70 per cent social rent and
30 per cent affordable housing.
Six of the proposed units would be shared
ownership units, which is defined in the
NPPF and the London Plan as a form of
affordable housing. Eligibility for acquisition
of a shared ownership unit is subject to
household annual income caps set by the
Mayor and the Mayor’s standard
requirements for accompanying section 106
agreements include additional affordability
provisions for this type of unit.
See Section 11 of the report.
The social rented tenure of the housing
would be secured by a s106 agreement for
the lifetime of the development.
See Section 11 of the report.
The scheme is proposing 100 per cent
affordable housing.
See Section 11 of the report
See Section 11 of the report in relation to
policy H8.

See Section 13 of the report.

The majority of units on Ropers Walk are
occupied, not vacant.
Only two properties are privately owned
under leasehold or freehold.

As set out in Para. 1.6, eight of the 12 units
were previously occupied as social housing at
Council rent level levels, while the remaining
four dwellings were privately owned
properties.

The properties that the council have bought
back are being used as temporary
accommodation and should be counted as
social housing. Therefore, there are ten
social housing units on site.

Most units are no longer occupied by the
original tenant/occupier. Some units are
being used for temporary accommodation
however these are not occupied on social
rent terms.

Concerns are raised over the viability of the
development and any future redevelopment
of the wider estate.

There is no planning requirement for the
affordable housing delivered at the
application site to be considered in the
context of the viability of the wider estate
programme. Only the viability of the proposed
development in terms of affordable housing
provision can be considered and a policy
compliant level of affordable housing would
be provided.

Lambeth Plan Policy H4(b) requires the size
mix of accommodation provided through
estate regeneration and housing for specific
community needs to be dependent upon the
existing mix and the particular needs of both
existing and prospective future residents,
and the needs of the intended occupiers of
specialist housing. No analysis of need has
been undertaken.
Transport

The proposed development is not an estate
regeneration scheme. The proposed housing
mix is discussed in Section 11.

Proposal will increase parking stress

See Section 18 of the report.

Existing Cressingham residents moving into
the block would be granted resident permits
for on-street parking, and provision for new
residents could change in the future,
meaning greater impact on TR/BPG
residents' ability to park
Development should make provision on site
for disabled bays and not result in the loss
of 2 existing bays. The disabled 2 spaces
will also be public, not assured for the
disabled residents of the new flats.
The existing car park is in operation and the
Council currently collects rent for
the lock-up garage inside the car park area.
There is one lock up garage in Ropers Walk
and one household is allowed to park in the
area. The Application Form does not reflect
this and should reflect the number of
marked out car spaces.
The distance of train stations set out in the
Planning Statement is inaccurate. The
closest station to walk to is Tulse Hill.
The closure of one of the exits from

See Section 18 of the report.

See Section 18 of the report.

The applicant states in the Planning
Statement that the existing car parking is not
utilised. Officers do not consider that there
will be a loss of car parking.
See Section 18 of the report.

See Section 18 of the report.

The proposal would not result in changes to

the access road could result in there being
accidents.
The existing garages are not able to be
used for parking unless a resident rents a
lock up garage.
The development is not truly car-free as
existing residents will retain their parking
permits and new residents will increase
parking stress.

the carriageway of Hardel Walk.

The path that goes from Ropers Walk and
behind Upgrove Manor Way is a public
footpath and public right of way. The
proposed development blocks this footpath
completely.
The location of the bin store and collection
area on Hardel Walk hinders pedestrian
movements and access, including drop offs
from vehicles.

The route through to Brockwell Park creates
a risk of anti-social behaviour and this risk
has been addressed in the proposed design.
See section 15

Not acceptable to block of access to the
rear of houses at 12-24 Upgrove Manor
Way as residents use this to access their
gardens.
Archaeology

Residents of this terrace will be provided
with fob access keys to gain access to this
area

Proposal fails to properly consider the
possibility of Saxon archaeological remains.

The application has been assessed by
Historic England’s Greater London
Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS)
and they conclude that while there is
archaeological potential associated with the
whole estate, this specific application site
does not contain any discernible
archaeological interest. No further
assessment or conditions are therefore
necessary.

See Section 18 of the report

New residents would be restricted form
gaining parking permits

The bin storage area occupies a limited area
of the highway and does not occupy an area
of continuous footway. It would not obstruct
pedestrian or vehicle access.

Waste
Proposing a mix of communal and individual
bins would result on additional heavy traffic
in one-way street. Residents would need to
lift full bins up steps, which they are unlikely
to do meaning that bins will be left in the
street.
There should be no individual bins.
Health and wellbeing

See section 18 of the report.

There are children with health issues living
in close proximity to the site. Dust from the
development will be highly dangerous.
There is also an autistic child who is
sensitive to noise.
Brockwell Park had to be closed during
lockdown as too many people rely on the
open space. Introducing more residents will
make this worse. Need to consider the
families who will be trapped in their
apartments when Lambeth has to close the

An Air Quality Assessment has been
submitted and reviewed by the Council’s Air
Quality officer who is satisfied that the
impacts of the proposal can be adequately
controlled through conditions.
All units will have access to private and
communal amenity space.
Officers are satisfied that the proposal would
not have an unacceptable impact on local
infrastructure.

park because there are too many people
around for it to be used safely.
Trees
Loss of 4 mature trees

See Section 17 of the report.

Planting of new trees cannot replace the
ecosystem services of old established trees
which assist in preventing overheating,
increase permeability of soils and aid flood
defence. New trees are also more
susceptible to death in the face of changing
climate.
There are no TPOs on any of the trees on
Cressingham Gardens so the trees are not
subject to protection
Tree to be lost is an English Oak, not a
Turkey Oak
Missing tree survey undertaken by Mott
Macdonald

See Section 17 of the report.

The applicant arboriculturalist's assessment
has errors

The trees on-site soften the effect of the
built environment, add to the 'maturity' of the
development and have high amenity value.
This value should be given more weight
The trees could be included in the
expanded BPCA and therefore would be
protected
The tree could be considered suitable for
protection by a TPO and therefore should
be protected and subsequently assessed as
a protected tree in the planning assessment

See Section 17 of the report.

See Section 17 of the report.
Officers must determine the application on
the information that has been submitted.
This includes a Tree Assessment carried out
by SJA trees which was assessed by the
Council’s Tree officers on the basis of their
own surveys.
The corrections are set out in Section 15 of
the officer’s report and the assessment is
based on the council’s arboriculturalist’s
findings.
See section 17

The site is not within the BPCA. The trees
have been assessed for their amenity value,
see Section 17.
Policy Q10 requires the amenity, historic,
ecological/habitat value of a tree to be
considered regardless of whether it is
protected by a TPO. Trees are
acknowledged to be of value but their
removal in this instance is considered
justified. See section 17

Ecology
Determination of the application should be
delayed to allow for a survey of Bufo bufo
(i.e common toad).

An ecological report was submitted in support
of the application that included details of a site
walkover undertaken when amphibians would
have been active. The applicant has confirmed
that no species of amphibians were recorded
during the survey, despite any natural/artificial
refugia being lifted, and that the small,
overgrown garden area on the east of the site
was included in the walkover, with no
amphibians recorded.
The Council’s Ecologist has assessed the
report and confirmed that he is satisfied with

The estate is a site of toad migration

the mitigation measures identified in the report
which are secured through condition 30.
The toad migration route does not cross the
application site

Fire Safety
The proposed bin store does not follow
building regulations

The Council’s Building Control team have
carried out an assessment of the proposal
and
are satisfied with the proposed fire strategy.
A detailed building regulations assessment
of fire safety will take place at detailed
design stage.

Other
Planning Statement makes refence to
employment floorspace in para 5.53. What
employment floorspace is being proposed?

8.26

No employment floorspace is proposed on
site.

A summary of supportive comments is set out below:
Support
Exiting buildings
Welcome the replacement of existing tired and
inefficient development
Design
The design is modern and attractive, with high
quality materials proposed
Sustainability
Pleased to see 'a commitment to energy
efficient design'. Cressingham Gardens was
designed and built at a time when climate
change and energy efficiency were not matters
of concern. The existing properties are not well
insulated, resulting in heat loss in the winter
and being uncomfortably hot in the middle of
summer. There are also problems with
condensation and sooty mould.
The new design will provide homes that are
cheaper to heat and cool (hopefully without
reliance on gas). This would lead to
environmental benefits, and financial benefits
for those living in the properties.
Affordable Housing
Proposal would triple (from 524m2 to 1576m2)
the affordable accommodation on the site. This
is exactly what we need in Lambeth, given the
desperate shortage of housing that local
residents can afford to rent or buy. Without
schemes such as this, our children will be
priced out of the Borough.

Accessibility
Proposal be far more accessible than
currently.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Transport
Welcome the demolition of the existing carparking - which is an eye sore, and not needed
given the climate emergency
Landscaping and urban greening
The landscape improvements, and particularly
the new planting, will greatly enhance what is
currently a dreary environment.
Existing Residents
I really like what you've thought to replace the
run down and hard to use area of the estate
8.27

Noted.

Noted.

Whilst this is not a planning consideration,
existing property owners on the site are

An objection was received from Cllr Elliot, Ward Member for Gipsy Hill in response to the first consultation. A
summary of the points raised and the officer response is provided below:
Comment

Officer Response

Support all material objections made so far

Noted.

The development is 'salami slicing' a larger
development

As noted in the objection there is currently
no wider masterplan. See paras 8.12 to
8.18.

The prospect of redevelopment has been harmful
for residents

HfL have measures to support residents
during this process.

Demolition and redevelopment is not supported by HfL's decision making process is set out
residents
in paras. 8.12 to 8.18
No formal ballot has taken place for the
redevelopment of the estate

A ballot is required by any landlord seeking
GLA funding for estate regeneration projects
which involve the demolition of social
homes.
This is relevant to projects that will deliver
the construction of 150 or more homes
and is only relevant where GLA funding is
being sought. It is therefore not relevant
to the determination of an application of
this size and only relevant to project
where the applicant intends to apply for
GLA funding.

8.28

The financial risks of the HfL programme have not
been considered

See paras 8.22 and 8.23.

Refurbishment would be more energy efficient

Members must determine the application
before them. The proposed development
complies with sustainability policies. See
section 19.

Development would destroy animal habitat

See section 17

The development will not deliver council housing

The development will deliver 14 social
rented homes.

An objection was received from Helen Hayes MP for Dulwich and West Norwood in response to the first
consultation raising the following concerns on behalf of a constituent:






8.29

An objection was received from Bell Ribeiro-Addy MP for Streatham in response to the first consultation raising
the following concerns on behalf of constituent:












8.30

It will set a precedent for the redevelopment of the whole estate
Loss of lights
Disruption from construction work
Increased noise
Increased parking congestion

Loss of daylight to garden and rooms
Overlooking
Noise from the balconies
The proposal is out of keeping with surroundings and the Brockwell Park Conservation Area
Cressingham Gardens is architectural and historic interest and should be included in the conservation
area
The proposal is of poor deign
Increased anti-social behaviour
Loss of trees
Disruption from construction
Increase congestion
Poor air quality

These points have been raised by other objectors and officers’ responses are provided in the tables above and
throughout the officer assessment in this report.
Objection from freeholder

8.31

An objection was received on behalf of a resident with a freehold interest in the site. The objection argues that
the proposed development breaches a number of rights:
 The right to peaceful enjoyment of property, contrary to Article 1 Protocol 1 of the European
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)
 The right to respect for private and family life contrary to Article 8 of the ECHR

8.32

The objection argues that these rights are breached disproportionately for the reasons below.
Points of objection
The resident was not consulted on the scheme
The Council did not act on its Key Guarantee 6
which states “If you choose to stay on your current
estate, you will be able to get involved in the
design of the new homes and the estate as a
whole and influence decisions around the phasing
of building new homes and the construction works”
The resident does not have access to the internet
and the Council did not provide a non-technical
means to respond to the consultation The development does not carry sufficient
planning merit to outweigh the loss of the
resident’s home
The development lacks a masterplan, conflicts
with planning policies Q2, Q6, Q7 and Q10 and
lacks an environmental impact assessment,
viability assessment and assessment of the impact
on Brockwell Park Conservation Area
The design does not allow neighbours to monitor

Officer response
See paras 8.5 to 8.11
Key Guarantee 7 applies when a resident has
confirmed that they wish to return to the
development

See paras 8.5 to 8.11

See section 25 for a summary of the planning
merits
See paras. 8.5 to 8.18 and Section 12

The units will have public facing windows that can

vulnerable residents by restricting ability for
neighbours to knock or speak through windows –
Inadequate compensation in respect of the
resident’s age, health and care needs
The resident cannot reasonably relocate to the
redevelopment or away from the estate
The resident would be deprived of a support
network

be opened
See section 24
See section 24
See section 24

8.33

The objection also argues that the development breaches the public sector equality duty under s149 of the
Equality Act and takes no account of rights of elderly residents and home-owners thereby breaching Article 14
of the ECHR.

8.34

A detailed officer response to this objection is set out in Section 24.

9

POLICIES

9.1

Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 states that in dealing with an application for planning
permission the local planning authority shall have regard to (amongst other things) the provisions of the
development plan, so far as material to the application. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 requires planning decisions to be made in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise. The development plan in Lambeth is the London Plan (2021)
(hereon referred to as the LP), the Lambeth Local Plan (September 2021) (hereon referred to as the LLP) and
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Development Plan (2019) (hereon referred to as the SoWNDP).

9.2

The latest NPPF was first published in 2012, revised in 2018 and updated in 2019 and 2021. 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.

9.3

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.

10

ASSESSMENT

11

Land Use
Existing use – Affordable Housing

11.1

The existing site comprises 12 self-contained residential units (Use Class C3). Currently, all but four of the
units are vacant awaiting redevelopment. 8 of the 12 units were previously occupied as social housing at
Council rent level levels, while the remaining four dwellings were privately owned properties.
Proposed use – residential (use class C3)

11.2

The proposal comprises 20 residential units in use class C3.
Residential use – assessment

11.3

The Lambeth Housing Strategy 2017 highlights that whilst Lambeth has exceeded its housing targets as set
out in the London Plan, changes in government policy have seen too few social and affordable homes built
across London and a growing need for affordable housing for people on local authority waiting lists and in
housing need such as overcrowded accommodation.

11.4

LLP Policy H1 seeks to maximise the supply of additional homes in the borough in line with the LP.

11.5

Policy H1 of the LP sets out the Mayor’s approach to increasing housing supply, with a particular focus on
brownfield sites, accessible sites, surplus sites owned by public sector bodies and industrial sites considered
under Policy E7 for intensification or co-location. A target of 13,350 new homes per annum over a ten-year
period (Table 4.1 of the LP) is proposed within Lambeth.
Provision of affordable housing

11.6

The proposed development would replace the existing 12 units, of which 8 are affordable, with 20 affordable
units. This uplift in provision is supported by LLP Policy H1, which seeks to maximise the supply of additional
homes in the Borough.

11.7

LLP Policy H2 states that the Council will seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing in
individual schemes. The Policy sets a target of 50 per cent where public subsidy is available (such as
development on public land) and tenure mix target of 70 per cent low cost rent and 30 per cent intermediate.

11.8

London Plan Policy H5 sets a target of 35 per cent or 50 per cent on public sector land. Developments which
meet the relevant threshold and meet all other policy requirements may follow the ‘Fast Track Route’ and not
be viability tested. Policy H6 sets a target tenure split that when applied to Lambeth, this reflects the 70:30 low
cost rent to intermediate target set by Policy H2 of the Lambeth Local Plan.

11.9

The proposed development would provide 100 per cent affordable housing of which 70 per cent by unit would
be low cost rented housing (social rent) and 30 per cent (shared ownership). This meets the requirements of
LLP Policy H2 and LP Policies H5 and H6 and the scheme does not require viability testing.
Replacement of existing affordable housing

11.10

The proposed development does not form part of a wider estate redevelopment scheme. However, Policy H8
of the LP states that any loss of existing housing should be replaced at existing or higher densities with at least
the equivalent level of overall floorspace.

11.11

In terms of floorspace, the Revised Planning Statement submitted in support of the application confirms that
there are 8 existing affordable units on the site providing 524sqm (and 44 habitable rooms) of social rent
tenure floorspace. The proposal would result in these being demolished and would provide 20 affordable units,
delivering 1,567.3sqm of affordable floorspace (70 habitable rooms). Of the replacement affordable floorspace,
1,111.6sqm (49 habitable rooms) would be secured as social rent and 464.7sqm (21 habitable Rooms) would
be secured as shared ownership.

11.12

Policy H8 sets out three further requirements (C, D and E) which apply to the demolition and replacement of
affordable housing. Part C states that the alternative options should be considered first, balancing the potential
benefits of demolition and rebuilding of homes against the wider social and environmental impacts. The
alternative to the proposed redevelopment would be the refurbishment of the existing properties.
Refurbishment could address the existing poor condition of these properties, but it would not address their
poor accessibility. These units have stair access and some units have stairs internally making them
inaccessible to wheelchair users and those less ambulant. The site also has significant level changes which
means the footway along Hardel Walk also has stairs. These can only be avoided by using the road, which is
unsafe and unpleasant. Therefore, redevelopment is required to address this issue but it would allow for an
uplift in units overall, including an uplift in affordable housing. It would also allow for improvements to the public
realm, the provision of good quality communal amenity space and the provision of housing that meets current
sustainability standards.

11.13

The Cressingham Gardens People’s Plan proposes to address the accessibility issue by using stair lifts and
home swaps between those who can and cannot use stairs. These solutions are not proven and they would
not improve access in the public realm along Hardel Walk. The People’s Plan also does propose any additional
homes on this site. It is therefore considered that redevelopment as proposed would result in a better social
and environmental impact than refurbishment.

11.14

Part D requires that demolition of affordable housing should not be permitted unless it is replaced by an
equivalent amount of affordable housing floorspace. As stated above, the development would result in an
increase in affordable housing floorspace. Part D also states that affordable housing that is replacing social
rent housing must be provided as social rent housing where it is facilitating a right of return for existing tenants.
Where affordable housing that is replacing social rent housing is not facilitating a right of return, it may be
provided as either social rent or London Affordable Rent housing. All the proposed housing that is replacing
the previous units let at Council rents is to be provided as social rented housing and not at London Affordable
Rent.

11.15

Part E states that all development proposals that include the demolition and replacement of affordable housing
are required to follow the Viability Tested Route in order to seek an uplift in affordable housing. As stated
above, the development provides 100 per cent affordable housing in a policy compliant tenure split of 70:30
low cost rent to intermediate. This is in full compliance with planning policy and the provision of affordable
could not be improved by viability testing. Therefore, viability testing is not required in this instance.

11.16

A scheme to which the policy applies should seek to provide an uplift in affordable housing in addition to the
replacement affordable housing floorspace. (Policy H8(D)). It should provide an uplift in the number of
affordable housing units wherever possible (see Policy H8(E)). It also states that all proposals are required to
and follow the Viability Tested Route under LP Policy H8(E).

11.17

As regards limb E of Policy H8, the scheme is proposing to deliver 100 per cent affordable housing in a tenure
mix that meets (in terms of both units and habitable rooms) the Council’s policy requirements in LLP Policy H2
of 70 per cent (on a unit basis) at Council rent levels and 30 per cent shared ownership. The provision of
different affordable housing tenures is consistent with the London Plan policy for delivery of mixed and
balanced communities at LP Policy GG4. Seeking a greater proportion of Council rent level units than is
required under Policy H2 would not be consistent with the other objective of London Plan policy, which is to
ensure that a range of different types of affordable home are brought forward.

11.18

The Viability Tested Route as developed by the Mayor is directed at schemes that at the outset are delivering
less than the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and where the scheme’s performance may
improve over time with the result that a surplus, or an increased surplus, may become available to be applied
towards the provision of affordable housing.

11.19

In the case of this application, because of the quantum and nature of affordable housing that is proposed at the
outset of the scheme, there is not considered to be any requirement in policy terms for the submission of
financial viability information.

11.20

It is noted that some objectors have raised the issue of the need for financial disclosure as a means of
verifying whether the scheme represents value for money for the taxpayer. The issue in planning terms,
however, is whether financial viability information is required for the purposes of applying planning policy. In
officers’ view, for the reasons set out earlier in the report, there is no basis in planning terms for requiring an
application that is delivering at the outset 100 per cent affordable housing in a policy compliant tenure mix to
have to submit viability information, because the purpose to which such information would be put in planning
terms is not engaged in that situation. The scheme is already delivering at the outset what is required of it in
policy terms.
Loss of Estate amenity land

11.21

The existing site includes approximately 100sqm of estate amenity land (see Figure 28 below). The existing
open space currently comprises a grassed area, pathway, and a mature oak tree. It is not clear from the layout
who the space is meant to serve, and it appears underutilised.
Figure 28 - Amenity Estate Land to the north of the site

11.22

The proposed redevelopment would result in the provision of 324.6sqm of amenity space in the form of a high
quality landscaped communal garden measuring 166sqm (and including 74.4sqm of play space) to the rear of
the site and all of the proposed units would have access to private amenity spaces in the form of balconies,
terraces or patios totalling 158.4sqm.

11.23

The proposed development will deliver 20 new dwellings, an uplift of 8 dwellings, to replace the existing
dwellings, which are not accessible or adaptable and do not achieve modern housing standards. However, the
layout of the proposed development means that 100sqm of housing estate amenity land would be developed.

11.24

Part (a) of Policy EN1 of the LLP protects open space from development unless at least one of three tests are
met, in this case the relevant test is:
“(ii) In the case of housing estate amenity areas, significant regeneration and community
benefits would be achieved that could not be achieved in any other way, and appropriate
compensatory provision for the loss of open space is made, including improvements to the
quality of the remaining open space.”

11.25

The current Ropers Walk building comprises 520sqm of affordable floorspace and the proposal would reprovide this existing floorspace in a much improved form and deliver an uplift of 1,112sqm (6 units) of social
rented floorspace (including 5 family units) and 464.7sqm (6 units) of shared ownership floorspace.

11.26

The new building would be attractive and highly energy efficient (See Sections 12 and 19 of this report). The
design seeks to improve the existing entrance to Hardel Walk off Trinity Rise which is narrow and un-inviting
as a result of its car dominated design and the blank nature of the adjoining façades. The proposal would
improve pedestrian safety by widening the footway and improve feelings of security and visual amenity by
creating a more active frontage and delivering new, high quality public realm. The proposal reduces
overlooking between units across the existing access walkway and addresses overshadowing between the two
blocks, improving residential amenity. Setting the building back from Hardel Walk allows the introduction of
landscaping to improve accessibly and ensures that all units will have level access, ensuring the development
is inclusive, a major failing of the existing design. All units will provide a good quality of accommodation with
more usable amenity space and will be designed to be adaptable, ensuring that residents can remain in their
homes as they age or as their needs change. These improvements to the public realm and the high quality of
the proposed housing are considered to be the “significant regeneration and community benefits” that can be
weighed against a loss of estate amenity land under Policy EN1(a)(ii) .

11.27

The layout of the proposed development is a response to the constraints of the site which include its location
near a number of heritage assets and the need to respect neighbouring amenity.

11.28

The proposed layout:


Allows for the height of the proposal to be minimised, minimising harm to the character of the area,
ensuring that the development protects the setting of nearby heritage assets and the amenity of

nearby residents (see section 12 and 15);


Allows for identified security issues surrounding the entrance to 7 Ropers Walk and the lack of natural
surveillance or ownership of the existing estate amenity land to be addressed (see Section 16);



Enables the creation of a legible terrace of dwellings and strong building line along Hardel Walk (see
Section 11).

11.29

An alternative layout retaining the estate amenity space would not deliver the same quantum of development
without causing unacceptable townscape and heritage impacts. Retaining the estate amenity space would
reduce the building’s footprint and therefore would require an increase in building height towards the southern
side of the site. Retaining the footprint of the existing buildings (two parallel blocks) would further constrain the
building and require a greater increase in height to provide the same amount of development. An increase in
height would have a negative impact on the townscape on Trinity Rise as well as the settings of the Holy
Trinity Church, Brockwell Park Conservation Area and Brockwell Park as a listed park potentially resulting in
harm to these designated heritage assets where the current proposal is considered to cause none.

11.30

There are security issues with the existing amenity space and the passageway behind 14-24 Upgrove Manor
Way (see Section 16). Retaining the amenity space would not address these issues as the problematic
through route would be retained.

11.31

Retaining the estate amenity space would also prevent the creation of continuous and consistent frontage
along Hardel Walk. As noted above, Hardel Walk is narrow, uninviting and car dominated. Without the
developable area provided by the amenity space, the building footprint would be squeezed and its building line
would need to come forward. This would preclude the provision of the generous footway that the proposal
would provide.

11.32

The proposed site layout allows for a generous and regularly shaped external amenity space. The smaller site
area that would be required in order to retain the estate amenity space would reduce the external amenity
space for the residents of the new building.

11.33

Addressing the impacts that would result from retaining estate amenity space would require a reduction in
development quantum. As all units within the scheme are affordable units, any reduction the size of the
development would mean a reduction of affordable units and a diminished public benefit.

11.34

Officers are satisfied therefore that the benefits of this proposal could not be delivered in any other way .

Figure 29 – Aerial image showing alternative area for off-site public realm improvements (shaded yellow)

11.35

The second requirement of (a)(ii) is that appropriate compensatory provision is made including improvements
to the quality of the remaining open space. The applicant proposes to compensate for the loss of the estate
amenity space by improving the quality of the remaining open space on site whilst also providing off-site
improvements. The proposal includes the provision of communal amenity space to the rear of the site that
measures 166sqm. This space would feature high quality landscaping as set out in Section 17 of this report
which will incorporate improvements to amenity and biodiversity and play provision (see section 14 of this
report).

11.36

In order to secure the above, a condition would be imposed requiring 166sqm of communal amenity space to
be retained for the lifetime of the development. The details of the hard and soft landscaping along with a
management and maintenance plan would also be secured.

11.37

In addition to the on-site improvements, a Grampian planning condition would be secured requiring a s106
agreement to be entered into once the land has transferred from the Council to Homes for Lambeth. The s106
agreement will secure enhancements to an area of estate amenity land in close proximity to the site area.

11.38

The applicant has provided indicative details of improvements that could be carried out to the amenity land
fronting 2-12 Upgrove Manor Way in a document titled ‘Public Ream Enhancement – Landscape Proposal
Trinity Rise (prepared by Churchman Thornhill Finch, dated November 2020)’.

11.39

A Grampian condition would be imposed requiring a s106 agreement to be entered into, the heads of terms of
which have been agreed with the applicant. This would secure the improvements referenced in the submitted
landscaping enhancement document or a suitable alterative scheme.

Figure 30 - Proposed landscape improvements (Source ‘Public Ream Enhancement – Landscape Proposal
Trinity Rise (prepared by Churchman Thornhill Finch, dated November 2020)

11.40

The scheme to provide compensatory provision in accordance with policy EN1 would be required to be
delivered prior to the occupation of the proposed development, pursuant to a planning obligation to be secured
via Grampian condition). The obligation would require:


A final scheme to be submitted and approved by the Council. Separate planning consent maybe
required for the agreed scheme

The delivery of improvements to an area of not less than 100sqm;

The proposed improvement should deliver measures set out below or measures of an equivalent
monetary value :
 the planting of 3 new trees;
 a scheme of lighting;
 80sqm of resin bound gravel with aluminium edging,
 280sqm of groundcover/herbaceous planting;
 2 items of feature/bench hardwood seating (5m and 8m long),
 6 play features to a value of not less than £9,801;
 Installation of 2 x bird boxes, bat boxes and bug hotels;
 A landscape management and maintenance plan for the off-site land to be submitted approved, and
 A cascade obligation that, if within a certain period the land to be improved is required as part of a
redevelopment for the wider estate, enables the applicant to deliver the improvement in an alternative way,
either in a different location or through a financial contribution
11.41

The Council’s Ecological Compliance Officer has noted that officers would be minded to accept the loss of the
current small and underused areas of open land within the application site provided there is a commitment,
secured by planning condition, to provide not just significantly improved and high quality areas of open spaces
within and around the new development, but also suitable mitigation land as close to the site as possible and
the quality a high quality landscaping scheme that delivers both amenity and ecological benefits.

11.42

Furthermore, conditions are recommended to secure the submitted landscaping plans for the proposed
amenity space within the red line of the site which should also be developed in greater detail in terms of
content, layout and maintenance to ensure the benefits to the new residents are secured in the long term.
Appropriate conditions are therefore recommended to effectively secure the quantum of the amenity space for
the lifetime of the development; the quality of the landscaping proposals; and the functions of this space as
well as a management plan (to be secured for the lifetime of the development). This would ensure these
benefits are maintained for the lifetime of the development and the requirements of LLP Policy EN1 are met.

11.43

Subject to the conditions described above, the estate amenity improvements at land fronting 2-12 Upgrove
Manor Way would be considered sufficient along with the improvements proposed on site to improve the
quality of open space to mitigate against the loss of estate amenity land required for the development. The
proposal would therefore comply with LLP Policy EN1(a).
Open Space Deficiency

11.44

It is noted that the site is located in an area of open space deficiency. LLP EN1 (d)(ii) states the Council will
increase the quantity of open space and green infrastructure in the borough through:
Requiring major development in areas of open space deficiency and/or in areas of access
to nature deficiency to provide new on-site open space/access to nature improvements.
Where the development proposal includes residential units, this new open space should
be in addition to the external amenity space requirements in Local Plan policy H5. Where
it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council that new on-site open space provision
or access to nature improvements would not be feasible and/or effective, a payment in
lieu will be sought as a planning obligation to enable the provision of new open space or
improvements to the accessibility of existing public open space in the vicinity of the
development, including their nature conservation and biodiversity value. Planning
obligations will also be sought towards management and maintenance of new or
improved open space.

11.45

There is a loss of open space (estate amenity space) as a result of the development as noted at in paras 11.23
to 113.4 above. The improvements to the retained space on site, when viewed alongside the improvements
planned in the immediate vicinity of the site fronting 2-12 Upgrove Manor Way (as set out above) are
considered to mitigate the site’s inability to increase open space by improving on the quality, useability and
function, along with the biodiversity and ecology improvements, of the retained on-site communal amenity
space and improved adjacent estate amenity land.
Conclusion in relation to provision of amenity space

11.46

Overall, the combination of proposed improvements to on and off-site amenity space is considered to
contribute greater value than the existing space, as a result of the nature and location of both spaces which
provide enhanced value for any future occupants of the development and the rest of the Cressingham Gardens
Estate. It is considered that these benefits overcome the concerns about open space deficiency. The
proposals comply with LLP Policy EN1 (a)(i) and (d)(ii) subject to the condition secured requiring full details of
the on-site landscaping to be submitted and approved by the Council, and the planning obligations to provide
improvements at the land at fronting 2-12 Upgrove Manor Way (see heads of terms in condition 45).
Density

11.47

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. In deciding
whether or not a proposal is the most appropriate form of development, Part B of the policy takes the
following into account:
o

Form and layout (buildings and spaces which respond to locally distinctive forms,
encouraging active travel and facilitating efficient servicing and delivery) (See sections
12 and 18 of this report)

o

Experience (good quality accommodation, safe and secure environments, and
active frontages onto the public realm) (See sections 14 and 16 of this report)

o

Quality and character (respond to the existing character, high quality architecture and
high sustainability standards) (see sections 12 and 19 of this report)

11.48

Overall, officers are satisfied that the proposal would optimise development on the site in a form which is
appropriate and corresponds with the above requirements, which are assessed in further detail within the
appropriate sections of this report.
Dwelling Mix

11.49

The table (No.1) below sets out the relevant housing mix requirements against LLP Policy H4
in relation to low-cost rented housing. This is shown against the dwelling mix of the proposal.
Table 2 – Dwelling Size Mix
Planning policy
LLP Policy H4 (2021) (low cost rented)




1-bed units- Not more than 25 per cent
2-bed units- 20-60 per cent
3-bed+ units- Up to 30 per cent

Proposal
Low cost rented affordable housing




1-bed units – 3 (21 per
cent)
2-bed units – 6 (42 per
cent)
3-bed+ units –5 (35 per
cent)

11.50

As shown in Table 2 above, the scheme provides more than the required number of 3-bed low cost rented
homes. It is argued in the Planning Statement submitted in support of the scheme that the focus of this
proposal on 3-bedroom properties within the council rented tenure responds to a local need within the
Cressingham Gardens Estate. Paragraph 5.21 of the Local Plan sets out that the dwelling mix
requirements of Policy H4 need not be rigidly applied and in assessing against this requirement the
following matters may be considered: individual site circumstances including location, site constraints,
viability and the achievement of mixed and balanced communities.

11.51

The proposal would deliver one additional 3-bed low cost rented unit than what the policy seeks. This is
considered to be marginal deviation and the provision of this additional 3-bed unit does not prejudice
compliance with the target mix of the 1-bed and 2-bed units. The proposed dwellings mix is still considered
to meet housing need and is therefore considered acceptable.

12

Design and Conservation
Scale, massing, layout, materials, and appearance

12.1

The existing post-war block occupies a small nub of the much larger estate and is something of an
anomaly and very much on the periphery of the Estate. The buildings are finished in stock brick and exhibit
characteristics typical of this period of Lambeth Council housing and of the wider Estate.

Figure 31 - The existing building viewed from Roper’s walk

Figure 32 - The same block type visible along Tulse Hill (Source: Google Maps)

12.2

The Ropers Walk building is set back behind planting and the ground floor features an underutilised
parking undercroft with extensive security grills. The standard block design (see above) has had to be
amended with the block divided into four floor heights to manage the change in level across the site. This
serves to emphasise the lower ground floor garage undercroft (which appears nearly a full storey high to
one end) and disrupting the matching pairs of protruding balconies. The result is a building that appears
somewhat incongruous set between the 1930s dwellings to the west and the Victorian terrace to the east
and fails to create ground floor activity.

Figure 33 - Existing Elevation (Source Application Drawings)

12.3

The side elevation fronting Hardel Walk is dominated by the entrance to the garage and access stairs to
upper ground floor way (providing access to the front doors of one bed units and the split level
maisonettes) and the stairs to the upper floor access deck to the existing family units. This results little
natural surveillance to this entrance to the site, an unwelcoming blank façade and a pavement that is less
than 1m wide. Due to the change in level, the above ground access decks are stepped, which combined
with the access stairs, create a significant barrier to accessibility and bring into question the
appropriateness of the three-bedroom units to accommodate young families. Whilst this is a common
feature of developments of this era, it represents a paternalistic style of design that gives low priority to
considerations such as accessibility and ensuring those with disabilities or families with young children can
easily access their homes/have good access to the common parts of the estate.
Figure 34 -the side elevation to the property (Source: Google Maps)

Figure 35 - CGI of the proposal along Trinity Rise from the east (Source Design and Access Statement)

12.4

The proposed building comprises an L-shaped, part 3 storeys and part 4-storeys block delivering 20
dwellings. The design of the 3-storey element is considered to respond appropriately to the height of the
neighbouring terrace of two-storey houses as it steps up Trinity Rise, including the private dwelling house
at 114 Trinity Rise.
Figure 36 - Indicates the Trinity Rise elevation which is approximately 2.3m taller than the existing building
(shown dashed in red).

12.5

The front building lines of the existing buildings fronting Trinity Rise are not uniform but change as the
road rounds the corner. The semi-detached 1930s gardens are set behind much deeper gardens than
the Victorian terrace at 114 to 124 Trinity Rise. The three-storey element mirrors the front building-line of
the neighbouring property at 114 Trinity Rise (at a slightly different angle as the road turns a corner –
see figure 37 below).

Figure 37 - Illustrating the various front building lines along this part of Trinity Rise.

12.6 The taller 4 storey element steps forward towards the footway by 124mm which is roughly 300mm closer to
the street than the bay windows on the neighbouring terrace. At the corner of Trinity Rise and Hardel Walk,
the proposal is set forward approximately 270mm closer to the street than the existing building which is
currently set back to match the building line of the 1930’s property at 126 Trinity Rise. However, it is still set
back from the back of the pavement 2,250mm and the proposed building is set in from the edge of Hardel
Walk by approximately 2,000mm. Policy Q6 of the LLP states that ‘forward encroachment of established
building lines will only be supported where it is fully justified and where no harm to amenity or local
character will result’. However, it is not considered that there is an established front building line along
Trinity Rise as a result of the variety of building types and designs (as shown in Figure 37 above). It is
considered that the proposed bringing forward of the building line will not have an unacceptable impact
visual amenity from the public realm as the building remains set back from the edge of the pavement.
12.7 The Council’s Design and Conservation Officer has confirmed that the building frontages are quite varied
on Trinity Rise – lots of houses have bay windows and projecting porches, some have gables. On the
south side there are significant front gardens. The church adds further variety. At present the existing block
of flats on the site is pulled back slightly from the building line of its neighbour at no. 114 Trinity Rise the
effect isn’t particularly noteworthy. The new building aligns with the building line of its neighbour at no. 114
Trinity Rise and comes forward slightly to address the corner with Hardel Walk. Officer do not consider that
these changes to the building line to Trinity Rise are problematic in townscape terms because of the variety
on the street already.

Figure 38 – Plan showing the existing front building line of Ropers Walk which is set back 1.89m from the front
building line of 114 Trinity Rise.

12.8 The proposed ground floor layout would create activity at ground floor level through the introduction of
entrances and create a higher quality public realm, which is welcomed. It is noted that the building would
close the existing gap between the block and 114 Trinity Rise, however this is not objectionable in a street
featuring long uninterrupted terraces (and given that the existing access route to the properties in Ropers
walk would be closed). The Council’s Design and Conservation Officer has confirmed that Trinity Rise has
a varied character with long terraces and some groups of semi-detached houses. In places there are some
small gaps between properties, but these are not particularly important to the overall character of the
street. The loss of the gap in this instance is not considered problematic in townscape terms.
12.9

The increased width of Hardel Walk is supported and would provide a more welcoming entrance to the
road and wider estate currently exits.

12.10

The proposed Hardel Walk elevation is considered to be an improvement on the existing blank elevation
and clutter of access stairs, garage entrance, bins stores, and car dominated environment. The introduction
of individual front doors would serve to create activity and the introduction of an improved public realm that
successfully navigates the changes in level to provide step free access and also provides safe pedestrian
access into the wider estate is welcomed. Setting back the side building line to correspond to the front
building line of the terrace at 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way is also welcomed and allows the building to
successfully turn the corner.

Figure 39 - An overlay of the proposed site plan (in blue) and the existing site plan (in green)

Figure 40 - CGI of the proposal along Hardel Walk from the north (Source Design and Access Statement

Figure 41 - CGI of the building viewed along Hardel Walk

Figure 42 - CGI of the building viewed along Trinity Rise

Figure 43 – Trinity Rise elevation shown in context (Source TRR- CPL-TR-00-SK-A-00020-S4-P1)

Figure 44 - Hardel Walk Elevation shown in context (Source TRR-CPL-TR-XX-DR-A-20203 P1)

12.11

The proposed height and massing of the proposal is an increase on what presently exists; however, the
Council’s Design and Conservation Officer is satisfied that this increase is well handled and that the
resulting proposal would have an understated appearance on Trinity Rise. The proposal is considered to
make effective use of the site whilst enhancing the streetscene and ensuring the entrance to the wider
estate is more welcoming and legible.

12.12

In terms of materials, the three-storey element fronting Trinity Rise would feature a red brick type with
traditional light mortar colour to complement the red brick of the adjoining terrace at 114 Trinity Rise. The
4-storey corner element would feature a darker multi stock brick also with a lighter mortar colour. The
element abutting the terrace at 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way and fronting Hardel Walk would feature a buff
brick to complement the buff brick of the existing terrace but would feature a contrasting dark mortar. The
set-in balconies and roof of this element would be standing seam metal to complement the metal roofs of
the adjoining terrace. The proposed choice of different bricks represents a positive response to local
distinctiveness, helping to harmonise with the surrounding street scene (with red brick to Trinity Rise and
stock brick proposed to Hardel Walk), providing a transition between the very different characters of the
surrounding buildings. The Council’s Design and Conservation Officer is satisfied that the proposal will
integrate comfortably with its context.

12.13

An objection was raised by a local resident regarding the proposed use of metal for window frames,
standing seams and other elements, stating that it would not match the plastic elements that are proposed
to be installed on the rest of the estate. This site is unusual in that it is on the very periphery of the Estate
and the principal elevation addresses Trinity Rise rather than the Estate itself. Consequently, officers
consider that it more important that the materials relate to the character of Trinity Rise, Therefore, the use
of metal is considered more appropriate than a plastic alternative.

Detailed Design
12.14

In terms of detailed design, the proposed blocks would have a simple architectural aesthetic. Detailing such
as vertical brick coursing, vertically expressed party walls, inset balconies, and recessed pipework would
create texture and deliver a quality finish that would serve to reinforce local distinctiveness in accordance
with Policies Q5 and Q7 of the LLP.

12.15

Conditions are recommended requiring construction detailing including windows, doors, reveals and external

soffits, gates, vents and extracts, cills and copings, rain water goods, brick bonding, balustrades / balconies /
terraces, and a sample panel of materials made available on site (condition 10) to secure a high quality of
materials and design detailing in accordance with Policy Q8 of the LLP.
12.16

No details have been provided at this stage regarding lighting and a condition (condition 35) is recommended
that a lighting plan including details of fittings and showing location of the fittings is submitted to ensure the
design of the scheme is of a high standard and avoids visual clutter.
Boundary Treatment

12.17

The proposal includes indicative boundary treatment including access gates to the rear communal amenity
space (see Section 16 for consideration of security and secured by design). Details of the boundary
treatment and gates can be secured by condition. Subject to this condition the proposal would accord with
LLP Policy Q15.
Design Conclusion

12.18

Overall, the proposed building would be an attractive development of an appropriate scale and massing for
the context and materials relating to its surroundings. Subject to conditions indicated and securing high
quality construction detailing and materials, the proposal would comply with LP Policies D3, D4 and LLP
Policies Q5, Q6, Q7 and Q8, having regard to the National Design Guide 2019.
Impacts on heritage assets: Legislation and notional policy context

12.19

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 planning policies applying to the borough. The assessment that follows has been made within
this context.

12.20

The first step is for the decision-maker to consider any designated heritage assets which would be affected by
the proposed development and assess whether the proposed development would result in any harm to the
significance of such an asset.

12.21

The assessment of the nature and extent of harm to a designated heritage asset is a matter for the planning
judgement of the decision-maker, looking at the facts of a particular case and taking into account the
importance of the asset in question. Proposals that are in themselves minor could conceivably cause
substantial harm, depending on the specific context, or when viewed against the cumulative backdrop of earlier
changes affecting the asset or its setting. Even minimal harm to the value of a designated heritage asset
should be placed within the category of less than substantial harm.

12.22

As noted in the beginning of the Agenda Pack, the NPPF (paragraph 200) states that any harm to, or loss of,
the significance of a designated heritage asset requires “clear and convincing justification”. The NPPF
expands on this by providing (paragraph 201) that planning permission should be refused where substantial
harm or total loss of a designated heritage asset will occur, unless this is necessary to achieve substantial
public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or unless all the four tests set out in paragraph 201 are
satisfied in a case where the nature of the asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site. Where less than
substantial harm arises, paragraph 202 of the NPPF directs the decision-maker to weigh this against the public
benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.

12.23

In terms of what constitutes a public benefit, this can be anything that delivers economic, social or
environmental objectives, which are the three overarching objectives of the planning system according to the
NPPF. The Planning Practice Guidance advises that “public benefits should flow from the proposed
development. They should be of a nature or scale to be of benefit to the public at large and not just be a
private benefit. However, benefits do not always have to be visible or accessible to the public in order to be
genuine public benefits, for example, works to a listed private dwelling which secure its future as a designated
heritage asset could be a public benefit”. The degree of weight to attach to any particular public benefit is a
matter for the decision-maker, having regard to factors such as the nature and extent of the benefit and the
likelihood of the benefit being enjoyed. Different benefits may attract different amounts of weight.

12.24

The decision-maker is directed therefore by the NPPF to balance any harm to the significance of a designated
heritage asset against the public benefits that flow from the proposal by considering in the case of less than
substantial harm whether this harm is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal, or in the case of
substantial harm whether the tests in paragraph 201 of the NPPF are met. Importantly, these balancing
exercises are not simple unweighted exercises in which the decision-maker is free to give the harm whatever
degree of weight they wish.

12.25

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the decision-maker to
have “special regard” to the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting. In Barnwell Manor the
Court of Appeal identified that the decision-maker needed to give “considerable importance and weight” to any
finding of likely harm to a listed building or its setting in order properly to perform the section 66 duty. In the
case of conservation areas, the parallel duty under section 72 of the same Act is to pay “special attention” to
the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. The courts
have held that ‘preserving’ in this context means ‘doing no harm’.

12.26

The NPPF at paragraph 199 provides that “great weight” should be given to the “conservation” of a designated
heritage asset, and that “the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be”.

12.27

The High Court in Field Forge explained that “it does not mean that the weight the authority should give to
harm which it considers would be limited or less than substantial must be the same as the weight it might give
to harm which would be substantial. But it is to recognize, as the Court of Appeal emphasized in Barnwell, that
a finding of harm to the setting of a listed building or to a conservation area gives rise to a strong presumption
against planning permission being granted. The presumption is a statutory one. It is not irrebuttable. It can be
outweighed by material considerations powerful enough to do so. But an 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”. In Bramshill, the Court of Appeal (endorsing the Court’s earlier decision in Palmer)
observed that “the imperative of giving "considerable weight" to harm to the setting of a listed building does not
mean that the weight to be given to the desirability of preserving it or its setting is "uniform". That will depend
on the "extent of the assessed harm and the heritage value of the asset in question". These are questions for
the decision-maker, heeding the basic principles in the case law”.

12.28

It is important also to note that as the Court of Appeal stated in Bramshill (which concerned a listed building)
“one must not forget that the balancing exercise under the policies in […] the NPPF is not the whole decisionmaking process on an application for planning permission, only part of it. The whole process must be carried
out within the parameters set by the statutory scheme, including those under section 38(6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 […] and section 70(2) of the 1990 Act, as well as the duty under section 66(1)
of the Listed Buildings Act. In that broader balancing exercise, every element of harm and benefit must be
given due weight by the decision-maker as material considerations, and the decision made in accordance with
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise…”.

12.29

Where the significance of more than one designated heritage asset would be harmed by the proposed
development, the decision-maker needs to account for the individual harms and to consider the level of harm
arising when the assets are considered cumulatively.

12.30

As regards non designated heritage assets, these are buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or
landscapes identified by plan-making bodies as having a degree of heritage significance meriting consideration
in planning decisions but which do not meet the criteria for designated heritage assets. For the most part, non
designated heritage assets will have been included on the Council’s Local List, but it is not necessary for an
asset to be included on the Local List in order for it to be treated as a non designated heritage asset.

12.31

If there is harm to the significance of a non designated heritage asset, paragraph 203 of the NPPF requires the
decision-maker to arrive at a balanced judgement, having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the
significance of the asset. In carrying out that balance, the NPPF does not seek to prescribe how that balance
should be undertaken or what weight should be given to any particular matter. In order to take a protective
approach, considerable importance and weight should be given to any harm to a non-designated heritage
asset.

12.32

What follows is an officer assessment of the extent of harm which would result from the proposed development
to any designated and non-designated heritage assets that have been identified as potentially affected by the
proposed development.
Impact on heritage assets: Conservation Areas

12.33

The site is not within a conservation area but the Brockwell Park Conservation Area (BPCA) is immediately to
the east. The BPCA is extensive and includes Brockwell Park and development around its perimeter including
much of the housing on Trinity Rise itself. The draft Brockwell Park Conservation Area Character Appraisal
(2020) states that the when the conservation area was first designated in 1983 its primary focus was the
historic landscape of Brockwell Park. In 1999 it was recognised that the development around the perimeter of
the landscape and looking into it was an important aspect of its setting and, often had merit in its own right.
The boundary was subsequently expanded to include a number of adjacent streets.

12.34

The BPCA does not include the Cressingham Gardens Estate. The conservation area boundary abuts the
eastern edge of the Estate but does include the landscaped communal amenity area. The draft character
appraisal recognises that the Estate was designed to respond to the setting of the park with single storey
properties nearest the boundary and the building heights stepping up further away. As a result, the Estate is
barely visible in views from within the park. The existing buildings do not make a positive contribution to its
setting.

12.35

Officers have assessed the potential impact of the proposal on the setting of the BPCA. 3D modelling has
been undertaken from two locations within the BPCA - Brockwell Park and from Trinity Rise. In the two views
from Brockwell Park (Views 3 and 4 on following pages) the proposal would not be visible due to foreground
development and screening trees. In the two views looking west and east along Trinity Rise (Views 1 and 2)
the proposal sits comfortably within the street scene and has a harmonious appearance (complementary
materials) in relation to the conservation area. The proposed building is considered to be a better building in
many respects, particularly its massing. It detailed design and materiality, including the use of metal work trim
instead of plastic, are also considered beneficial. Therefore, it would result in a modest enhancement to the
setting of the BPCA at Trinity Rise.

12.36

In early 2021, the Council conducted public consultation on the draft Brockwell Park Conservation Area
Character Appraisal and proposed conservation area boundary changes. The document proposed that the
boundary of the BPCA be expanded to include properties on Dulwich Road, Railton Road, Norwood Road, and
half of the railway bridge spanning Croxted Road.

12.37

A single property at 70-74 Dulwich Road (See A in Figure 45) sits between the Brixton Water Lane and
Brockwell Park Conservation Area but is in neither. It is proposed to include it in the BPCA.

12.38

The commercial properties and the locally listed pub (The Florence) are proposed to be included due to their
townscape value (See B in Figure 45).

12.39

At Croxted Road (See C in Figure 45) it is proposed to include the Lambeth half of the decorative iron railway
bridge and associated decorative brickwork retaining wall to the embankment. The other half of the bridge is in
Southwark.

12.40

At the southeast corner of the conservation area the boundary runs down the centre line of a pair of semidetached houses on Norwood Road. No. 247 is within the conservation area and no. 249 is not. It is proposed
to include no. 249 to regularise this anomaly (See D in Figure 45).

Figure 45 - BPCA Map with proposed boundary changes shown in blue (Source Draft BPCA Appraisal)

12.41

The draft BPCA Appraisal currently does not propose to include the Cressingham Gardens
Estate within the BPCA boundary.

12.42

An application was made to Historic England (HE) in 2013 for the listing of the Cressingham
Garden Estate. EH did not recommend listing of the estate for the reasons set on page 5 of
the Advice Report (dated 20 December 2013) as follows:






Variable architectural interest: some elements within the scheme are creatively planned and visually
engaging, whereas others have lesser interest; overall it lacks the structural cohesion, strong
architectural expression as an ensemble, and the quality of detail, of the best public housing schemes
of the period;
Variable quality of planning: while the relationship between some elements within the scheme is
exceptionally successful, the relationship between other elements is either less well resolved, or has a
much looser, more informal, quality;
Alteration: the wholesale window replacement and gradual attrition of the uniformity of the buildings
has undermined in part the quality of their simple, robust, details.

12.43

However, HE stated:
‘Cressingham Gardens has strong local interest and for this reason it is felt that a future
reappraisal of the boundaries of Brockwell Park Conservation Area should give serious
consideration to whether the estate should be included within it, in a similar way to previous
extensions of the conservation area boundaries have encompassed other areas of housing of
historic value adjacent to the park.

12.44

Whilst Historic England does have the power to designate conservation areas in London, it has not chosen
to act in this case. The consultation on the draft Brockwell Park Conservation Area Statement ended on 11
January 2021. Some respondents, including the Twentieth Century Society, have requested the
Cressingham Garden Estate to be formally considered for inclusion within the BPCA boundary.

12.45

A decision has not yet been taken on the conservation area boundary. However, if the Cressingham
Gardens Estate were to be included within the BPCA it would likely be treated as a separate character area
within the larger conservation area. It is the conservation area as a whole which is the designated heritage
asset and the Estate would constitute one part of it. The demolition of a part of the Estate would thus be
the loss of a part of the conservation area as a whole. However, the application site would form a very
small part of this expanded conservation area and would be in a peripheral location. As the existing
buildings do not connect with the wider network of walkways through the site and do not abut the park, their
demolition would not affect the interplay of built form and open space which characterises the relationship
between the wider estate and Brockwell Park. Furthermore, as noted in the draft character appraisal, the
estate is designed to be barely visible from the park and this would remain the case following demolition of
the application site and construction of the proposed development.. The effect of demolition on the special
architectural or historic interest of the expanded conservation area would be a very low degree of harm.

12.46

In summary, the proposal would cause no harm to the setting to the BPCA, or if the site was included in the
BPCA, a very low degree of harm to the conservation area itself.
Impact on heritage assets: Grade II listed building – Holy Trinity Church

12.47

The Grade II listed Holy Trinity Church stands on the opposite side of Trinity rise from the application site.
Its listing description identifies its architectural characteristics such as its tower, porch, slated roof and brick
construction. It also notes the church’s prominence.

12.48

The submitted heritage statement identifies that a negligible level of harm would be caused by the
proposed development to the setting of this heritage asset. This is due to the secondary contribution that
the setting makes to the significance of this heritage asset compared to the asset’s building fabric, form,
architectural style and age, and to the slight increase in massing and height that would result from the
development.

12.49

Officers note that the existing residential development on Trinity Rise varies in scale and character and that
the church’s size and design make it stand out. The church’s landmark status on the road is part of its
original design and therefore the variegated residential setting contributes to the appreciation of its
significance as a contrasting landmark form. Officers have assessed the proposal using 3D modelling. In
views west and east along Trinity Rise (Views 1 and 2 below) the proposal will not have a dominant or
distracting effect on the setting of the church. When considering the wider setting, the church spire is a
landmark feature when viewed from Brockwell Park. This can be seen in the two modelled views from
Brockwell Park (Views 3 and 4). The proposal would not be visible in these views. The design of the
proposed development, including its materiality (such as the use of metal work), would also be sympathetic
to the setting of this heritage asset.

12.50

It is therefore considered that the proposal would have adverse effect on the setting or the ability to
appreciate the church’s significance. Consequently, officers have not identified harm in spite of the findings
of the submitted heritage statement.

View 1: View west along Trinity Rise from within the BPCA. Holy Trinity Church (grade II listed) is on left and
site is on right. Images below show the existing view (top), proposed view without trees (bottom). The effect of
the proposal on the Church’s setting is considered acceptable in this view.

View 2: View East down Trinity Rise from outside the BPCA. The view is looking towards the BPCA .
Holy Trinity Church on the right and the site is on the left. Images below show the existing view (top),
proposed view without trees (bottom). The effect of the proposal on the Church’s setting is considered
acceptable in this view.

12.51

Objectors have argued that the increase in the height of the scheme would lead to the loss of the view of the
steeple of Holy Trinity Church from Hardel Walk and that this would diminish the setting of the Grade II listed
building as a designated heritage asset. Officers do not consider these views to contribute to the significance
of the building. The best views of the Church steeple are from Brockwell Park and from Trinity Rise. Those
views allow an appreciation of it as an architectural form and how it enriches the local townscape and
landscape character. However, not all views of listed buildings allow us to appreciate their significance or
make much of a contribution to local character. The view from Hardel Walk provided by the objectors is not a
good view of the spire as it is already partially obscured by foreground development. The viewer only has to
proceed forward 50m onto Trinity Rise to enjoy a full view of the whole church. Given the proposal would
preserve its setting of there would be no harm to the significance of the Holy Trinity Church.
Impact on heritage assets: Grade II registered Landscape – Brockwell Park

12.52

Brockwell Park is a Grade II registered landscape. It has landscape significance both from its period as a
private landscape serving Brockwell Hall and from the changes made when it was converted to a public park in
the late 19th Century. It is an extensive, rolling landscape which is well-stocked with mature trees. There are a
variety of perimeter relationships and the wider context is visible from the park in many places. The slight uplift
in height of the proposal on this site may be glimpsed from Brockwell Park in winter when the trees are not in
leaf (see Views 3 and 4 below). However, the park is extensive and the increase in height is modest. The
significance of the landscape will be sustained and there would be no harm.

View 3: This view location is taken from where the two paths cross the meadow near SW corner of Brockwell
Park. The spire of Holy Trinity Church is visible in this view. Images below show the existing view (top),
proposed view with trees (bottom). The proposal will not be visible in this view. No change.

View 4: From the path to the west side of Brockwell Park Mansion. The view is very similar to View 3 but the
view location more distant from the application site. The spire of Holy Trinity Church is visible. Images
below show the existing view (top), proposed view with trees (bottom). The proposal will not be visible in this
view. No change.

Impact on non-designated heritage assets: Locally Listed Buildings
12.53

The closest locally listed structure is a water trough in Brockwell Park. Given the distance between the site and
the proposal it is not considered that the development would have an impact on the setting of the structure and
it is therefore considered its significance is not affected.
Figure 46 - Showing the site outlined in red and the locally listed water trough highlighted in a pink star

Impact on non-designated heritage assets: Cressingham Gardens Estate
12.54

The application is accompanied by a new Heritage Statement prepared by RPS (16 September 2021), who
have had no previous involvement with the site or the wider Cressingham Gardens Estate. RPS have prepared
an historical / heritage analysis of the locality and assessed the heritage value of the Estate using the Council’s
adopted Local List selection criteria and reached a conclusion on the heritage value of the site. These
selection criteria along with the views of RPS and Lambeth officers are discussed below.
Architecture

12.55

The architecture criterion is as follows:
The architectural style, decoration and detailing, materials, craftsmanship and plan form
may give it special interest if these features are of particular note - above the ordinary in
their design and execution, and reasonably intact. This criterion can include the best
works of architects who were active locally. In some cases altered buildings may still be
worthy of inclusion, especially if by an architect of importance.

12.56

RPS concluded as follows:
Cressingham Gardens, due to widely degraded materials and elevational accretions, does not strongly
meet the architecture criterion for inclusion in the Local Heritage List.

12.57

Officers agree with this conclusion as it reflects Lambeth’s 2013 assessment when statutory listing was being
considered:

However, the aesthetic is austere and the quality of detailing not very good. The original
construction detailing is lacking in finesse and alterations to windows and doors and reroofing have robbed the buildings of much of their original detailing and character. Other
new work - externally run mains gas pipes, unsympathetically placed boiler flues and
satellite dishes all diminish the quality further.
12.58

It is worth adding here that the architect, Ted Hollamby’s1 approach was to use standard building typologies.
As a result, building types used at Cressingham are not unique to that Estate. For example, the typology of
greatest interest (where flats and houses are stacked upon a ground floor parking deck) can be found across
Lambeth including at the Woodvale Estate, West Norwood and at the Myatts Fields South Estate, Brixton.
History

12.59

The criterion of history is as follows:
Buildings and structures that reflect the diverse aspects of the social, economic, and
physical development of Lambeth may be of interest. If the building type is reasonably
common – houses, pubs, churches - only the best examples will be added to the list.

12.60

RPS concluded that:
Cressingham Gardens, due to the proliferation of similar developments in the same period in
Lambeth and across central London, does not strongly meet the history criterion for inclusion
in the Local Heritage List.

12.61

Officers consider the post-war period to be an exceptionally dynamic one for social housing and Lambeth
Council’s housing output under Hollamby is held in high regard because of its consistent good quality. Much of
it, but not all, has stood the test of time but has not been subject to any detailed scrutiny, unlike Cressingham
Gardens. Officers consider it reasonable to conclude there is a degree of historic interest in Hollamby’s body of
work. However, given the significant volume of similar work in Lambeth, the contribution any one estate makes
to that body as a whole will be fairly low.
Close Historic Association

12.62

The criterion of close historic association is as follows:
Connections with people or events that are acknowledged as of being of borough wide /
national importance may make some buildings worthy of inclusion. Building materials of
clear local interest (such as Doulton’s architectural ceramics) may be considered in this
category.

12.63

RPS concluded as follows:
The Estate has a clear association with Edward Hollamby, a named architect acknowledged
as the driving force behind the borough’s innovative low-rise social housing 1965-1980,
although Cressingham Gardens is one of many such estates built in this period.
Cressingham Gardens is likely to meet the close historic association criterion for inclusion on
the Local Heritage List.

12.64

Officers do not necessarily agree that Hollamby’s work was particularly innovative, however he is a person of
interest in terms of London’s post-war social housing provision. Officers agree with RPS.
Townscape

12.65

The townscape criterion is as follows:

Edward (Ted) Hollamby was Lambeth’s Borough Architect from 1969 to 1972 when he became Borough Planner and
Director of Development.
1

Some buildings and structures contribute to the richness of our street scene, individually or
in groups they may contribute greatly to the quality of local townscape or landscape.
Similarly, they may contribute positively to the setting or group value of statutory listed
buildings.

12.66

In their assessment of townscape value RPS concluded
The Estate is an example of new, low-rise social housing townscape types introduced from
the mid-1960s that diverged notably from previous townscape forms. The design of the
Estate’s townscape morphology was strongly driven by its topography and position as part of
the setting to Brockwell Park.
Cressingham Gardens is likely to meet the townscape criterion for inclusion on the Local
Heritage List.

12.67

Officers consider that Hollamby’s architects, as general practice, optimised the topography of sites, retained
trees of value and responded positively to established built contexts (which included in many places the
rehabilitation of historic buildings). That was the standard approach, and one which can be seen time and
again across Lambeth. That approach today is established good practice.

12.68

The primary driver of the design, it would seem, was the desire to lessen the adverse effect of Tulse Hill’s
traffic on the amenity of the Estate residents. The tallest blocks were thus arranged parallel with Tulse Hill as
a barrier with the lower rise housing tucked in behind. Such an approach is a practical response to the
context. A more pronounced local example is Southwyck House (also known as the Brixton Barrier Block) a
wall-like development that protects the low-rise housing of the Moorlands Estate. It is also by Hollamby’s
Office and from the same period.

12.69

Similarly, the placement of the soft landscaped open space on the side of the site furthest away from the traffic
noise is a very practical response to a genuine constraint. The stepping of building mass down to it assists
with the sense of openness around that space.

12.70

Also, the concept of pedestrian walks between terraced housing is fairly common for this period. This
‘Radburn plan’ approach originated in the United States and it is perhaps best illustrated in England on
estates developed by SPAN Developments Ltd in the 1960s. These estates in London and the South East
exhibit similar ‘green fingers’ and communal pocket gardens. Their approach was replicated by many local
authorities.

12.71

These design approaches define the Estate’s townscape. As a stand-alone design, it is not at all reliant on the
presence of Brockwell Park to be effective and it is not driven by its presence. Even if the park did not exist, it
is likely that the architects would have taken the same approach to the Estate layout.

12.72

In conclusion, there is some townscape interest. However, officers do not consider the adjacency of Brockwell
Park to be as important as RPS suggests.
Age and Rarity

12.73

The criterion for Age and Rarity is as follows:
The older a building or structure is and/or the fewer the surviving examples of its type the more
historically important it is.

12.74

On this criterion RPS concluded that:
The Estate dates from the later twentieth century and is one of many surviving lowrise housing
estates in Lambeth and central London from the same period. Cressingham Gardens is unlikely
to meet the age and rarity criterion for inclusion of the Local Heritage List.

12.75

Officers agree with this conclusion.

12.76

The table below summarises how RPS and Lambeth officers assessed the Estate against the listing criteria
Table 4 – Summary assessment against local listing criteria
Criterion
RPS conclusion
Architecture
Meets some of the criteria
History
Meets some of the criteria
Close historical connection
Meets some of the criteria
Townscape
Clearly meets the criteria
Age and rarity
Does not meet the criteria

Lambeth officer conclusion
Meets some of the criteria
Meets some of the criteria
Meets some of the criteria
Meets some of the criteria
Does not meet the criteria

12.77

In conclusion, officers consider that the Cressingham Gardens Estate, having limited interest under most
criteria, is borderline in terms of its heritage interest.

12.78

In reaching this conclusion officers have taken into consideration the observations made on Cressingham
Gardens by SAVE Britain’s Heritage and the Twentieth Century in relation to this application and Historic
England (HE)’s advice when the estate was previously considered for statutory listing in 2013. Officers do
not agree with the SAVE description of the estate as ‘pioneering’ (see the assessment at paragraphs
12.57, 12.66 to 12.70 above), and HE did not express such an opinion. Indeed, had it been pioneering it
would have very likely been statutory listed in 2013.

12.79

Nor do officers agree with SAVE’s statement ‘Cressingham Gardens was carefully designed to reflect the
scale and parkland character of Brockwell Park’; officers’ analysis above has reached a different
conclusion. The analysis of Historic England in relation to the statutory listing application in 2013 included
the following: ‘it is considered that the estate could benefit from greater formal recognition as a successful
and popular housing scheme which achieves a particularly careful contextual response to its sensitive
setting, adjacent to Brockwell Park Conservation Area. It is also one of the more interesting housing
schemes from this important period in the development of social housing, produced by one of the most
progressive authorities’.

12.80

Whilst noting HE’s position as it was expressed in relation to the 2013 listing , firstly, the vast majority of
Hollamby Estates are both successful and popular with their occupiers; that in itself does not make them
heritage assets. Secondly, officers are of the view that there has been insufficient research into Hollamby’s
work as a whole in Lambeth to be able to make definitive statements on the importance of Cressingham
Gardens in terms of that body of work. However, officers acknowledge that Hollamby’s leadership in
Lambeth did make it one of the more progressive local authority architects’ departments of the period,
consistently delivering good quality schemes.

12.81

Officers therefore consider that for the purposes of the assessment of this planning application, the
Cressingham Gardens Estate has sufficient local interest to meet the selection criteria for inclusion on
Lambeth’s Local Heritage List and thus should be treated as a Non-Designated Heritage Asset when
determining this application.
Impact on the Cressingham Gardens Estate

12.82

The buildings proposed for demolition sit on a finger of land on the southern side of the estate that extends
out to meet Trinity Rise. It is a very small part of the larger estate and is sandwiched between conventional
speculative housing to the left and right. The Estate housing on the site is the same as the blocks on the
Tulse Hill frontage of the Estate – a ground floor parking deck carrying a row of flats fronting Trinity Rise
and, at the rear, a row of three, two-storey houses. The houses back onto a small green space. The
properties do not benefit from the more generous landscaping which, is seen along the Tulse Hill frontage,
nor do they connect into a wider network of walks or routes through the estate. Given their common type,
peripheral location and lack of connectivity to the wider Estate, their contribution to the character of the
Estate as a whole is limited. Consequently, although the proposal would result in the loss of part of the
Estate, this loss would have only a limited effect on its significance. It would still be possible to appreciate
the significance of the Estate as a whole. Therefore, the demolition of the existing buildings would lead to a
low degree of harm to a NDHA.

12.83

In this regard it would fail to meet LLP Policy Q23 Non-designated heritage assets, part (B)(ii) sustain or

enhance their significance; and (iii) protect them and their settings. Paragraph 10.109 of the LLP states that
proposals that will have a harmful impact will be required to meet the relevant tests set out in the NPPF.
Paragraph 203 of the NPPF states the following:
The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken
into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect
non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale
of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.
12.84

As stated in the beginning of this section, a protective approach should be taken and considerable
importance and weight should be attached to this harm. The impact on this heritage asset in the planning
balance is discussed in Section 25.
Impact on heritage assets: Summary

12.85

The impact of the development on heritage assets has been assessed and the results are summarised in the
table below.
Table 5 – Summary of harm to heritage assets
Asset
Brockwell Park Conservation
Area
Brockwell Park

Holy Trinity Church
Cressingham Gardens
Estate
Brockwell Park Water Trough

Designation
Conservation
Area
Grade II
registered
landscape
Grade II listed
building
Non-designated
heritage asset
Non-designated
heritage asset

Effect
Modest enhancement
No harm

No harm
Low degree of harm
No harm

12.86

The impact on heritage assets and the planning balance is discussed in Section 25.

13

Precedent

13.1

In a number of objections it has been argued that consenting the proposed development would set a precedent
for the redevelopment of the rest of the estate. As set out in earlier sections, the existing buildings form a
small, peripheral part of the estate. They do not benefit from the estate's generous landscaping and nor are
they connected to the network of walks through the estate. Their context is defined more by the townscape on
Trinity Rise than by the wider estate. Due to this different context, granting permission for the proposed
development would not set a precedent for the redevelopment of the rest of the estate. Such a redevelopment
would entail a different set of considerations and would need to be considered on its own merits.

13.2

As set out in paras 8.11 to 8.20, there is currently no masterplan for the redevelopment of the estate.

14

Standard of residential accommodation
Layout and access

14.1

Policy D6 of the London Plan sets minimum design standards for residential properties. Policy H5 of LLP
requires residential development to comply with LP Policy D6 and sets local requirements for dual aspect
accommodation and external amenity space.

14.2

The proposed layouts would achieve comfortable and functional layouts which are fit for purpose and will meet
the needs of future occupiers. All the proposed dwellings would exceed the private internal space requirements
of Policy D6 of the LP, this includes achieving relevant space standards, room sizes and widths and floor to
ceiling heights of 2.5m, as well as adequate storage space.

14.3

The proposed shared ownership units are situated on the upper floors with social rented units on the lower
floors where family units have access to their own front door and private ground floor terraces. This is
considered to be acceptable and the layout of design ensures that the development is tenure blind in terms of
build quality, functions as a whole, and works as one.

14.4

In terms of access, the ground floor units all have their own individual entrance to the dwellings. All the units on
the upper floor are accessed via a communal lobby that leads to a lift and stair core where future occupiers
would then be able to access the residential units through access decks to the rear of the site. Each core
serves a maximum of seven units, and all units have access to private amenity space that exceeds the
minimum requirements for private outdoor space set out in the Policy D6 of the LP.
Accessible, Adaptable and Wheelchair Housing Provision

14.5

LP Policy D5 which seeks to ensure developments achieve the highest standards of accessible inclusive
design. LP Policy D7 requires ninety percent of new housing meets Building Regulation requirement M4 (2)
‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’; ten per cent of new housing meets Building Regulation requirement M4
(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’, i.e. is designed to be wheelchair accessible, or easily adaptable for residents
who are wheelchair users.

14.6

Based on the proposed 20 units, 10 per cent (equates to 2 units) of which would need to be designed to meet
Part M4 (3). The applicant confirms that the two ground floor units would meet this regulation, both of which
would be social rented units being provided as wheelchair accessible. The remaining units are designed to
meet part M4(2). The provision for wheelchair accessible and adaptable dwellings will be secured through
appropriate condition (Condition 18).

14.7

In achieving M4(2), all of the units will have step free access, which represents an improvement on the existing
situation.
Privacy

14.8

Policy Q2(ii) and (iii) of the LLP states that development will be supported if acceptable standards of privacy
are provided without a diminution of the design quality and if adequate outlooks are provided avoiding
wherever possible any undue sense of enclosure or unacceptable levels of overlooking (or perceived
overlooking). Standard 28 of the GLA Housing SPG (2017) requires the position and aspect of habitable
rooms, gardens and balconies to be considered to avoid windows facing each other where privacy distances
are tight. The document points to past planning guidance for privacy which was concerned with achieving
visual separation between dwellings by setting a minimum distance of 18 – 21m between facing homes
(between habitable room and habitable room as opposed to between balconies or terraces or between
habitable rooms and balconies/terraces) and suggests that whilst these can still be useful yardsticks for visual
privacy, adhering rigidly to these measures can limit the variety of urban spaces and housing types in the city,
and can sometimes unnecessarily restrict density.
Figure 47 - Indicates the direction that main habitable rooms windows face

14.9

In terms of overlooking from neighbouring properties, the units at 126-128 and 114-106 Trinity Rise have their
main outlook to the north and south. The proposal would have windows facing to the east and west and south
such that there would be no directly facing habitable room windows between the site and the adjoining
properties. The only directly facing windows would be those to the rear of the properties facing Brockwell Park
Gardens, but these are over 21m away and would result in acceptable levels of privacy to the proposed units.

14.10

There are four windows at second floor level that face onto the access deck, one serving a secondary
bedroom and three serving kitchen/diners. Whilst there might be some loss of privacy from neighbours looking
into these windows as they pass, the number of units served by the access decks are limited to four, resulting
in a low number of people passing the windows. Given that access decks are a common arrangement for
blocks of flats and is prevalent at the Cressingham Garden Estate, and the low number of people accessing
the access deck, this arrangement is not considered to result in unacceptable levels of overlooking.

14.11

The landscape design proposal indicates that the ground floor units would benefit from terraces and defensible
planting that would limit direct views into each of the units. A condition regarding details of the planting is
recommended to ensure privacy to these residential units is maintained in accordance with LLP Policy Q2.
Outlook and Aspect

14.12

18 of the 20 units would be dual aspect. Policy H5 of the LLP requires developments to provide dual- aspect
accommodation, unless exceptional circumstances are demonstrated. Policy D6 of LP requires housing
development to maximise the provision of dual aspect dwellings and ‘normally’ avoid the provision of single
aspect dwellings. The policy makes allowance for single aspect dwelling where this allows site capacity to be
optimised through a design-led approach and where it can be demonstrated that the resulting units will have
adequate passive ventilation, daylight and privacy, and avoid overheating. Para 5.31 of the LLP states that
“units where the second aspect is on the same elevation within a recessed balcony offer only a slight
improvement on single aspect and will not be treated as dual aspect because the opportunity for quiet, a
second view and useful cross ventilation will be limited by the location within the balcony recess”. Two south
facing, one-bedroom units are proposed with a side window provided the recessed balcony.

14.13

The proposed units would not meet the Council’s definition of being dual aspect. However, the Council’s
Conservation and Design officer is satisfied that the single aspect units can be justified by the constraints of
the site. In addition, it is noted that the units are south facing, would have good outlook along Trinity Rise,
provide adequate privacy and would not be family units.

14.14

In accordance with Policy D6 of the LP, these units have been assessed for overheating and achieve
acceptable level of overheating risk under the relevant criteria. The units have also been assessed for daylight

and sunlight in the Daylight and Sunlight Assessment submitted with the application. Both bedrooms exceed
the BRE targets for daylight and sunlight standards. The kitchen/dining/living rooms (assessed as R11 on the
1st Floor and R8 on the 2nd floor in the eb7 report) would achieve targets for winter sunlight hours and for
Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH), however, in terms of daylight distribution, both would achieve an
ADF of 1.1 per cent (R11) which is below the 1.5 per cent target for a living room. This has been assessed by
the Council’s independent Sunlight and Daylight consultant who has concluded that access to sunlight and
daylight for these rooms is ‘reasonable’, given the site’s urban context and the constraints of the site. It has
further been advised that both rooms have the serving window recessed within a large balcony which will
inherently restrict daylight due to the soffit above the window. It is noted that the recessed balcony aids
shading to prevent overheating and provides a well-proportioned private amenity space.
14.15

On balance, officers are satisfied that the standard of accommodation provided by the singe aspect units
would be good and that the shortfall in daylight distraction to the living rooms is a result of the necessity to
avoid overheating and provide private amenity space. Despite the shortfall, the units are still considered to
have adequate daylight, in accordance with Policy D6 of the LP.

14.16

It is therefore considered that all of the units would have a good outlook and acceptable aspect. The proposal
is therefore considered to meet the requirements of LLP Policies Q2 and H5 and D6 of the LP.
Daylight/Sunlight

14.17

Policy Q2 of the LLP 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. Policy D6 of the LP states that the design of development should provide sufficient
daylight and sunlight to new and surrounding housing that is appropriate for its context, whilst avoiding
overheating, minimising overshadowing and maximising the usability of outside amenity space.

14.18

The provision of daylight and sunlight to the new development has been assessed in a Sunlight and Daylight
Assessment prepared by eb7. This has been independently verified by the council’s Sunlight and Daylight
consultant.

14.19

In terms of daylight to the proposed new habitable rooms, consideration is often reviewed on an average
daylight factor (ADF) basis, especially since the provision of daylight is targeted to the actual room use with a
standard ADF targeted at 1 per cent bedrooms, 1.5 per cent living rooms and 2 per cent kitchens. However, in
instances of any applicable open-plan arrangements of ‘living/kitchen/dining’ rooms, an alternative
methodology to that of the BRE Guide (that simply seeks to apply the highest ADF for a given room use within
a multiple-use room to that of the whole room), is that the ADF is based upon the predominant room use. This
is more commonly applied within the industry since modern design, now often places kitchens typically at the
back of such open-plan arrangements and to achieve a 2%t ADF at the rear of room is unlikely (we also
highlight that in reference to the BRE Guide, internal galley-type kitchens are permissible providing they are
directly linked to a well daylit living room which for this scheme, would be the case in any event, albeit the
design has typically not sought to isolate the kitchen area / has still sought to provide suitable open-plan
arrangement). Thus, often analysis is on the basis of still including the kitchen area within the assessment
(albeit we are then considering a target for the predominant room use of an ADF of 1.5%for living room); as
background, if we were to exclude the kitchen area from assessment, the theoretical ADF value would only
improve / increase further in value.

14.20

The ADF review has been undertaken to all 70 habitable rooms with 60 (86%t) meeting ADF target criteria
which is reasonable for an urban context and given that the shortfalls for the rooms not meeting ADF target
could, on balance, be considered reasonable given the respective background. The rooms not meeting ADF
target are summarised as follows (with applicable background):
Ground floor
• 1 bedroom (room R11): ADF of 0.7% (target 1% - thus relatively close to target).
• 2 kitchens (rooms R12 & R13): ADF of 1.9% for each kitchen (target 2% - thus almost meeting target).
1st Floor
• 2 Living/Kitchen/Dining room: ADF of 1.1%(R11) and ADF of 1.4%(R19) – thus both still above

bedroom quality and for room R19, almost meeting the 1.5% – both rooms have the serving window
recessed within a large balcony which will inherently restrict daylight due to the soffit above the
window.
2nd floor
• 3 kitchen/dining rooms : each achieving an ADF of 0.7%(rooms R1, R2 & R3) – given the kitchen is at
the rear of the room, we would suggest a target of 1.5%is reasonable – whilst these rooms achieve,
circa half of target, the practical arrangement of the room indicates the dining table to be positioned
against the window so optimising daylight to this area. As background, ADF is limited to this room due
to the window being recessed within a deck- access arrangement – however, it is important to note
that these are duplex flats and a separate living room is on the floor above which is west facing and
receives very good daylighting and sunlighting levels.
• 1 bedroom (R11): ADF of 0.9%(target 1%- thus almost meeting target).
• 1 living/Kitchen/Dining room: ADF of 1.2%room R8 (target is 1.5%t) – thus still above bedroom quality
– again, this room has the window recessed within a large balcony which will inherently restrict daylight
due to the soffit above the window.
14.21

For sunlight review to habitable rooms, the eb7 report provides results for all habitable rooms with windows in
applicable orientation for consideration (i.e. windows facing within 90° of South). With focus on the living
rooms, the majority of living rooms have sought to avoid ‘north facing’ facing windows so typically, there is
good sunlight provision to a reasonable number of living rooms (14 out of 20 living rooms / 70%with windows
applicable for review / opportunity for reasonable sunlight provision which is good proportion). From these 14
living rooms, all would achieve target for winter sunlight hours and for Annual Probable Sunlight Hours
(APSH), they would also achieve target excepting 3 living rooms (the latter having balcony overhangs which
will inherently restrict sunlight). We consider overall sunlight provision is reasonable overall within the
proposed habitable rooms (main consideration living rooms) for an urban context.

14.22

Finally, in terms of sunlight availability to the proposed communal amenity area, eb7 have provided the BRE
Guide 2 hour sunlight availability test for this amenity area (21st March equinox) and the analysis confirms that
25%of the amenity area will have the ability to receive 2 hours or more of sunlight (21st March) thus not
meeting BRE Guide target criteria (target being 50%). However, it is noted that given the site constraints, and
with the building line following the street elevations of Trinity Rise and Hardel Walk, this amenity area is
restricted to the north-east area of site so the provision of sunlight will inherently be restricted to some degree
(from self-shadowing to a large degree of the proposed massing to the south along Trinity Rise and later in the
day, from the proposed massing along Hardel Walk). In summary, the communal amenity area will not be
adequately sun-lit throughout the year, but this is partly inherent with the site context / design to follow the
main street elevations. (As an aside, whilst individual flat balconies are not applicable for review (as standard),
we note that these are typically positioned south or west facing and reasonable sunlight provision is anticipated
in that respect).

14.23

In summary, the provision of daylight and sunlight to the new habitable rooms within the proposal is
reasonable given the urban location of the site and is considered to meet the test of Policy Q2 of the LLP
which is for the proposal to not have an unacceptable impact on levels of daylight and sunlight on the host
property. In respect of the communal amenity area, there is a shortfall in sunlight provision which in part, is
inherent with the site arrangement / context of massing following the main street elevations. This is evident in
all the amenity spaces to the properties along the street. The BRE Guidance requires the testing of amenity
spaces to be carried out in spring. When the same test is carried out for the summer months, the majority of
the proposed space will achieve at least two hours of sunlight. Officers are therefore satisfied that the space
will be usable during the summer months when residents are more likely to want to access it. Officers
considered that the provision of daylight and sunlight to the proposed units is reasonable and that the proposal
complies with the requirement of Policy Q2 of the LLP.
Noise and Vibration

14.24

Policy Q2 of the LLP states that development will be supported if the adverse impact of noise is reduced to an
acceptable level through the use of attenuation, distance, screening, or internal layout/orientation.

14.25

The Noise Assessment prepared by Ardent Consulting Engineers report reference: 196330-04 details the

results of noise monitoring at the site and has made recommendations with respect to noise mitigation.

14.26

Construction Environment Management Plan
An Outline Construction Logistics Plan has been provided and assessed by the Council’s noise consultant,
who note that the document has not incorporated the commentary on construction noise and vibration impacts
as set out in section 4 of the Noise Assessment report prepared by Ardent Consulting Engineers.

14.27

Further detail is requited to ensure measures are taken to minimise impacts on the locality in accordance with
the relevant GLA supplementary planning guidance and statutory code of practice.

14.28

Any construction method statements/demolition statements should demonstrate full consideration of
environmental noise control and include the following:
•

•

•

14.29

As a minimum, the CEMP should detail where noise sensitive receptors are located; what the noise
levels/targets are proposed to be complied with and what specific measures have been considered and
adopted in advance to demonstrate Best Practical Means.
The LBL model CEMP condition requires named contact details in case of complaints, and also liaison
with highways officers to ensure the proposals are acceptable (RSS cannot comment on highway
matters).
Any Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act (1974) considerations, if they have been submitted, should
be provided in full

A condition is recommended to ensure a comprehensive construction environment management plan is
submitted once a main contractor is appointed but prior to work on site commencing. The document would be
a live document that develops as activities change on site. It would cover notification procedures for residents,
identification of sensitive receptors, best practice measures to be undertake including on site noise monitoring
and details of mitigation measures offered, dust control measures and a system for complaint recording and
report. Subject this condition officers are satisfied that the construction process can be carried out in a way that
will adequately protect residential amenity.
Environmental Noise

14.30

The noise assessment concludes that the proposed site is suitable for residential development. However, the
noise report indicates that the installation of thermal double glazing and mechanical heating and ventilation
recovery systems is recommended to ensure the habitable rooms comply with current guidance for internal
noise levels. A condition is recommended to secure a scheme of noise and vibration attenuation and where
necessary active ventilation sufficient to prevent overheating to maintain thermal comfort for future occupiers.

14.31

For external amenity spaces the report has identified that the private balconies to the Trinity Rise facade will
be marginally above the recommended noise limits for external amenity spaces. The occupiers of these units
will have access to the separate communal garden within the development which will achieve the relevant
criteria.
Building services and plant

14.32

Although the Noise Assessment has identified that mechanical ventilation will be required, no modelling of the
noise impacts from building services plant has been undertaken. A condition is proposed to ensure that noise
from building services and plant is assessed and appropriately managed and mitigated.
Delivery and Servicing Management Plan

14.33

It is recommended that a Delivery and Servicing Management Plan is provided to ensure delivery and
servicing activity at the site does not adversely impact neighbouring dwellings. A condition is proposed to
ensure an appropriate Delivery and Servicing Management Plan is implemented.

14.34

Subject to the conditions identified above, the proposed development is considered to comply with LLP Policy
Q2.

Residential Amenity and Play Space
14.35

LLP Policy H5 requires new flatted development to provide 50sqm of communal amenity space plus a further
10sqm per dwelling provided as either a terrace or balcony or consolidated within the communal amenity
space.

14.36

On this basis the total requirement would be 250sqm, comprising of 50sqm communal open space and
200sqm (20 residential flats) provided as balconies/private gardens or consolidated within communal space.

14.37

The proposed units would have terraces or balconies ranging in size from 5sqm to 9.4sqm in accordance with
LP Policy D6 requirements. This would amount to 158sqm of private amenity space. The communal amenity
space would be 166sqm resulting in a combined amenity provision of 324sqm. This is well in excess of the
250sqm of amenity space required by Policy H5 of the LLP. The additional communal amenity space (74 sqm)
allows for the inclusion of sufficient doorstep play for under 5s.
Figure 48 - Amenity space (Source Design and Access Statement)

14.38

It is considered that good levels of communal and private amenity space would be provided for future
occupiers. The final details of the soft landscaping and communal amenity area shall be secured by condition.
It is considered that the proposal would accord with LLP Policy H5.
Playspace

14.39

LLP Policy H5 states that provision for developments of 10 or more units with at least one family sized
dwelling, children’s play space should be provided where appropriate to at least the levels set out in the
London Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation’
2012.

14.40

As a minimum, playspace should be provided on site for children under five years old, of which there is
calculated to be 7.4 children occupying the development and a requirement of 74sqm of play space.

14.41

Play for children ages 5-11 should be provided on site if is not accessible within 400m of the site. There is a
child yield of 5.8 5-11 year olds for this proposal with a requirement of 58sqm on site play space.

14.42

Play for children ages 12+ should be provided on site if it is not accessible within 800m of the site. There is a
child yield of 7.6 for 12+ age group for this proposal, with a requirement of 76sqm of on site play space.

14.43

The total requirement is for play space of 173.7sqm with a range of facilities to suit the different age groups.
The proposals incorporate 74.4sqm of children’s play space which includes a series of informal play elements
provided which are suitable for under 5s. These will be focussed on imaginative play and informal low
climbable elements that help develop coordination and that are suitable for younger children. These could
include play logs and boulders, sculptural animal stools and a sitting and balance beam. Children will have the
opportunity to use the whole garden area. Indicative examples of the play equipment are indicated below at
Figures 49 below.
Figure 49 - naturalistic logs and sculptural play animals (Source: Design and Access Statement)

14.44

The proposed nature of the on-site play space is considered to be appropriate for the under 5s. With regards to
the older age groups, the site is within 180m of the entrance to Brockwell Park which provides a number of
play opportunities for play including a playground, water park, a BMX bike track and games pitches.

14.45

The charging approach set out in annex 10 of the LLP sets out a requirement for a financial contribution of
£9,801 to mitigate the lack of on-site play space for 5-17 year olds. These enhancements could be secured in
the area of estate amenity land fronting 2-12 Upgrove Manor Way. This should be secured via the Grampian
condition which would stipulate a minimum of £9,801 should be spent on the play-based elements of the
proposal.

14.46

A condition is recommended to secure details of the play area/equipment to be installed to ensure it is of an
adequate standard. Subject to conditions, it is considered that the proposal would accord with LLP Policy H5.

15

Amenity for Neighbouring Occupiers
Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing

15.1

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.
Neighbouring properties for review

15.2

In terms of properties analysed these are summarised as:

Broadly north-east of site:
 Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 Brockwell Park Gardens
Broadly east of site:
 Nos. 112 & 114 Trinity Rise
Broadly south of site (opposite):
 Nos. 53, 55, 57 & 59 Trinity Rise
Broadly west of site:
 No. 126 Trinity Rise
Broadly north of site – review of rear gardens only:
 Nos. 22 & 24 Upgrove Manor Way
15.3

The extent of neighbouring properties analysed is considered sufficient.
Neighbouring Daylight analysis review

15.4

In terms of daylight analysis, applicable reductions to habitable rooms for both VSC and NSL meets BRE
Guide default target criteria for the following properties and therefore, not commented upon further in this
review;
 Nos 1, 2, 3 & 4 Brockwell Park Gardens
 No. 114 Trinity Rise
 Nos 53, 55, 57 & 59 Trinity Rise
 (Nos. 22 & 24 Upgrove Manor Way – not applicable for daylight review as no windows in the flank
elevation and the small high-level ridge-line windows facing east are anticipated to be secondary or
serving non-habitable rooms).

15.5

Properties at 112 Trinity Rise and 126 Trinity Rise experience either some reductions in VSC and / or NSL
beyond BRE Guide target criteria and comment as follows respectively on such VSC and NSL analysis.

15.6



No. 112 Trinity Rise – Whilst reductions to daylight VSC meet default target criteria, there is 1 room at first
floor with a reduction not meeting default target for NSL. This relates to a bedroom (room R2 served by
window W2) and the reduction in daylight distribution is 42.5 per cent (‘major adverse’). However, it should
be noted that the window is in a flank wall elevation / close to neighbouring boundary and expectation of
daylight from such an arrangement could potentially be considered as lessened. Equally, BRE Guide
recognises that daylight distribution is less important to bedrooms.



No 126 Trinity Rise - There is a ‘minor adverse’ reduction of 26 per cent in VSC value to a 1st floor flank
elevation window which is considered to serve either a bedroom or staircase / landing area (if the latter,
this is non-habitable). The retained VSC value is almost 20, which should be considered acceptable. This
property complies in terms of NSL.

It is evident that almost all reductions in daylight (VSC or daylight distribution) meet BRE Guide default target
criteria with the isolated exception of two rooms in total which are anticipated to be bedrooms. For one room,
the reduction is related to daylight VSC and very minor and for the other room, the reduction relates to daylight
distribution; whilst for the latter the reduction could be considered ‘major adverse’ some consideration should
be given that the window is in the flank elevation and not the main front or rear elevations. On balance, overall,
such very isolated impacts are considered to be acceptable given the site’s location in an urban environment.
Consequently, these effects are considered acceptable having regard to Policy Q2.
Neighbouring Sunlight analysis review

15.7

Neighbouring properties have been considered in terms of sunlight reductions to habitable rooms; the main
focus for analysis review is upon living rooms (and conservatories if applicable) albeit reduction of sunlight to
other rooms should not be too excessive. From consideration of the analysis, we conclude that for applicable
reductions in sunlight to the properties considered, such reductions meet BRE Guide target criteria and are

therefore considered acceptable.
Sunlight – Impact upon neighbouring amenity (primarily rear gardens)
15.8

The application has considered 11 neighbouring amenity areas namely; 1,2,3,4 & 5 Brockwell Park Gardens
and 22 & 24 Upgrove Manor Way and 112, 114, 126 & 128 Trinity Rise. In reference to the analysis review for
the standard 2 hour availability of sunlight to neighbouring amenity areas (at the 21st March equinox),
reductions to these amenity areas meet BRE Guide target criteria with the isolated exception of 114 Trinity
Rise (indeed, for 4 properties there are small gains and for 2 properties there is no change for this 2 hour
review test). For 114 Trinity Rise, which is immediately to the east of site, in existing, only 9% of the amenity
can receive 2 hours or more of sun and when reviewing such areas of existing limited sunlight provision, these
are often more sensitive to any surrounding massing changes. As the result of the proposed development, no
part of this amenity space would achieve 2 hours or more of sun on the 21st of March. In real terms, the area
of garden that will no longer be able to receive 2 hours or more of sun on 21st March relates to just under
3sqm in total, so a limited area. The applicant’s consultant has carried out the same test for the 21st of June
and the amenity space will meet the BRE target of receiving 2 hours or more of sun in the summer months
(when it is considered the occupants are most likely to use the space). Overall, in reference to the 2-hour
amenity test, the majority of neighbouring properties meet target criteria and whilst one property exceeds, the
actual quantum of area affected is limited. On the basis that the identified impact is isolated to such a small
area and given the context of the site in an urban location, the proposal is not considered to have an
unacceptable impact on neighbouring amenity.

15.9

Policy Q2 of the LLP states that development will be supported if it would not have an unacceptable impact on
levels of daylight and sunlight to adjoining properties. Whilst there are some impacts identified that are in
excess of the BRE Guidance, it should be noted that the BRE document is only guidance and recognises that
a contextual approach should be taken that recognises if a site is situated in an urban environment. Whilst
some impacts are identified, these are limited in number and on balance and given the urban context of the
proposal, these are not considered to result in an unacceptable impact on levels of sunlight and daylight,
sufficient to warrant refusal of the proposal.

15.10

With relation to the amenity space at 114 Trinity Rise, the amenity space is located to the north of the property
so there is an existing level of overshadowing resulting from the orientation of the existing terrace of houses
and the two storey nature of the rear extension. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will be a loss of sunlight to
the area of garden to the north of the site, this space is limited to 3sqm in area. Policy Q2 of the LLP states
that development proposals should retain adequate outdoor amenity space that is free from oppressive
overshadowing. Given the limited additional overshadowing arising from the proposal, the impact is considered
to be acceptable. On balance, Policy Q2 of the LLP is considered to be met.
Privacy

15.11

Policy Q2 (iii) of the LLP requires development proposals to avoid “wherever possible” any unacceptable levels
of overlooking (or perceived overlooking).

15.12

To the rear, there are a limited number of residential windows facing towards the site. These are namely the
windows to the rear of Brockwell Park Gardens which are over 21m away.

Figure 50 - 3D model showing the location of facing windows at Brockwell Park Gardens and balconies and
windows facing 126 and 128 Trinity Rise (Source Daylight and Sunlight Assessment prepared by eb7)

15.13

Concern has been raised that the introduction of balconies and windows to the Hardel Walk elevation will
introduce overlooking into the gardens at 126 and 128 Trinity Rise. However, there is an existing element of
overlooking in this direction from the access decks, balconies and widows to the rear of the existing Roper’s
Walk property. This level of overlooking is typical for gardens in an urban location. Given that the balconies
and windows would be set away from the garden at 126 Trinity Rise by approximately 12m, and the inset
design of the balconies which will serve to control views out, any increased level of overlooking is not
considered to result in an unacceptable impact on residential amenity.

15.14

Similarly, there are existing balconies, an open access deck at first floor level and existing windows at Ropers
Walk overlooking the gardens to the rear of 114 and 112 Trinity Rise. In addition, all of the properties on the
terrace feature pairs of two storey ‘outrigger’ extensions with rear windows that overlook neighbouring amenity
spaces. This arrangement is common in an urban environment. The proposal would result in the introduction of
a balcony at first and second floor to the rear of the 3- storey element fronting Trinity Rise. This would be
situated closer to these gardens that the existing Ropers Walk development but match the building line of the
existing pairs of outrigger extensions. However, the balconies have been designed to avoid overlooking by
setting them in, with a full height flank wall providing permanent screening to these amenity spaces. The
impact of the design s therefore considered to be sufficiently mitigated.

Figure 51 - 3D model showing the enclosed access deck (Source Daylight and Sunlight Assessment prepared
by eb7)

15.15

The design of the courtyard elevation deliberately limits balconies to avoid overlooking. The proposed access
deck features a fully enclosed design that limits views to the gardens at 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way. The
building is set away from the gardens to the east by the courtyard space which measures between 10m and
9.3m wide).

15.16

It is considered that the proposal has been carefully designed to avoid wherever possible any unacceptable
levels of overlooking in accordance with Policy Q2 of the LLP.
Outlook and sense of enclosure

15.17

Policy Q2 (iii) of the LLP requires development proposals to avoid “wherever possible” any undue sense of
enclosure. Officers consider sufficient distances would be maintained between the proposed building and
surrounding residential neighbours and that the proposed buildings would not unduly impact upon the outlook
from the neighbouring properties. While the proposal would undoubtably increase the mass of the built form,
this has been done is a way that carefully responds to the existing building line of the terrace at 114 to 106
Trinity Rise and 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way. The location of the courtyard amenity space ensures that from the
amenity spaces of the neighbouring properties, the additional mass is sufficiently set away that while the
increase in massing will be perceptible, it is not considered to result in an unacceptably increased or undue
sense of enclosure.

15.18

Concern has been raised that the proposal would close the existing gap between the existing Ropers Walk
building and the properties at 114 Trinity Rise and 24 Upgrove Manor Way. There are no existing windows to
the flank walls of these properties so there would be no loss of outlook. Whilst the increased proximity and
additional mass of the proposal would be perceptible form the amenity spaces of these properties, the
proposal has been designed so that it does not project significantly past the building line of the neighbouring
terraces. It is not considered that the increased sense of enclosure resulting is unusual in an urban setting or
would constitute an undue impact on neighbouring occupiers.
Noise and Vibration

15.19

LLP Policy Q2 makes clear that proposals should ensure that any adverse impact in terms of noise and
vibration should be reduced and minimised as far as possible to ensure the amenity of existing and future
occupants is protected

15.20

The development would not likely result in an unacceptable impact on surrounding properties with regard to
noise, noting the surrounding residential setting and any noise from residents would be domestic in nature.

15.21

The Council’s Regulatory Services consultant has reviewed the proposal and raised no objection subject to
conditions requiring details of the scheme of noise and vibration attenuation and ventilation, full details and
schedule of internal and external plant equipment, assessment of acoustic impact arising from operation and
post installation noise assessment are provided.
Construction Impacts

15.22

An Outline Construction Logistics Plan has been provided, which details proposed working hours and the noise
assessment submitted also makes recommendations regarding construction site noise. It is considered that
the outline CLP and the noise assessment adequately considers issues that may arise during the construction
phase. However, a condition is recommended to secure a final Construction Environmental Management Plan
for submission and approval before development commences in accordance with LLP Policy Q1.

15.23

It should be noted that in addition to the above statutory nuisance legislation would apply through
Environmental Services.
Lighting

15.24

No details regarding lighting have been provided at this stage. To ensure minimal nuisance or disturbance is
caused to the amenity of neighbouring occupiers and of the area generally in line with LLP Policy Q2 a
condition is recommended that details of lighting be submitted.

16

Designing Out Crime

16.1

LP Policy D10 seeks development which reduces opportunities for crime. LLP Policy Q3 states the Council will
expect development to utilise good design to design out opportunistic crime, anti-social behaviour and fear of
crime.

16.2

The existing building at Ropers walk does not provide good levels of natural surveillance with a blank facade
fronting not to onto the entrance of the side site along Hardel Walk and a lack of ground floor activity (as a
result of the lower ground floor parking basement).
Figure 52 - indicating the existing route behind the back of the properties at 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way and to
the front door of the single storey house to the northeast of Ropers Walk (7 Ropers Walk) (Source: Design and
Access Statement)

16.3

The entrance to the single storey property at 7 Ropers Walk is accessed by a little used pedestrian walkway to
the rear the block that then travels behind the properties at 14-24 Upgrove Way. The front door to 7 Ropers
Walk is not subject to any natural surveillance. Similarly, the access route to the dwelling and the rear of the
properties at 14-24 Upgrove Way is not well overlooked, not well used and the current situation is at high risk
of crime and antisocial behaviour. Representations received indicate that this route has been subject to antisocial behaviour.

16.4

The proposed development would move all of the property entrances so that they are safe and well overlooked
and help to create ground floor activity. The applicant has worked with the Council’s Metropolitan Police
Service Designing Out Crime Officer to improve the security of the existing route, which would run through the
communal garden space to the lobby and provide emergency exit from the site through a 2.4m high fob
controlled gate. Additional measures include installing new 2.4m high security gate at the entrance of the route
adjacent 14 Upgrove Manor Way to restrict access (for maintenance and only residents of Upgrove Manor
Way with gardens backing onto the alleyway and who require access will be provided with a fob).
Figure 53 - indicating access and security measures (Source: Design and Access Statement)

16.5

The application was referred to the Metropolitan Police Design Out Crime advisor who supported the proposed
measures and raised no objection subject to conditions requiring the applicant to submit details of security
measures for approval prior to commencement of development to ensure the scheme incorporates measures
that maintains and enhances safety. A further condition is also recommended that requires a certificate to
demonstrate that the development would adhere to the principles of secured by design is submitted. Subject to
these conditions, Officers are satisfied that the proposal represents an improvement on the existing situation
and will reduce opportunities for crime and antisocial behaviour.

17

Trees, Landscaping and Biodiversity
Trees

17.1

National policy acknowledges the important contribution that trees to the quality and character of urban
environments and states that existing trees are retained wherever possible and that the long term maintenance
of newly planted trees is secured (NPPF para. 131). This is continued in local policy under LLP Policy Q10
which states that proposals for new developments will be required to take particular account of existing trees
on site and adjoining land. Development will not be permitted that would result in the loss of trees of significant
amenity, historic or ecological/habitat conservation value, or give rise to a threat, immediate or long term to the
continued wellbeing of such trees. Where appropriate the planting of additional trees should be included in new
developments. Where it is imperative to remove trees, adequate replacement planting will be secured. The
amount and nature of the replacement planting will be based on the existing value of the benefits of the trees
removed, calculated using cost/benefit tools such as i-tree or CAVAT as set out in London Plan policy G7 C.

17.2

Policy G7 of the LP states if planning permission is granted that necessitates the removal of trees, there
should be adequate replacement based on the existing value of the benefits of the trees removed, determined
by, for example, i-tree or CAVAT or another appropriate valuation system.

17.3

The Arboricultural report submitted with the application (prepared by SJA) indicates that there are currently 4
trees on site. These are set out in Table 2 below. All four trees would be felled to facilitate the proposed
development.
Table 2: Current trees on site (Source: Tree Report) .
Tree
Species
Height
Trunk
no:
diameter
1
Common Lime
22m
760mm
2
Yew
12m
370mm
4
Turkey Oak
14m
610mm
8
Plum
5.5m
180mm
2.5mm

Age class

BS Category

Mature
Semi Mature
Mature
Semi Mature

B
C
C
C

Categories:
A - Trees of high quality and value capable of making a significant contribution to the
area for 40 or more years
B - Trees of moderate quality or value capable of making a significant contribution to the
area for 20 or more years
C - Trees of low quality, adequate for retention for a minimum of 10 years expecting new
planting to take place; or young trees that are less than 15 cms in diameter which should
be considered for re-planting where they impinge significantly on the proposed
development
U - Cannot realistically be retained as living trees in the context of the current land use for
longer than 10 years

17.4

There have been on-going discussions between the Council’s tree officers and the applicant’s tree consultants
regarding the proposed loss of these trees. Comments received from the Council’s tree officer object to the
loss of trees T1, T2 and T4 and refutes a number of elements in the submitted tree report, including the
identification of T4 which was mistakenly identified in the tree assessment as a Turkey Oak but is in fact an
English Oak. Following discussions, the applicant’s tree consultant revised their categorisation of trees T2 and
T4 to Category B Trees. However, the Council’s tree officer has identified trees T1 and T2 as a group of trees
that warrant an A2 classification, as they both have a life expectancy in excess of 40 years and are of
particular visual importance as a landscape feature, given how visible they are along Trinity Rise. It is agreed
that the trees are not particularly good examples of their species and as such they do not warrant an A1
categorisation.

17.5

It is acknowledged that there is an element of subjectivity to the visual importance of T1 and T2 in the
streetscene. However, the wording of Policy Q10 of the LLP does not refer to British Standard tree
categorisation but seeks to avoid the loss of trees of significant amenity or ecological/habitat conservation
value. It is agreed that the proposal would result in the loss of trees T1, T2 and T4 which are of significant
amenity value. However, as set out earlier in this report officers are satisfied that the proposed layout
represents the optimum use of the site and will deliver a number of urban design, housing and regeneration
benefits. Retaining these trees would require the footprint of the existing building to be retained on site, which
would reduce the number of units that would be delivered and prevent a number of the key advantages of the
proposal from being brought forward. Officers are satisfied that the substantial benefits of the proposal could
not be delivered without the removal of these trees.

17.6

LP Policy G7 and LLP Policy Q10 allows for the removal of trees where necessary provided that there is
adequate replacement based on the existing value of the benefits of the trees removed, determined by a
CAVAT based calculation. Mitigation in this form was not provided for in Policy Q10 under the superseded
Local Plan (2015) and the application was previously advertised a departure for this reason. As Q10 under the
current Local Plan (2021) does allow for such mitigation, the proposal complies with current development plan
policy and is no longer considered to be a departure for this reason from the development plan.

17.7

The council’s tree officer has accepted that the retention of the existing trees T1,T2 & T4 would not be
appropriate if the design of the proposed development is not modified, due to the size and shape of the
properties foot print, with trees likely to suffer through either direct damage during construction or resulting in
excessive nuisance complaints resulting in eventual removal of the trees. As such, mitigation using CAVAT
has been recommended.

17.8

The applicant has agreed to the tree officer’s CAVAT valuation which calculates the value of the trees to be
lost as £182,564, to be secured via a s106 agreement. There is insufficient space within the application site to
plant the additional trees required to mitigate this loss although the landscaping proposal make provision for
the planting of 5 new trees along Hardel Walk and two new trees along Trinity Rise, which is welcomed. As
such, the majority of the mitigation planting will need to be undertaken within streets and green spaces in the
vicinity of the site. The Council’s tree officer has confirmed that the Council’s Tree Team have identified 106
potential tree planting locations within the highways of Thurlow Park Ward (which Trinity Rise is within) and
260 potential tree planting locations have been identified within the highways of the adjacent Tulse Hill Ward.
Subject to the financial contributions and suitable replacement tree planting on the site the proposal is
considered to meet the requirements of LP Policy G7 and LLP Policy Q10.
Landscaping

17.9

Policy Q9 requires developments to provide landscaping that is fit for purpose, provides means of access
routes, avoids piecemeal or left over spaces, includes sustainable drainage, maximises opportunities for
greening and makes use of appropriate plant species and is attractive and well designed.

17.10

The applicant has provided a planting plan with an intention to use the planting strategy to define the character
of the site. The proposals for the communal area include the planting of new trees, a landscaped route and
spaces for users to sit and interact. The landscaping plans for the site are considered to provide a good
mixture of amenity, visual quality, colour and biodiversity, which is welcomed, although the existing plans are
conceptual in nature and further details would be required of soft and hard landscaping in plans, drawings and
specifications. It is recommended that these can be secured by condition.

17.11

A final maintenance plan would be secured by s106 and to ensure that the proposed benefits derived from the
landscaping and communal areas are managed and maintained and in perpetuity which can be secured by a
s106.
Biodiversity

17.12

Policy EN1 of the LLP seeks to prevent development that would result harm to the nature conservation or
biodiversity value of an open space including any designated or proposed Local Nature Reserves (LNR) or
Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and requires development proposals to protect, enhance,
create or manage nature conservation and biodiversity interest.

17.13

LP Policy G6 part D states that development proposals should aim to secure net biodiversity gain. This aim is
also set out under paras 174, 179 and 180 of the NPPF.

17.14

The site is not located within an area designated as a SINC or a LNR. The applicant has submitted Preliminary
Ecological Appraisal (PEA) prepared by AA Environmental Limited (AAe) to establish the habitat types and
identify any possible protected species using the site. This confirms that there are no ecologically statutory
designated sites located on or directly adjacent to the site, nor are there any within the 2 km search area

17.15

The report confirms the site is mainly covered in buildings or hardstanding with the exception of some small
areas of lawn, ornamental planting and individual trees. In terms of the extent of the survey undertaken, AAe
have confirmed in an email dated 13/02/2021 that the small, overgrown garden area on the east of the site was
included in the walkover survey. The report confirms that with regards to the following species:

17.16

Badgers - No evidence of badger or their setts was recorded on the site or in the surrounding area Bats - the
majority of the site provides negligible roosing opportunities for bats but the mature Oak provides low roosting
potential. The site provides only provided limited foraging habitat for bats; Herpetofauna - There were no
ponds on the site and therefore no breeding opportunities for amphibians. A search of the site was undertaken
and no species of herpetofauna was found sheltering under any refugia lifted.

17.17

Other Wildlife - Apart from a few common species of birds, either recorded on the site or flying overhead, no
other species of any note were recorded.

17.18

The report therefore concludes that there are no habitats of international, national, county or local importance
that would be directly or indirectly affected by the proposals. The site is of overall low ecological value, with the
species recorded described as common or abundant and are found in similar places across much of Britain,
with no evidence of protected species recorded. The Council’s Ecologist supported the conclusion that the
application site was of relatively low ecological value with no evidence of protected species, and supported the
recommendation that appropriate protocols should still be in place during site demolition/clearance stages to
ensure no nesting wild birds or roosting bats are disturbed or harmed, should they have occupied any of the
buildings, trees or vegetation present within or immediately adjacent to the application site.

17.19

Local residents have raised concerns that there have been sightings of protected species including bats,
toads, Great Crested Newts, Nuthatches and other birds and in the vicinity of the site. The Council’s Ecologist
was asked to comment on this and provided additional comments on the application:


The Council will need to make decisions based on empirical evidence (ideally quantitative numbers of
what were seen) as well as when and how;



Whilst, wild species can be found close to or around a development site, this is very different to saying
that they are living on that site and they would be lost if the site was developed;



Many species have territories that could include part or all of a development site, but they use other
areas that are not to be affected by a development and can compensate for the loss of that location –
or the development might result in ecological and landscape enhancements that are actually better
and more attractive to those species;



It wouldn’t be surprising to see bats and birds (including nuthatches) found in the vicinity of the
application site, and there may well be toads and frogs if there is damp ground habitat, however, there
has to be evidence that such species are occupying and depend solely or to a significant extent on
habitats and other features on the site that if lost will cause harm or loss of those species.



It must be noted that any ecological assessment can only be based on what a competent surveyor
finds on the dates that they are on site, and what information they obtain from background searches as
to historical sightings or findings, especially for protected species like Great Crested Newts (GCN),
bats and birds. AAe make it expressly clear in the report that they did their survey in Spring 2020, and
it was completed in April 2020, so they were doing their assessments at a time when protected
species like bats, nesting birds, GCNs and reptiles would have been active.
o

AAe’s report is a preliminary assessment which can be followed up to be with additional
surveys if necessary, which can be done before a planning decision is made or can be
secured as a condition for discharge before any on-site works commence.



o

AAe’s report recommends follow up checks for bat activity by an experienced and suitably
licensed ecologist to be completed prior to demolition works to ensure there has been no
change in the findings, with a full internal check completed.

o

AAe also state that in the unlikely event of any bats or evidence of bats being encountered,
further bat survey or bat protection measures can be implemented as necessary. Officers
advise that the survey should ideally be carried out between the end of March and the end of
April.

o

AAe also recommend that if any mature trees are to be felled these would be felled by
contractors who are aware of current legislation protecting bats and their roosts. In the unlikely
event of any bats being encountered, then works should stop immediately and Natural
England contacted so that appropriate advice can be provided.

o

AAe also note that all species of wild bird and their nests are fully protected under law, and
this means all site clearance works should be timed to avoid the main bird nesting season,
which runs from March to August inclusive. If this is not possible, a check should be carried
out prior to any clearance works to ensure there are no active nests present.

There is no strong justification for asking AAe to do any more surveys at the moment as its not
appropriate to carry these out in cold weather and it’s not the right season for bats, nesting birds and
amphibians.

17.20

Given the original site assessment was in spring 2020 it is recommended that the applicant commission
additional pre-commencement surveys, especially for bats and birds, so that we get up to date information.

17.21

In addition, a high quality external soft landscaping scheme must be secured for the development. If a series of
features and habitats that are of high value for nesting/feeding bats, and foraging/nesting wild birds, it likely
they will utilise the development, working on the basis that what we get is better than what is lost.

17.22

Officers are therefore satisfied that subject to following the recommendations in the AAe report, conditions
requiring surveys for bats and nesting birds to be carried out prior to the commencement of development,
conditions securing high quality soft landscaping, bird and bat boxes and a lighting scheme that minimises light
spillage and pollution, the proposed works can be carried out in a way that reduces any impact on local wildlife
and also delivers biodiversity net gain to increase the nature conservation value of the site in the long term.
Details of these measures will be secured by condition.
Green infrastructure

17.23

LP Policy G1 part D aims for proposals to incorporate appropriate elements of green infrastructure such as
street trees and green roofs. The proposals for the flat roofs on the new housing blocks incorporate areas of
green roof which are welcomed and should be provided as biodiverse living roofs were possible, to
compensate for the loss or reduction of any existing habitats on the current site. The roofs can be a mixture of
PVs and green roof, but the design of the green roofs must be as maximal in area as possible and designed to
provide maximum biodiversity benefit. It is recommended that further details regarding the area, design and
construction of the green roofs are secured by condition.

17.24

Concern has been raised regarding the impacts of the proposal on Peregrine Falcons. The Council’s Ecologist
has confirmed that Holy Trinity Church is used as a roosting site and that it is assumed it is for Peregrine
Falcons (although there is no empirical evidence of this). Consequently, officers are sensitive to any proposed
developments for the church or its immediate surrounding properties. With regards to the proposed application
and any impacts on Peregrine Falcons, comments received confirm:
Peregrines are high-flying ‘attack hunters’ who drop out of the sky to kill pigeons, parakeets, blackbirds
and doves, often whilst in flight, then they finish off their prey on the wing or on the ground (usually in
wide open spaces) and then take it back to their nests perched up high in church steeples or on tall
buildings.

Provided the site demolition, clearance and rebuilding works are contained on site, and they don’t
encroach onto Holy Trinity or abut onto the church, and there are appropriate controls in for noise,
dust, and hours of operation, the risk of disturbance or harm to nesting Peregrines is relatively low or
easily mitigated for. Peregrines are cosmopolitan birds well adapted to urban locations, and tend to get
on well with neighbouring human activity so long as there is a degree of physical separation between
them, and this doesn’t get too close to their nests or obstruct or harm their normal feeding territories.
Urban Greening Factor
17.25

London Plan Policy G5 requires proposals within boroughs to develop an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) to
identify the appropriate amount of urban greening required within developments. For residential development
this is an Urban Greening Factor of 0.4.

17.26

Urban greening covers a wide range of options including, but not limited to, street trees, green roofs, green
walls, and rain gardens. It can provide a range of benefits including amenity space, enhanced biodiversity,
addressing the urban heat island effect, sustainable drainage and amenity – the latter being especially
important in the most densely developed parts of the city where traditional green space is limited.

17.27

The proposed development has been designed to achieve an on-site UGF 0.4 as required for residential
development. The scheme incorporates extensive green roofs, flower rich perennial planting, climbing plants
hedges, tree planting, groundcover planting and permeable paving. Therefore, the proposal meets the
requirements of the London Plan Policy G5. To validate the measures at the as built stage a condition is
recommended that evidence is provided to demonstrate to illustrate the development has achieved an urban
greening factor of 0.4 or more.

18

Transport

18.1

Policies T3, T6, T7 and T8 of the Local Plan seek to ensure that proposals for development 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 would have an unacceptable transport impact, it should be
refused in the absence of mitigation measures to make the development acceptable.
Sustainable travel

18.2

LLP Policy T1 states that Lambeth will promote a sustainable pattern of development in the borough,
minimising the need to travel and reducing dependence on the private car.
Access

18.3

No vehicular access is proposed into the site as part of the application. Pedestrian access is proposed from
Trinity Rise and Hardel Walk. The Council’s Transport Officer has welcomed the proposal for the narrow
footway on Hardel Walk adjacent to the site will be widened to a minimum of 1.5m to provide improved
pedestrian connectivity. A condition is recommended to secure this improvement. TfL have requested that the
route is widened to 2m, however, there is insufficient space to achieve 2m and the Council’s Transport officer
is satisfied that a 1.5m width represents a significant improvement in the existing situation. Hardel Walk is an
estate road and TfL are not the relevant Highways authority. In addition, it has been requested that the
applicant should also install tactile paving at the junction of Trinity Rise and Hardel Walk. The applicant will
need to enter into a 278 agreement with the Council’s Highways Team to secure these improvements to the
public highway adjacent to the development (the tactile paving, the dropped kerb and the reinstatement of the
footway), this will be secured by way of a planning obligation.
Cycle Parking

18.4

LLP Policy T3 requires development to provide cycle parking in accordance with London Plan Requirements. A
total of 44 cycle parking spaces would be provided for residents including two cycle parking spaces for visitors.
Overall, provision is in accordance with the requirements set out in the LP Policy T5.

Figure 54 - Cycle storage (Source Design and Access Statement)

18.5

Of the 44 cycle parking spaces proposed, 32 cycle spaces are proposed to be accommodated within a two-tier
stacker and 10 spaces would be provided across 5 Sheffield stands. 2 of these stands have space to either
side to allow for adaptable cycle spaces. Two visitor spaces would be accommodated within horizontal
Sheffield stands adjacent to the entrance front Trinity Rise.

18.6

The Council’s Highways team have confirmed that they are satisfied with the proposed cycle parking which
should be secured by condition (Condition 37).
Car parking

18.7

The site is located within a CPZ and the proposed development proposes no off-street parking. LLP Policy T1
seeks to reduce dependence on private car use. The LP states maximum residential car parking for Inner
London areas of PTAL 3 as up to 0.25 spaces per unit. Therefore, as the proposed development is car-free it
is compliant with car parking standards for the LP. As a car free development, it is recommended that an
obligation would be secured by a s106 agreement to remove the eligibility of new residents to apply for
residential parking permits. New residents moving into the units would be informed of this and the obligation
would be enforceable against any successors in title and will therefore remain relevant for the lifetime of the
development. This would not apply for any existing residents of the estate who move into the units who would
retain their existing parking permits.
Accessible parking

18.8

LP Policy T6.1(G) states that disabled persons parking should be provided for new residential developments
delivering ten or more units. The policy requires (as a minimum) in part G(1) that for three per cent of
dwellings, at least one designated disabled persons parking bay per dwelling is available from the outset
demonstrate. Part G(2) requires that as part of the Parking Design and Management Plan, the applicant should
demonstrate how an additional seven per cent of dwellings could be provided with one designated disabled
persons parking space per dwelling in future upon request as soon as existing provision is insufficient.

18.9

To meet Policy T6.1(g), one disabled bay is required (to meet the 3 per cent requirement) from the outset. A
£10,000 contribution would be secured to deliver this space in front of the development on Trinity Rise. A
second space could also be provided on Trinity Rise if required. A second contribution of £10,000 would be
required to deliver this space and a Parking Management Plan would also be required to set out the
mechanism to monitor the need for the additional space. In addition, a further s106 contribution of £10,000
would be secured to provide one of these spaces with an electric vehicle charging point in accordance with the
requirements of this policy.
Car Club

18.10

LLP Policy T6 states that Car Clubs are required, where appropriate, preferably on-street to facilitate ease of
public use. Policy T6(a) also confirms that Car Clubs and pool car schemes would also be promoted as an
alternative to car parking and individual car ownership. Paragraph 2.35 of the Transport Statement submitted
in support of the application confirms that there are 9 Zipcar club bays available in a 1.2km radius of the site,
with the nearest car club space located on Tulse Hill to the southeast of the site. For the proposed
development, provision of Car Club membership would be required for all residents (one membership per
residential unit) from first occupation of the development. This would be secured by s106 Agreement.
Trip Generation

18.11

The proposed development will add no more than two additional vehicle movements during the weekday peak
hours. The net change in trip generation outlines that the proposed development will add one vehicle to the
transport network approximately every 30 minutes, or two vehicular movements per hour. This includes
servicing and delivery vehicular movements and is not considered significant.

18.12

The proposals would result in the loss of existing car parking spaces on Trinity Rise. The Council’s Highways
team have confirmed that parking surveys from Trinity Rise from which suggest high levels of daytime parking
stress (above 85 per cent). However, duration of stay data shows a high turnover of parking, suggesting
baseline residential or overnight parking stress is likely to be lower. Given the development will be secured
parking permit free and at most two disabled bays are required, the impact on parking stress is expected to be
minimal.
Servicing & Delivery

18.13

Access into the estate is via Tulse Hill/Papworth Way, via a one-way circulation route. This proposal will not
change that arrangement.

18.14

A communal bin store is proposed to the south of the site, adjacent to Trinity Rise. Four ground floor flats will
have private space for bin storage with refuse collection from Hardel Walk. Trinity Rise has on-street parking
along the site frontage and the development proposals include a break in the on- street resident permit parking
bays to provide a gap of 2.5m adjacent to the proposed disabled persons parking bays and a new dropped
kerb on the footway between the bin store and the road.

18.15

It is recommended that the widening of the footway along Hardel Walk. A full Serving and Delivery Plan
including detailed drawings should secured by planning condition.
Waste and Recycling

18.16

The existing bin storage arrangements for the site are ad hoc, with bins stored behind a dwarf wall fronting
Hardel Wall and two further Eurobins that appears to be stored on the grass estate amenity land to the rear of
the site.

18.17

The proposal would seek to rationalise this and proposes a new bin store location on the south side of Hardel
Walk, served by a new dropped curb. Whilst some concern has been raised that this represents a security risk
to the gardens at 126 and 128 Trinity Rise, the bin store would be located 1.7m away from the boundary wall
and the area directly behind the wall is not a residential garden but a shared parking and garage area. Officers
are satisfied that this does not represent an additional security risk to an area that could just as easily be
accessed by climbing over the wall.

18.18

The new proposed new ground floor units fronting Hardel Walk would feature individual bins stores. The
remaining units would have access to a refuse and recycling store located off the communal lobby fronting
Trinity Rise.

18.19

The Council’s waste contractor Veolia has reviewed the proposal and raised concerns that there is no
individual bin collection service on the estate. The applicant has therefore agreed to a condition securing
Waste and Recycling Management Strategy requiring the refuse from the 4 properties at ground floor level on
Hardel Walk to be placed in the communal bin store by the management company on bin collection day. The
bins in the refuse chamber have been amended to include 4 x 660L refuse bins and 1 x 1280L recycling bin to
allow for capacity for this to happen in accordance with Lambeth’s “Waste and recycling storage and collection
- Technical Specifications”. This arrangement will ensure that the stores would be located within 30m of the
recommended travel distance from the resident’s properties and for those properties located more than 30m
away, their refuse will be managed by the HfL management company on collection day. A condition is also
recommend requiring all bins to be placed back in the stores following collection.

18.20

Dropped kerbs would be formed on the footway to the bin store on Trinity Rise to allow a refuse vehicle to
access the site. The Waste and Recycling Management Strategy will require details of where the refuse truck
will stop to collect waste in order to prevent disruption to the flow of traffic on Trinity Rise.
Network impacts

18.21

Local Plan Policy T8(d) requires planning applications to be accompanied by a construction and logistics plan,
demonstrating arrangements for construction traffic and how environmental, traffic and amenity impacts would
be minimised. The applicant has submitted an outline Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) which provides details
about the construction logistics/methods.

18.22

The Council’s Highways officer has reviewed the outline CLP and has accepted that further work will be
required to refine the CLP once a contractor is in place for the scheme. It is therefore recommended that a full
Demolition and Construction Management Plan should be secured by condition, to be submitted prior to the
start of any works. This must outline the build duration, programme, numbers of construction vehicle
movements, and a commentary on how the site will be built out and impact on the operation of the highway
and would facilitate the safe and free movement of all road users along Hardel Walk and Trinity Rise
throughout future associated construction works. An informative (informative 4) is recommended to inform the
applicant of the necessity to consult the Highway Team in order to obtain necessary prior approval for
undertaking any works within the public highway, road closures etc

18.23

The applicant would also need to enter into a s278 agreement with regards to works that will affect the
highway including reinstatement works. This would be secured by s106.
Mitigation

18.24

As discussed above, the proposed development is considered acceptable with regard to transport and highway
impacts subject to the following measures that would mitigate any transport impacts of the proposal:


Car parking permit free designation for the residential units (planning obligation)



3 year car club membership for each dwelling (planning obligation)



Financial contribution of £20,000 towards provision of 2 x blue badge car parking spaces (planning
obligation)



Enter into a s278 agreement for highways works including dropped curb on Trinity Rise, installation of
tactile paving and reinstatement of any damage (Planning obligation)



Final demolition/construction management/logistics plan (condition)



Details of cycle parking (condition)



Full Servicing and Delivery Plan (condition)



Submission of a waste and refuse recycling strategy (condition)
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Sustainable Design and Construction

19.1

The NPPF states that proposed developments should promote the use of renewable energy where technology
is viable, economic and where the social impacts can be addressed satisfactorily. LP Policy SI 2 requires
major residential developments to achieve zero carbon status through a combination of on-site measures (at
least 35 per cent saving) and cash-in lieu contributions to a ring-fenced carbon off-set fund (up to 65 per cent).
Development proposals should make the fullest contribution to minimising carbon dioxide emissions in
accordance with the Mayor’s energy hierarchy, namely; using less energy (Be Lean), supplying energy
efficiently (Be Clean) and using renewable energy (Be Green). The London Plan requires that all major
developments meet specific targets for carbon dioxide emissions reduction in buildings. These targets are
expressed as minimum improvements over the Target Emission Rate (TER) as set within Part L of the Building
Regulations (2013).

19.2

LLP Policy EN4 requires all development to meet high standards of sustainable design and construction
feasibility, having regard to the scale, nature and form of the development proposal. Proposals should
demonstrate in a supporting statement that these standards are integral to the design, construction and
operation of the development.

19.3

An Energy and Sustainability Statement along with an Overheating assessment has been submitted as part of
the proposal and reviewed by the council’s consultants who raised no objections subject to conditions and
financial contribution secured via s106 towards the Council’s carbon offset fund.
Decentralised Energy

19.4

There are no existing heat networks in the vicinity of the proposed development. The site is 4.5km from the
nearest proposed heat network. In accordance with hierarchy in Policy SI3 Part (D) of the LP, the applicant has
demonstrated that a communal system would not be beneficial for a development of this size, and therefore
proposes an individual heating system. CHP has not been considered due to the carbon emissions associated
and the size of the development. This has been verified by the Council’s Sustainability consultant and Policy
SI3(D) of the LP is considered to be satisfied.
Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions

19.5

The applicant has provided an Energy Statement compliant with the Draft London Plan Policies and GLA’s
Energy Assessment Guidance Energy Hierarchy. For the Be Lean stage, the report states in Table 3 that
following energy efficiency measures to the building fabric, there would be a 10.3 per cent improvement on
regulated CO₂ emissions and an 8.4 per cent improvement in total CO₂ emissions. The residential carbon
emissions reduction of 10.3 per cent achieved against the Part L 2013 baseline for the Be Lean stage of the
Energy Hierarchy exceeds the target of 10 per cent for energy efficiency measures set out in Policy SI2 of the
LP.

19.6

No Be Clean measures are proposed given that there are no existing or planned heat networks in the vicinity
of the site (see above).

19.7

For Be Green, Air Source Heat Pumps (ASHPs) are proposed for space heating and domestic hot water and
PV panels are proposed for the roof of Block A. The Energy Statement demonstrates that the measures
introduced would result in a reduction in regulated CO₂ of 80 per cent using SAP 10 CO₂ emissions factors,
significantly exceeding the minimum 35 per cent site target set out in Policy SI2 of the LP. The remaining
regulated carbon dioxide emissions would be off set with a payment of £15,960 to reduce the emissions to an
equivalent of zero. This may need to be re-calculated when the final carbon emissions reduction is confirmed.
This would be secured by s106.

19.8

A condition is recommended requiring as-Built SAP calculations to be submitted to demonstrate that the
carbon reduction set out in the Energy strategy have been achieve at the as built stage. In addition, a condition
requiring details of the PV panels is recommended. The financial contribution of £15,960 (with the actual
amount to be determined following final emissions carbon reduction being confirmed) is to be secured via a
s106. Subject to these conditions and securing the financial contributions the proposal would comply with LP
Policy SI 2.

19.9

Objections to the proposal suggest that the scheme does not go far enough to achieve energy efficiency and
carbon reductions, given that Lambeth Council have declared a climate emergency. It should be noted that,
the proposal is policy compliant, meeting (and significantly exceeding) the minimum requirements of the LP
energy policies. The Energy Strategy has also been future-proofed so as to meet the future building
regulations Part L coming in later this year and officers are satisfied that a combination of the use of heat
pumps for all heating needs, MVHR systems and PV panels will deliver a policy compliant, sustainable building
that represents a significant improvement on the existing building in terms of energy efficiency.

19.10

Lambeth Council is committed to being carbon neutral by 2030 and part of the Lambeth Corporate Carbon
Reduction Plan: Becoming a Carbon Neutral Council by 2030 is a commitment in para 1.3 that by 2030, “all
new Council homes will be built to the highest efficiency standards”. Objections received suggest that
proposals should therefore seek to achieve an energy efficiency standard of 15kWh/m²/yr, which is higher
performance than meeting London Plan policy and is the key performance metric for Passivhaus. There is no
policy requirement for the scheme to achieve Passivhaus Standard. There are a variety of conflicting
descriptions of what zero carbon is, and the London Plan description makes allowances for carbon offsetting to
achieve net carbon zero where it has been demonstrated that on-site savings have been maximised.

19.11

It has also been suggested that Ropers Walk should not be demolished and redeveloped but retrofitted to
ensure embodied carbon is retained. The embodied carbon of the existing building is the carbon dioxide
emissions associated with the non-operational phase of the building (i.e. its construction and demolition). This
includes emissions cause by extraction, manufacture, transportation, assembly, maintenance, replacement,
deconstruction, disposal and end of life aspects of the materials and systems that make up a building. (Source:
https://www.ukgbc.org/sites/default/files/Tackling per cent20embodied per cent20carbon per cent20in per
cent20buildings.pdf, accessed 26/01/2021).

19.12

The existing buildings, constructed in the 1960s, are not energy efficient and as such their operational carbon
emissions are high. Any project to retrofit the units will generate its own carbon emissions, increasing the
embodied carbon of the buildings. It should be noted that Lambeth is facing an acute housing shortage with
23,000 people on their housing waiting list. LP policies require the local authority to deliver 13,350 new homes
per annum over a ten-year period. The NPPF prioritises underutilised, previously developed sites to deliver
housing, the principle of redeveloping the existing site is therefore supported by local and national policies. If
the existing dwellings are retained and refurbished, then the necessary housing provision will be required
elsewhere to address the housing shortage within the Borough. The applicant’s Sustainability Consultant has
suggested that this could result in higher embodied carbon emissions as additional land would be required to
fulfil the amount of housing required.

19.13

The ‘Whole Life-Cycle Carbon’ (WLC) of the building is both the embodied carbon and the carbon associated
with operation of the building. Policy SI2 of the LP requires development proposals referable to the Mayor
should calculate whole life-cycle carbon emissions through a nationally recognised Whole Life- Cycle Carbon
Assessment and demonstrate actions taken to reduce life-cycle carbon emissions. Para 9.2.11 of the LP states
that,
“Operational carbon emissions will make up a declining proportion of a development’s
whole life- cycle carbon emissions as operational carbon targets become more stringent.
To fully capture a development’s carbon impact, a whole life-cycle approach is needed to
capture its unregulated emissions (i.e. those associated with cooking and small
appliances), its embodied emissions (i.e. those associated with raw material extraction,
manufacture and transport of building materials and construction) and emissions
associated with maintenance, repair and replacement as well as dismantling, demolition
and eventual material disposal).”

19.14

A WLC assessment as required by the LP relates to the future building to be constructed on site and not the
existing building on site. The assessment is made against GLA defined benchmarks which are currently set out
in draft guidance (Draft Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments Guidance October 2020).

19.15

Concern has been raised about the Whole Lifecycle Calculation, Energy Strategy and operational carbon
calculations submitted in support of the application. The applicant’s Sustainability Consultant has issued the
following additional information:

As the scheme at Trinity Rise is 20 residential dwellings, it is not Greater London Authority
(GLA) referable. A Whole Life Cycle Carbon Assessment is only a requirement for all GLA
referable applications and therefore was not a policy requirement for Trinity Rise. This is
noted within the Publication London Plan Policy SI 2 which states that ‘Development
proposals referable to the mayor should calculate whole life-cycle carbon emissions through
a nationally recognised Whole Life Cycle Carbon Assessment.’
Homes for Lambeth undertook the Whole Life Cycle Carbon Assessment as part of an
internal commitment to do so. Despite it not forming part of the planning application, the
assessment and report are compliant with the GLA’s Whole Life Cycle Carbon Assessment
Guidance. Homes for Lambeth requested that a comparison with the operational energy of
the existing dwellings was carried out; the is not a requirement specified in the GLA
Guidance.
The absence of the Circular Economy Statement was also noted in the report. Please note
that as the scheme is not GLA referable, there is not a requirement for one to be submitted
with the planning application. This is noted within the Publication London Plan Policy SI 7
which states that ‘Referable applications should promote circular economy outcomes and
aim to be net zero- waste. A Circular Economy Statement should be submitted.’
Trinity Rise is a new build development and has been treated as such. In regard to the
energy strategy, the London Plan (Policy SI 2) requirement of a minimum on-site reduction of
at least 35 per cent beyond Building Regulations has been surpassed. The development is
achieving a 80.0 per cent improvement beyond Building Regulations.

19.16

The application is not referable to the Mayor, however the applicant instructed that a WLC assessment be
carried out. This assess the carbon emissions resulting from the construction and the use of a building over its
entire life, through four stages described as life-cycle modules; module A1 – A5 (product sourcing and
construction), module B1 – B7 (use), module C1 – C4 (end of life) and module D (benefits and loads beyond
the system boundary).
Figure 55 - Comparison of Whole Life Cycle carbon against GLA benchmarks

19.17

The WLC assessment demonstrates that based on the information provided to date, the total carbon emissions
are expected to be 605 kgCO2/m2 GIA over 60 years; 497kgCO2/m2 for modules A1-A5 and 108kgCO2/m2
for modules B – C. It must be noted that no benchmark has been set by the GLA for operational and energy
use (life cycle stages B6-B7) due to insufficient data at present. The results for these have therefore been
omitted from the totals above.

19.18

The proposed development at Trinity Rise would performing better than both the WLC Benchmark set by the
GLA and the Aspirational Benchmark, thus demonstrating a sustainable design.

19.19

Despite the fact that there is no policy requirement to carry out a WLC calculation, one has been prepared for
the proposed development. This demonstrates that the proposal performs well against the GLAs benchmarks.
Officers are therefore satisfied that the proposed development would be sustainable throughout its lifecycle,
including construction and future demolition.
Sustainable design and construction

19.20

The applicant has provided an Energy Statement and a Sustainability Statement compliant with London Plan
Policies and Lambeth Local Plan Policies with regards to sustainable design and construction. These reports
demonstrate that sustainability has been considered for the design, construction and operation of the
development and that the proposals are compliant with LLP Policy EN4 and LP Policy SI2.

19.21

Policy SI4 of the LP requires applicants to demonstrate through an energy strategy how they will reduce the
potential for internal overheating and reliance on air conditioning systems in accordance with the Mayor’s
cooling hierarchy. 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 and air
tightness standards, optimization of glazing g-value, external shading from balconies and high thermal mass
materials, openable windows and mechanical ventilation. The proposal would utilise openable windows as the
primary means of ventilation, with a background mechanical ventilation system, during periods when
overheating is experienced (when internal temperature exceeds 22°C and the external temperature is lower
than the internal temperature). Overheating modelling was conducted for 7 sample units in the proposed
development using the design weather file for the London Weather Centre DSY1 for the 2020s, high
emissions, 50 per cent percentile scenario, which takes into account the urban heat island affect.

19.22

In accordance with CIBSE TM59 Section 3.1, the number of sample units analysed depends on the scale of
the development, it’s geographical location and the results of the modelling as they emerge. The applicant did
not select the representative flats to be assessed. In the case of Trinity Rise, there are 20 residential units and
7 representative units were modelled which is 35 per cent. The applicant’s sustainability consultant has
confirmed that they typically aim to model 10 per cent of units although there is no requirement for the exact
sample size, selection units that are at high risk of overheating (such as on the top floors, a south facing or
noisier façade) and also ones that are at a lower risk, so that we have strategies which suit all.

19.23

In the DSY1 results, two of the units have a very marginal fail. The requirement is less than 32 hrs and these
units achieved 32.33 and 32.50 hours, which is considered acceptable. The Council’s Sustainability consultant
is satisfied that the overheating modelling results in the Overheating Assessment demonstrate that the homes
would not overheat in accordance with CIBSE TM59 criteria and that no active cooling is required.

19.24

The applicant has confirmed that the internal water consumption of the dwellings will be <105litres/person/day.
To demonstrate compliance at the as-built stage, a condition requiring details confirming this are submitted.

19.25

Details of the green roof can be secured by condition. In order to demonstrate compliance with LLP Policy
EN4.

20

Other Environmental Matters
Flood Risk

20.1

LLP Policy EN5 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 floor risk through using appropriate flood
risk measures, including the use of sustainable drainage systems.

20.2

The applicant has submitted a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which concludes that the site is at
low risk of flooding being situated in Flood Zone 1 (low risk – less than 0.1 per cent annual probability of fluvial
or tidal flooding). Whilst the proposed residential development is classified as being ‘more vulnerable’ in terms
of Table 2: Flood risk vulnerability classification of the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG), the site’s
location in Flood Zone 1 means that the site is sequentially appropriate for residential development and the
Exception Test is not required:

Figure 56 - Table 4 ‘Flood Risk Vulnerability and flood zone compatibility’ of the NPPG.

20.3

20.4

The FRA assesses the site for vulnerability of flooding from all sources and concludes that there is a potential
risk of flooding from surface water. The FRA recommends mitigation measures and confirms the flood risk can
be reduced to an acceptable level throughout the lifetime of the proposed development taking account of the
vulnerability of its users without increasing flood risk elsewhere:


As part of the development it will be necessary to set appropriate external ground levels around the south
western corner of the new building to ensure that any exceedance flows in Hardel Walk can progress into
Trinity Rise and are not permitted to pool excessively near the entrance to the bike store.



Finished floor levels should be raised at least 150mm above adjacent ground levels so that external
surfaces can drain away from entrances.



A continuous kerb should be provided along Hardel Walk to retain most excess flows within the highway
and all low-lying areas between Hardel Walk and the new building should be provided with high capacity
drainage to intercept any excess flow.



Managing run-off from the built development areas of the Site through an appropriately designed and
maintained surface water drainage strategy for the Site.

The Local Lead Flooding Authority have confirmed that they are satisfied with the principle of the development
subject to a planning obligation to secure the detail design of the flood mitigation measures. As some of the
necessary measures will be situated within the carriageway in Hardel Walk which is not within the red line
boundary of the site but in Lambeth ownership, a planning obligation is necessary to secure this. In addition, a
scheme of maintenance is proposed to ensure that the applicant is responsible for maintaining the approved
flood mitigation measures. These will be secured through a Grampian condition.
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems

20.5

LLP Policy EN6 states that development proposals should ensure that the layout and design does not have a
detrimental impact on floodwater flow routes across the site, and incorporate a Sustainable Urban Drainage
(SuDS) system to demonstrate that there will be a decrease in the volume and rate of run-off leaving the site.

20.6

The proposed surface water drainage strategy proposes to restrict surface water flows from the site to a
maximum discharge rate of 2 l/s (which will restrict the flow of surface water run-off for all return period events
up to and including the 1 in 100-year critical event (including a 40 per cent allowance for climate change)).
Surface water from the site would be controlled using a combination of green roofs, permeable paving and
attenuation tanks (which temporarily store surface water on site within a cellular storage tank located beneath
the communal amenity courtyard to the east of the site) prior to being released to Thames Water’s combined
sewer network.

20.7

With regards to the drainage strategy, the LLFA confirms that the proposal to discharge the site’s surface
water to Thames Water’s combined sewer network is acceptable given the constraints of the site. A condition
is recommended requiring details of the design of the system to be submitted to ensure the proposed strategy
and discharge rates/volumes will be achieved. This should include the construction detail and hydraulic
capacity of the green roof, permeable paving and attenuation tank. Details of the systems management and
maintenance strategy are also required to be submitted prior to first use/first occupation (conditions 22 and
23). Subject to conditions the proposal would accord with LLP Policies EN5 and EN6 and Government
ministerial statement HCWS161 (ensure arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance).
Air Quality

20.8

The proposed development is a major development located within a borough-wide Air Quality Management
Area (AQMA). LP Policy SI 1 states that development proposals should be at least ‘air quality neutral’ and not
lead to further deterioration of existing poor quality. The application was accompanied by an Air Quality
Assessment (AQA) that was reviewed by the Council’s Sustainability (Air Quality) officer who is satisfied that
existing conditions at the site location will meet national Air Quality Objectives and that the site is suitable for
residential development. The operational impacts of the development will be minimal, and no mitigation will be
required to reduce exposure of residents to pollutants.
Construction Impacts

20.9

The overall dust risk of the site is low. It is recommended that a full Air Quality and Dust Management Plan
(AQDMP) is secured by condition. The AQDMP should be submitted for approval prior to the commencement
of works. This is to manage and mitigate the impact of the development on the air quality and dust emissions
in the area and London as a whole. This would be secured by condition 5. Furthermore, an informative
(informative 10) is recommended that mitigation measures for low risk sites listed in Appendix 7 of the Control
of Dust and Emissions SPG should be included in the AQDMP.
Air Quality Neutral Assessment

20.10

In terms of the requirements for the development to be air quality neutral as set out in Policy SI 1 of the LP, the
Council’s Sustainability (Air Quality) officer has confirmed that building emissions arising from the proposed
development would be air quality neutral as only Air Source Heat Pumps are planned. With regards to
transport emissions, these do not meet Air Quality Neutral requirements, but the additional emissions arise
from use of disabled parking provision, so this is considered to be acceptable.
NRMM Low Emission Zone

20.11

The proposed development is a major development located in Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) Low
Emission Zone and is subject to its requirements. It is therefore recommended that an NRMM condition
(condition 6) is imposed to ensure that any NRMM machinery to be used has been registered to ensure air
quality has not been adversely affected by the development.

20.12

Subject to conditions indicated above the proposal would accord with LP Policy SI 1.
Land Contamination

20.13

Policy EN4 requires adequate remedial treatment of any contaminated land. No Preliminary Environmental
Risk Assessment has been submitted with the application. Historic Ordnance Survey mapping shows the site
was previously undeveloped before the construction of the Cressingham Gardens Estate in the post war
period. However, the buildings scheduled for demolition may contain asbestos containing materials. Any such
materials should be identified and removed prior to the commencement of demolition. A condition is
recommended to ensure the risks from contamination and hazardous materials are properly controlled.
Archaeology

20.14

An Archaeological desk-based assessment was submitted and reviewed by Historic England (Archaeology)
along with information held in the Greater London Historic Environment Record. Historic England advised that
while there is archaeological potential associated with the whole estate, this specific application site does not
contain any discernible archaeological interest. As such no further assessment or conditions are necessary.
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Fire Strategy

21.1

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.

21.2

The Council’s Building Control officer has reviewed the submitted fire strategy and confirmed that the details
provided indicate a sound basis for complying with B5 firefighting and brigade access requirements. This Fire
Strategy has been revised to refer to the fact that the new London Plan has now been adopted however the
recommendations remain the same.

21.3

In accordance with national requirements, a Fire Statement form has been submitted. As the proposed
development is less than 18m in height it is not required to consult the Health and Safety Executive however
the Fire Statement has been prepared by a suitably qualified person and is based on the Fire Strategy, which
has been reviewed by the council’s Building Control service and found acceptable.

21.4

A full and thorough assessment of the final detailed and dimensioned designs would be undertaken as part of
the Building Control process by the appointed Building Control Body once an application is made.

22

Employment and Training

22.1

Policy ED14 of the Lambeth Local Plan states 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 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, site specific 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, for example as regards 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.

22.3

As part of a section 106 agreement, the Council would require the applicant to commit to the completion of an
employment and skills plan and the delivery of the obligations contained in that plan. In addition, a financial
contribution will also be required towards the cost of vocational training and employment support, which is
calculated on the basis of £6,500 for every 10 residential units provided. This contribution has been calculated
to be £13,000 and will be secured via s106 agreement.

23

Planning Obligations and CIL

23.1

LLP Policy D4 and Annex 9 sets out the Council’s policy in relation to seeking planning obligations and the
charging approaches for various types of obligations. For contributions that are not covered by Annex 9, 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 Council is the freehold owner of the site. HfL currently has no interest in the land. HfL do not intend to take
a lease or any other interest in the site until after the grant of planning permission.

23.4

An agreement under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 can only be entered into with a
party which has a legal interest in the land to be bound or which has a contract for sale of the land. If an
agreement is entered into with a party that holds only an estate contract, the section 106 agreement will only
bind that interest and will not run with the land in the same way as obligations run with freehold or leasehold

titles.
23.5

It is therefore recommended to attach a condition to any grant of planning permission preventing the
commencement of the development until a planning obligation has been entered into in a form satisfactory to
the Council. The proposed condition imposes this requirement and sets out the heads of terms of the section
106 agreement. This type of negatively worded condition is usually known as a ‘Grampian’ condition (after a
legal case of that name). Such conditions restrict the progress of the development until the requirements of the
condition are satisfied. The Planning Practice Guidance indicates that such conditions should not be used
where there are no prospects at all of the action in question (in this case, the planning obligation) being
performed within the time-limit imposed by the planning permission. This is so as to avoid the possibility of
planning permissions being granted for which there is no reasonable likelihood of the development being able
to be delivered before the permission lapses.

20.6

Officers are satisfied in this case that the use of a Grampian condition is appropriate.
Heads of Terms
Item
Affordable housing
– on-site provision



Details
Securing 20 units of affordable housing with the following tenure mix:
I.
II.



Trees, Landscaping
and communal
space







Estate Amenity Land
Improvements




A final landscape management and maintenance plan to be
submitted and secured for the lifetime of the development..
A financial contribution of £182,564 to compensate for the loss of
trees (T1, T2 and T4) to facilitate replacement tree planting in the
surrounding area.
Secure access to the communal areas of the proposed development
for
all future occupiers for the lifetime of the development.
A scheme to be developed and submitted and approved by the
Council for the following (and which may require the submission
of an application for planning permission).
The delivery of improvements to an area of not less than 100sqm;
The proposed improvement measures to
include
o
the planting of 3 new trees;
o
a scheme of lighting;
o
80sqm of resin bound gravel with aluminium edging,
o
o

280sqm of groundcover/herbaceous planting;
2 items of feature/bench hardwood seating (5m and 8m long),

o

6 play features to a value of not less than £9,801;



Installation of 2 x bird boxes, bat boxes and bug hotels;



A landscape management and maintenance plan to be
submitted, approved and implemented accordingly; and
A cascade obligation that, if within a certain period the land to
be improved is required as part of a redevelopment for the
wider estate, enables the applicant to deliver the improvement
in an alternative way, either in a different location or through a
financial contribution





14 x low cost rent units
6 x shared ownership units

Transport



Car parking permit free designation for the residential units



3 year car club membership for each dwelling



Financial contribution of £20,000 towards provision of 2 x blue
badge car parking spaces
Financial contribution of £10,000 towards provision of an electric
vehicle charging point
Enter into a s278 agreement for highways works agreement with
regards




Employment and
Skills





Carbon Offset

Flood Risk
Mitigation

Other



to works that will affect the highway including reinstatement works.
Employment and skills financial contribution of £13,000 to
be used towards vocational training and employment
support
Employment and Skills Plan shall be submitted for the
construction phase of the development. A range of potential
outcomes for the construction will be expected and agreed
within the Employment and Skills plans with a ‘headline’
target of securing 25 per cent of jobs created by the
development during construction for Lambeth residents, with
delivery against that target to be in the ways provided for in
the Employment and Skills plan.
Securing a carbon offset contribution of approximately of £15,960
with the actual amount to be determined following final emissions
carbon reduction being confirmed.

Prior to the commencement of works:
 A revised Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy to be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority to demonstrate a scheme of surface water mitigation
measures to mitigate the risk of flooding along Hardel Walk. This
shall include but not limited to details of drainage infrastructure and
the design of a continuous kerb along Hardel Walk that will retain
excess flows within the carriageway.
 Measures to be implemented prior to occupation
 A scheme of maintenance for the approved mitigation measures for
the lifetime of the development to be submitted and approved
 Monitoring fee of up to 5 per cent of total financial obligations.

23.6

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

23.7

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.

23.8

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

EQUALITY DUTY AND HUMAN RIGHTS

24.1

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 159 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 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 159 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).

24.2

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.

24.3

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.

24.4

The consideration of this proposal follows a recommendation of the Ownership and Stewardship Cabinet
Advisory Panel and the HFL Board to approve the HFL Business Plan which covers the period of April 2020 to
March 2023. As part of bringing forward the HfL Business Plan 2020-23, which was considered and approved
by the Leader of the Council on 30 March 2020, the Lambeth’s Estate Rebuilding Programme Equalities
Impact Assessment Report (January 2020) (EQIA) was produced. This assessed the proposed Lambeth
estate rebuilding programme through Homes for Lambeth and how it will fulfil the three aims of the Public
Sector Equality Duty under the Equality Act 2010. The Cressingham Gardens Estate was specifically identified
and considered in the EQIA. The document includes a range of proposed mitigation measures that will be
tracked by Council officers and reported at the Ownership and Stewardship Panel and HfL Board to ensure
transparency and that new issues and mitigations can be considered if required as the programme progresses.
Human Rights and Equalities

24.5

The objection received from the freeholder (see section 8) raises the issues of the potential impact of the loss
of existing dwellings in terms of (1) interference with the right to respect for a person’s home under Article 8 of
the European Convention on Human Rights (referred to as ‘Art 8 rights’) and the peaceful enjoyment of
possessions (including property) under Article 1 Protocol No. 1 of the same Convention (referred to as ‘A1P1
rights’); and (2) adverse impact on people with protected characteristics, in particular age and/or disability,
under the provisions of the Equality Act 2010 and in particular the public sector equality duty contained in that
Act (referred to as the ‘PSED’). Both the human rights position and the PSED are noted earlier in this section
of the report but in view of the specific objection that has been lodged on behalf of an existing occupier,
officers are providing this further response.

24.6

Under the Human Rights Act 1998, there is a general duty on public authorities not to act in a way which is
incompatible with a Convention right. Where the peaceful enjoyment of someone’s home is adversely affected,
their Art 8 and/or A1P1 rights may be engaged. A1P1 and Art 8 rights are both what are known as ‘qualified
rights’, that is, they are not absolute rights but involve some form of balancing exercise between the rights of
the state to take various steps and the rights of the individual. . In the case of Art 8 rights, the interference must
be in accordance with law and be considered necessary in the interests of national security, public safety or
the economic well-being of the country, for the prevention of crime/disorder, for the protection of health/morals
or for the protection of the rights and freedoms of others. In deciding whether a particular system or framework
complies with Convention rights, it would be for the Court to look at the checks and balances in the system. In
this case, the previous decisions of Cabinet regarding the principle of redevelopment as opposed to other
options, and the accompanying process for engagement with affected residents including individual occupiers
at risk of displacement are noted in the report. A property owner who is liable to be displaced and who is
unable to reach agreement with a public authority may opt to bring a claim relating to their A1P1/Art 8 rights.
That process will operate separately from the determination of a planning application.

24.7

In planning terms, the potential impacts of a proposal on an individual or on groups of individuals should be
addressed by the decision-maker as a material consideration. In balancing this against other material
considerations, the decision-maker should also ensure that they give due weight to what is required by their
statutory duties, including the requirements of the PSED.

24.8

In the case of RLT Built Environment Ltd v Cornwall Council (a judicial review from 2016), the Court drew out a
number of points concerning how to approach Art 8 in the context of the planning process. The points set out
by the Court were as follows:
i)
ii)
iii)

iv)

v)
vi)

24.9

Article 8 does not give a right to a home, or to a home in any particular place.
However, where someone has a home in a particular dwelling, it may interfere with the article 8 rights
of him and/or his family to require him/them to move.
Whilst those rights demand “respect”, they are of course not guaranteed. In this context, as much as
any other, the public interest and/or the rights and interests of others may justify interference with an
individual's article 8 rights.
Where article 8 rights are in play in a planning control context, they are a material consideration. Any
interference in such rights caused by the planning control decision has to be balanced with and
against all other material considerations, the issue of justification for interference with article 8 rights
effectively being dealt with by way of such a fair balance analysis.
That balancing exercise is one of planning judgment […].
[…] Article 8 rights are, of course, important: but it is not to be assumed that, in an area of social policy
such as planning, they will often outweigh the importance of having coherent control over town and
country planning, important not only in the public interest but also to protect the rights and freedoms of
other individuals […]”.

In terms of A1P1, this provides as follows:
“Every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of his possessions. No-one shall be
deprived of his possessions except in the public interest and subject to conditions provided for by law.
The preceding provisions shall not, however, in any way impair the right of a State to enforce such laws as it
deems necessary to control the use of property in accordance with the general interest or to secure the
payment of taxes or other contributions or penalties.”

24.10

There are three key rules. The first is the principle of peaceful enjoyment of property. The second covers the
deprivation of possessions, and subjects it to certain conditions. The third recognises that that property can be
controlled in the general interest.

24.11

Claims under any of the three rules need to be examined under four heads: i) Whether there was an interference
with the peaceful enjoyment of “possessions”; ii) Whether the interference was “in the general interest”;
iii) Whether the interference was “provided for by law”; iv) Proportionality of the interference.

24.12

In terms of assessing the proportionality of the interference, the approach is as follows, case-law (Bugajny) has
summarised the approach as follows:
“The cases show that the issue of proportionality can be expanded into the following question: “whether the
interference with the applicants' right to peaceful enjoyment of their possessions struck the requisite fair balance
between the demands of the general interest of the public and the requirements of the protection of the
individual's fundamental rights, or whether it imposed a disproportionate and excessive burden on them.” (above,
para 67).”

24.13

As regards A1P1, officers note the safeguards afforded by the Key Guarantees as regards provision of a
replacement home, They also note the public interest arising from the delivery of the scheme (in the form of
the public benefits noted below). In all the circumstances, officers consider that a fair balance would be struck
in this case between the general interests of the public and the rights of the individual.

24.14

As regards Article 8, if this were found to be infringed, Members would need to undertake a balancing
exercise. Officers would draw the following points to Members’ attention in undertaking the balancing exercise
identified in RLT Built Environment Ltd:






The net uplift of 12 affordable homes, resulting in 14 units to be let at social rent levels and 6 units as
shared ownership, as noted in section 11 of the officer report;
The standard of accommodation for future occupiers of the residential units, including design and
energy efficiency, and the needs of people with disabilities and/or in need of adaptable and/or
wheelchair accessible homes, as detailed in sections 14 and 19;
The quality of the built environment arising from the proposed development including improved safety
for pedestrians and level access, as noted in sections 11 and 17.

24.15

Officers consider that in the balancing exercise, the benefits of the proposed development as noted above,
which are in the public interest, would outweigh any interference with Article 8.

24.16

Ultimately it is for Members to satisfy themselves as regards the balancing process that underpins both A1P1
and Article 8 rights.

24.17

Article 14 of the Convention deals with the requirement for Convention freedoms to be available to all on a
non-discriminatory basis. Article 14 is not a free-standing right in the same way as Art 8 and A1P1.

24.18

The impact of a proposal on particular groups needs to be considered in terms of the Equality Act 2010. The
PSED, set out at section 159 of that Act, requires that the Council must, in the exercise of its functions, have
due regard to the need to:
(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by or under
the Act;
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and
persons who do not share it;
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who
do not share it.

24.19

‘Protected characteristics’ are defined in the Equality Act 2010 and will include a person’s sex, age, disability
and race.

24.20

In June 2015 an equalities impact assessment was undertaken in relation to works described as ‘Cressingham
Gardens Estate Regeneration Project’. This assessment was prepared on the footing that the existing homes
on the estate would be replaced. The 2015 assessment identified both positive and negative outcomes in
terms of age and disability, recognising the possibility of tenants and leaseholders being differentially
impacted. In January 2020, an overarching equalities impact assessment was undertaken, which drew
together the outcomes of the earlier assessments conducted in relation to specific estates. The 2020
assessment noted that the age profile of the Cressingham Gardens Estate (as a whole) contains a higher
proportion of older residents than some other estates. The assessment identified that older residents, who
were more likely to be leaseholders, could potentially be negatively affected by the redevelopment of the
estate, for the following reasons “older people are more likely to have long term health conditions and
disabilities relating to their age; older people are more likely to have lived on their estates for longer, and so
may be more concerned about potential loss and/or change in their community, and because older people who
are leaseholders are less likely to be able to secure mortgages on rebuilt homes (although the Key Guarantees
do provide a no mortgage/nil rent shared ownership option for such households to allow them to remain in a
new home within the community)”.

24.21

The 2020 assessment concluded that as regards impact on residents with disabilities, there were likely to be
both positive and negative impacts:
“Disability, by its nature is highly varied and encompasses a huge range of different types
of needs, from those affected by long-term health conditions like diabetes and heart
conditions, to mental ill health, learning disability, and physical disability. The intended
ambition of the rebuild is to have a positive impact on disabled residents and those with
long term health conditions improving the quality of housing, and ensuring housing meets
the needs of individual families; however, as is highlighted in the section of this report on
intersectionality disabled residents and those with long term health conditions could be

more likely to be negatively impacted by the stress and physical changes to their home
environments through the build process”.
24.22

As noted in both the 2015 and 2020 assessments, there may be differential impacts on people with the same
protected characteristic. For example, an older occupier who is a tenant may benefit from the availability of
better quality accommodation that is more energy efficient and able to be adapted to their needs, but an older
occupier who is a home-owner may be particularly disadvantaged by the loss of the existing home. The 2020
assessment puts forward a number of mitigations to address the identified impacts across the entire estate
redevelopment programme. These are all considered relevant to this particular development.

1. Reducing the impact of disruption caused by major redevelopment programme





Dedicated rehousing support for all tenants and leaseholders
Publication and promotion of Key Guarantees which set out the rehousing options and process for all
residents
Compensation for tenants and homeowners via homeloss and disturbance payments




Single move to new home wherever possible, with a single move prioritised for disabled and older
resident groups.
Effective management of construction to ensure safe spaces and routes.
Play and amenity space to be maintained where possible during construction



Possibility of private rented tenants to maintain their tenancy after a leasehold buyback.

2. Engaging all groups through the development of proposals


Consultation with residents ongoing with support for residents to aid their full participation.




Continued programme of consultation activities
Training available to support full resident participation





An independent advisor funded for each estate for the duration of the programme.
Equalities training and briefings for staff working with residents.
Translation or offer of translation for all residents who would prefer.

3. Ensuring homeowners can access finance (elderly and low income households)





Independent financial advisors in place and accessible to private renters, homeowners and tenants.
Council and HfL will advocate for homeowners with lending institutions and consider help broker
lending to homeowners if unsupportive to homeowner circumstances.
Option D of Key Guarantees states the council will support homeowners, as required, to find private
social rented homes.
Shared Ownership option for older people that enables them to transfer equity of their estate should
they pass away.

4. Reducing the impact of potential increased housing costs








Service charges for new homes to be reviewed throughout development of the programme with any
changes (increase or decrease) communicated as soon as clear.
All residents to have access to independent advice
All homes to be designed to high levels of sustainability to enable reduced utility costs for residents.
All tenants who have to move to be offered a new lifetime home on the estates at council rent levels
on lifetime assured tenancy with a preserved right to buy.
Council tenants who wish to move off estate awarded the highest standard priority for rehousing
with a Band A.
Resident homeowners who wish to sell their home will be offered market value (on a no
development basis) plus 10 per cent home loss and reasonable disturbance costs.
Non resident homeowners who wish to sell their home will be offered market value (on a no
development basis) plus 7.5 per cent home loss



Resident homeowners who wish to stay to be offered a number of shared ownership options to
support a variety of financial circumstances eg where mortgages can or cannot be ported across or
secured.

5. Ensuring the new homes meet the needs of residents (health and disability)






All new homes to be built to a fabric first standard improving air quality within the home.
The new homes will meet tenants housing need eg overcrowded households will move into larger
properties.
Residents will have the opportunity to be involved in the design of their new homes including
individual choices relating to the internal finishes of their new home.
Occupational therapy and medical needs assessments will be carried out in advance to ensure the
new homes can be design and allocated to meet the needs.
Where appropriate HfL to look to commission a handyperson scheme to support residents when
moving into their new homes.

6. Sense of belonging and community


HfL has established a dedicated work stream to support communities and individual residents through
the rebuild. It has already included and will continue to include activities which seek to bring
communities together (e.g. classes, social activities etc.).

24.23

The decision-maker needs therefore to have regard to the likely impact of displacement on people with
protected characteristics, in particular older and/or disabled residents, when weighing up whether to grant
planning permission. As noted in the case of Buckley v Bath and North East Somerset Council (a judicial
review from 2018 concerning an outline planning permission for demolition of more than 500 dwellings on an
estate and replacement with 700 units), it is for the planning decision-maker to consider the contemplated
benefits of the proposal and decide whether those outweigh any negative impacts on people with protected
characteristics, including as identified in the equalities impact assessments from 2015 and 2020. In officers’
assessment, for the 12 units which are proposed to be replaced by 20 units, the benefits of the proposal do
outweigh any such negative impacts. However, the balancing exercise is one for Members as the planning
decision-maker.

25

PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

25.1

The application proposes the demolition of the existing buildings and the erection of a new building to provide
new housing with a net increase of 8 homes at the site. The application had been approved but following a
claim for judicial review, the Council consented to the quashing of the permission so that it may re-determine
the application. Consequently, the application has been re-assessed, with further public consultation being
undertaken, and is reported to the Planning Applications Committee for determination.
Compliance with the development plan

25.2

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. Under s70(2) of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990, the decision-maker needs to have regard to the provisions of the
development plan and any other material considerations.

25.3

When considering whether there is a departure from the development plan, the policies comprising the
development plan need to be looked at as a whole.

25.4

The proposed development would provide 20 homes, all of which would be affordable, comprising 14 low cost
rented units and six intermediate units (Shared Ownership). The tenure split would be 70 per cent social rent /
30 per cent intermediate mix by unit. These would contribute to identified housing need, especially affordable
homes, as sought by LP Policy H1 and LLP Policy H1.

25.5

The development would be partly sited on an area of estate amenity land and would result in a net loss of

estate amenity land of approximately 100sqm. It is also located in an area which is identified in the LLP as
being deficient in open space. To mitigate this, the proposal would re-provide 166sqm of high quality
communal amenity space and on-site biodiversity enhancements, as well as proposing improvements to an
area of wider Estate amenity land in close proximity to the site including tree planting, landscape playspace
and biodiversity improvements. Subject to details being secured through conditions and planning obligations
secured via s106, officers consider that suitable compensatory measures have been achieved within the site
and immediate surroundings and that the significant benefits of the development could not be acceptably
delivered in any other way. The proposal therefore has met the test and accords of Policy EN1 of the Lambeth
Local Plan.
25.6

An alternative to demolition and rebuild was considered in accordance with LP Policy H8 and it considered that
refurbishment would not address existing issues of access and that redevelopment would result in improved
access, residential accommodation of higher quality, improved public realm as well as an uplift in the number
of affordable homes. The proposal is considered to be in compliance with LP Policy H8.

25.7

The bulk, scale and massing of the proposed development is considered acceptable and the varied building
heights respond positively to the surrounding context of the application site. The application therefore complies
with LP Policies D1, D3 and D4 and LLP Policies Q5, Q7 and Q8.

25.8

The proposal would not set a precedent for the redevelopment of the rest of the Estate. The existing
buildings on the application site form a small peripheral part of Estate and have their urban context which is
defined more by the townscape on Trinity rise rather than by the wider estate. Consequently, granting
permission for the proposed development would not set a precedent for the rest of the estate as any
redevelopment of the entire estate would entail a different set of consideration and would need to be
considered on its own merits.

25.9

The proposed development would provide a good standard of residential accommodation, meeting relevant
internal residential space standards, and the quantum and quality of private and communal amenity space
proposed would be acceptable. The new homes would have good levels of daylight/sunlight, privacy and
outlook and would all have step free access. They would be significant improvement the existing housing
which is in poor condition and suffers from poor accessibility. It is considered that the proposal would not
impact unacceptably on the amenity neighbouring properties and therefore complies with LP Policies D5, D6
and D7 and LLP Policies Q1 and H5.

25.10

The applicant has provided indicative details with regards to hard and soft landscaping with an intention to
provide a balance between amenity and biodiversity and will deliver an urban greening factor of 0.4. This
accords with LP Policies D8, G5 and G6 and LLP Policies H5, Q6 and EN1.

25.11

Sufficient commitment is made to sustainable design and construction, reducing carbon emissions and the use
of renewable energy technologies. The development would be suitably mitigated in terms of its impact upon
local infrastructure. In addition, the development would not impact unacceptably upon the function and safety
of the highway network. LP Policies SI2 and T4 and LLP Policies D4, EN4 and T1 are therefore complied with.

25.12

The proposal would result in the loss of 4 mature trees. Three of these trees are considered to be trees of
significant amenity value. Officers have used the CAVAT system to calculate the value of the trees to be lost
and to secure a financial obligation of £182,564 to be spent on planting trees in the vicinity of the site, this
include street trees along Trinity Rise and Brockwell Park Gardens as well as within the nearby Brockwell
Park. This could fund the planting of estimated 200 trees in the wider area. Subject to conditions securing a
scheme of onsite tree planting and the financial contribution towards tree replacement the proposal is
considered to meet the requirements of LP Policy G7 and LLP Policy Q10.

25.13

Following receipt of an updated Heritage Statement, the Cressingham Gardens Estate is now considered to be
a non-designated heritage asset and the proposed development would cause a low degree of harm to its
significance. To this extent, the proposed development conflicts with LLP Policy Q23. The proposal would not
result in harm to the significance of any other designated or non-designated heritage assets.

25.14

Taking the development plan as a whole, as applied to the specific facts of the application, it is not considered
that there is a departure from the development plan.

Other material considerations
25.15

The application would deliver a number of public benefits that are material considerations that weigh in favour
of the application. These are:



Economic - The application would be subject to an employment and skills financial contribution of
£13,000 which would be used towards the employment and training of local residents and during the
build period there would be a plan to help local people access job opportunities arising from the
proposed development (at construction phase).



Social – The provision of 20 dwellings, all of which would be affordable housing. It would also
significantly improve accessibly which is currently poor, with a number of level changes and lack of
level access excluding those with mobility impairments from the majority of the units



Environmental – The development would make effective use of land, to which the NPPF requires
local planning authorities to give substantial weight, the proposed dwellings would be energy efficient
and exceed London Plan targets for on-site reductions in carbon emissions and the modest
enhancement to the setting of the Brockwell Park Conservation Area.

25.16

A low degree of harm to the significance of the Cressingham Gardens Estate as a non-designated heritage
asset has been identified. A protective approach should be taken and considerable importance and weight
should be attached to this harm. In officers’ assessment, applying this approach, the benefits of the proposal
are such as to outweigh the harm they have identified. If Members were to consider that the degree of harm to
this non-designated asset is greater than that identified by officers, they would need to consider whether that
higher degree of harm is outweighed by the public benefits of the application, applying the protective approach
noted above. If having carried out that balancing exercise, they are not satisfied that the public benefits of the
proposal outweigh the harm, Members would then need to consider whether, in the overall planning balance,
permission should be refused.

25.17

As regards designated heritage assets, officers have not identified any instances of harm to the significance of
these assets. Should Members come to a different view regarding harm to any or all of the designated
heritage assets of Brockwell Park Conservation Area, Brockwell Park (Registered Landscape) or Holy Trinity
Church (Grade II Listed Building), they would need first to identify the degree of harm. In officers’ view, this
would amount to no more than a low degree of less than substantial harm and it would be outweighed by the
public benefits of the application, giving that harm considerable importance and weight. Members would need
to identify the degree of harm and balance this against the public benefits of the proposal in accordance with
paragraph 202 of the NPPF. Were Members to find substantial harm, they would need to apply the tests set
out in paragraph 201 of the NPPF. If, having carried out the required ‘weighted’ balancing exercise according
to the degree of harm identified, Members were not satisfied that the public benefits outweighed the harm, they
would need to consider whether, in the overall planning balance, permission should be refused.
Conclusion

25.18

The development complies with the development plan.

25.19

Taking the protective approach as set out above, the public benefits of the proposal are considered to
outweigh the identified harm to a non-designated heritage asset.

25.20

Officers therefore recommend that the application be approved, subject to conditions and s106 legal
agreement.

26

RECOMMENDATION
1. Resolve to grant conditional planning permission including a Grampian condition requiring
the completion of an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 (as amended) containing the planning obligations listed in this report.

2. Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Planning, Transport and Sustainability to:
a. Finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report, addendums and/or
PAC minutes.
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.

APPENDICES
Appendix 1:Draft Decision Notice

Your Ref:
Our Ref: 20/02406/RG3

Homes For Lambeth
c/o Mr Ben Thomas
33 Margaret Street
London
W1G 0JD

DATE

DRAFT DECISION NOTICE
Dear Homes For Lambeth

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.
Application Number: 20/02406/RG3

Date of Application: 20.07.2020

Date of Decision: 03.02.2021

Proposed Development At: Cressingham Gardens Estate - Ropers Walk London SW2 2QN
For: Redevelopment of the site comprising of the demolition of the existing buildings and erection of a part 3- and
part 4-storey building to provide 20 residential units (Use Class C3), together with the re-location of the bin store
onto Hardel Walk, cycle store and associated landscaping and infrastructure works.

Approved Plans
TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A-20000 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A-20001 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR -XX-DR-A-20210
REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A-20002 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-XX-DR-A-20211 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A20003 REV P2, TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A-20100 REV P2, TRR-CPL-TR-01-DR-A-20101 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-02DR-A-20102 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-03-DR-A-20103 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-RF-DR-A-20104 REV P1, TRR-CPLTR-XX-DR-A-20200 REV P2, TRR-CPL-TR-XX-DR-A-20201 REV P2, TRR-CPL-TR-XX-DR-A-20202 REV P2,
TRR-CPL-TR-XX-DR-A-20203 REV P1, TRR-CPL-TR-XX-DR-A-20210 REV P1, 549-CTF-XX-XX-DR-L-1000 REV
P01, 549-CTF-XX-XX-DR-L-1001 REV P01
Air Quality Assessment (dated May 2020, prepared by Mayer Brown), Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment
(dated May 2020, prepared by RPS), Daylight and Sunlight Report (dated 15/05/2020, prepared by eb7); Dynamic
Overheating Assessment (dated May 2020, prepared by Hodkinson); Dynamic Overheating Assessment
Addendum (dated January 2021, prepared by Hodkinson); Ecological Walkover Report (Dated May 2020
Prepared by AAe Environmental consultants); Energy Statement (dated May 2020, prepared by Hodkinson); Fire
Strategy Overview - Issue 01 (dated March 2020, prepared by fds consult); Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage

Strategy (dated May 2020, prepared by Ardent); Heritage Statement (ref: NGR 531440 173520, Prepared by
MOLA); Noise Assessment (dated May 2020, Prepared by Ardent); Outline Construction Logistics Plan (dated
May 2020, prepared by Ardent); Statement of Community Involvement (dated June 2020, prepared by Your
Shout); Sustainability Statement (dated May 2020, prepared by Hodkinson); Utilities and Servicing Statement
(Ref: 193880-03A, prepared by Ardent); Revised Planning Statement (dated October 2020, prepared by Savills);
Arboricultural Implications Report (Ref. SJA air 19426-01d, prepared by SJA Trees); Transport Statement (dated
May 2020, Prepared by Mayer Brown); Public Realm Enhancement - Landscape Proposal: Trinity Rise (Prepared
by Churchman Thornhill Finch, dated November 2020); Trinity Rise Energy: Whole Life Carbon Clarification
(Received January 2021, Prepared by Hodkinson); Design and Access Statement (dated June 2020, prepared by
Conran + Partners and Churchman Thornhill Finch); Revised Design and Access Statement Page 49 (Received
26.02.2021); Revised Design and Access Statement Page 57 (Received 25.01.2021); Fire Statement Form dated
7.09.2021; Arboricultural Implications Report Proposed re-development at Trinity Rise Lambeth by SJA dated
September 2021 ref: SJA air 21466-01a; Dynamic Overheating Assessment by Hodkinson dated September
2021; Energy Statement by Hodkinson dated September 2021; RIBA Stage 2 – Fire Strategy Overview – Issue 03
by FDS dated September 2021; Sustainability Statement by Hodkinson dated September 2021; Ecological
Addendum by AAe dated September 2021; Planning Statement Addendum by Savills dated September 2021; Air
Quality Technical Note by Mayer Brown dated 10.09.2021; Built Heritage Statement by RPS dated 16 September
2021.

Conditions
Time period
1. 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 In
accordance with approved plans

Approved Plans
2. 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.

Amenity space
3. The development hereby approved, shall provide at least 166sqm of communal amenity space to the rear
of the application site.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning and ensure
secured for the long term (Policy EN1 of the Lambeth Local Plan 2021).

Environmental: construction related
Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
4. The development hereby approved shall not commence until a Construction and
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The CEMP shall include details of the following relevant
measures:
i. An introduction consisting of construction phase environmental management plan, definitions and
abbreviations and project description and location;

ii. A description of management responsibilities;
iii. A description of the construction and demolition programme which identifies activities
likely to cause high levels of noise or dust;
iv. Site working hours and a named person for residents to contact;
v.Detailed Site logistics arrangements;
vi. Details regarding parking, deliveries, and storage;
vii. Details regarding dust and noise mitigation measures to be deployed including
identification of sensitive receptors and ongoing monitoring;
viii. Details of the hours of works and other measures to mitigate the impact of
construction on the amenity of the area and safety of the highway network; and
ix. Communication procedures with the LBL and local community regarding key
construction issues – newsletters, fliers etc.
The construction shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the details and measures approved in the
CEMP for the related phase unless the written consent of the Local Planning Authority is received for any
variation.
Reason: This is required prior to construction to avoid hazard and obstruction being caused to users of
the public highway and to safeguard residential amenity during the whole of the
construction period. (Policies T7 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
5. Air quality and dust management plan
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. In preparing the
AQMDP the applicant should follow the guidance on mitigation measures for Low Risk sites (as a
minimum) set out in Appendix 7 of the Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and Demolition
SPG 2014 for demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout. Both ‘highly recommended’ and
‘desirable’ measures should be included. The AQDMP can form part of the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP). The AQDMP shall include the following for each relevant of work (demolition,
earthworks, construction and trackout):
o A summary of work to be carried out;
o 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;
o Inventory and timetable of all dust and NOx air pollutant generating activities;
o List of all dust and emission control methods to be employed and how they relate to the Air
Quality (Dust) Risk Assessment;
o Details of any fuel stored on-site;
o Details of a trained and responsible person on-site for air quality (with knowledge of
pollution monitoring and control methods, and vehicle emissions);
o Summary of monitoring protocols;
o 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.
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 2, and the
London Plan SPGs for Sustainable Design and Construction and Control of Dust and Emissions during
Construction and Demolition).
6. No non-road mobile machinery

If Non Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) of net power of 37kW and up to and including 560kW is required
on site during the course of demolition, site preparation and construction phases, it must comply with the
emission standards set out in chapter 7 of the GLA’s supplementary planning guidance “Control of Dust
and Emissions During Construction and Demolition” dated July 2014 (SPG), or subsequent guidance.
Unless it complies with the standards set out in the SPG, no NRMM shall be on site, at any time, whether
in use or not, without the prior written consent of the local planning authority. The developer must register
all NRMM at https://nrmm.london/user-nrmm/register prior to bringing it on to site and shall keep the
register up to date by listing all NRMM used during the demolition, site preparation and construction
phases of the development.
Reason: To ensure that air quality is not adversely affected by the development in line with London Plan
2021 Policy SI 1 and the Mayor’s SPG: The Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and
Demolition.
7. Ground Contamination
1)

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

2)

Prior to occupation of any part of the development, a verification report demonstrating completion of
the works set out in the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The report shall include results
of sampling and monitoring carried out in accordance with the approved verification plan to
demonstrate that the site remediation criteria have been met. It shall also include any plan (a “longterm monitoring and maintenance plan”) for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance
and arrangements for contingency action, as identified in the verification plan, and for the reporting of
this to the local planning authority.

3)

If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then
no further development shall be carried out until the developer has submitted, and obtained written
approval from the Local Planning Authority for, an amendment to the remediation strategy detailing
how this unsuspected contamination will be dealt with.

Reason: Development must not commence before relevant parts of this this condition are discharged to
safeguard future users or occupiers of this site and the wider environment from irreversible risks
associated with the contaminants which are present by ensuring that the contaminated land is properly
treated and made safe before development. Depending on the outcome of any ground investigation and
subsequent risk assessment, it may be necessary for remediation to be carried out. If this is the case, it will
be necessary to demonstrate that any work has been carried out effectively and the environmental risks
have been satisfactorily managed (Policy EN4 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
8. Piling Method Statement
No piling shall take place until a PILING METHOD STATEMENT (detailing the depth and type of piling to
be undertaken and the methodology by which such piling will be carried out, including measures to prevent

and minimize the potential for damage to subsurface sewerage infrastructure, and the programme for the
works) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority in consultation with
Thames Water.
Any piling must be undertaken in accordance with the terms of the approved piling method statement.
Reason: The proposed works will be in close proximity to underground sewerage utility infrastructure.
Piling has the potential to significantly impact / cause failure of local underground sewerage utility
infrastructure.

Design and crime prevention
9. Materials
Notwithstanding the details shown on the drawings or supporting information hereby approved, prior to
commencement of the development beyond the superstructure of the development hereby permitted,
samples and a schedule of the materials to be used in the external elevations, including on site samples of
the textured cladding panels and all external brickwork (including pointing, bonding and special brick
detailing) erected on site for inspection, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority.
The development hereby permitted shall be thereafter built in accordance with the approved details and
shall thereafter be maintained as such for the lifetime of the development hereby approved.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory (policies Q2, Q5, Q7 and
Q8 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
10. Detailed Design
Notwithstanding the details shown on the drawings or supporting information hereby approved, prior to
commencement of the development beyond the superstructure of the development hereby permitted,
drawings showing all external construction detailing of all development have been submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing. The drawings shall include details of:
a) Detailed elevations
b) Details of windows (including technical details, elevations, reveal depths, plans and cross sections)
c) Details of terraces and balconies (including soffits) balustrades and privacy screens
d) Details of entrances, canopies, front porch enclosure and doors including technical details,
elevations, surrounds, reveal depths, plans and sections)
e) Details of roof treatments, cills and parapets
f) Details of rainwater goods (including locations and fixings)
g) Details and location of rainwater pipes, flues and vents
h) The property name, number and location
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 maintained as such
for the lifetime of the development hereby approved.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory (policies Q2, Q5, Q7, and
Q8 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
Window Design:
11. The lower 800mm of all full-height windows facing the street (with the exception of those set within
balconies or access walks) shall be permanently obscured or fritted to screen the interior from view.
Details of the fritting shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing prior to
the commencement of above ground works. The development shall not be carried out otherwise than in
accordance with the details and drawings thus approved and shall thereafter be maintained as such for the
lifetime of the development hereby approved.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory (policies Q2, Q5, Q7, and

Q8 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
Vents, Pipes or Extracts
12. No vents, plumbing or pipes, other than those shown on the drawings hereby approved, shall be fixed to
the external faces of the buildings.
Reason: To ensure an appropriate standard of design (Policies Q6 and Q8 of the Lambeth Local Plan
2021).
13. Boundary treatments
Prior to commencement of above ground works, a scheme for the siting and design of all boundary
treatments shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The approved
scheme shall be fully implemented before the use hereby permitted commences and retained for the
lifetime of the development, unless otherwise approved, in writing, by the local planning authority.
Reason: In order to ensure high quality landscaping for the boundaries of the site in the interests of visual
amenity (Policy Q15 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
Bin Stores
14. Prior to commencement of above ground works, the design and detailing of all internal and external refuse
stores shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The details shall
accord with the Council’s ‘Refuse and Recycling Storage Guidance’. The details provided for the internal
shall include details for taps for wash-down, floor drains, wall buffers, steel-framed doors and mechanical
ventilation.
The approved scheme shall be fully implemented before the use hereby permitted commences and
retained for the lifetime of the development, unless otherwise approved, in writing, by the local planning
authority.
Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).

15. Cycle Parking Store
Notwithstanding the details on the drawings and documents hereby approved, no above ground
construction works shall commence until details of the two cycle parking stores situated to the rear pf the
site (including elevations, floor plans, location plan) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. The cycle parking stores shall be provided in accordance with the approved details
prior to first occupation of any part of the building hereby permitted. The cycle storage areas shall
thereafter be retained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory (Policies Q2, Q5, Q7,
and Q8 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
16. Secured by Design Measures
The development hereby permitted shall incorporate security measures to minimize the risk of crime and to
meet the specific security needs of the development in accordance with the principles and objectives of
Secured by Design. Details of these measures shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority prior to commencement of the development and shall be implemented in accordance
with the approved details prior to occupation.
Reason: To ensure the safety and security of future occupiers and adjoining properties and prevent crime
and disorder occurring within and in the immediate vicinity of the site, in the interest of public safety. (Policy
Q3 of Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
17. Secured by Design Certification.
Prior to occupation a satisfactory Secured by Design inspection must take place. The resulting Secured by
Design certificate shall be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority.

Reason: To ensure the safety and security of future occupiers and adjoining properties and prevent crime
and disorder occurring within and in the immediate vicinity of the site, in the interest of public safety. (Policy
Q3 of Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
18. Accessible Units
Ground floor units 02 and 03 as shown on drawing TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A-20100 P02 shall be
constructed to comply with Part M4(3)(2)(b) of the Building Regulations. Any communal areas and
accesses serving the M4 (3) compliant Wheelchair User Dwelling(s) shall 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. The units shall be retained for the lifetime of the development,
unless otherwise approved, in writing, by the local planning authority.
Reason: To secure appropriate access for disabled people, older people and others with mobility
constraints (Policies D7 of the London Plan (2021) and Q1 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021))
19. Screening
Notwithstanding the details on the drawings and supporting documents hereby approved, prior to the
commencement of above ground works, detailed drawings (at scale 1:20 and 1:100) of the how the ground
floor residential terraces located adjoining the communal amenity space will be screened (incorporates
planted screening/raised planters), shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out solely in accordance with the details thus
approved and shall thereafter be retained as such for the lifetime of the development hereby approved
unless otherwise approved, in writing, by the local planning authority.
Reason: To ensure a high-quality standard of development to safeguard the character and appearance of
the site and the local area and protect residential amenity of future occupiers (Policy Q2 of the Lambeth
Local Plan (2021)).
20. Playspace
Notwithstanding the details on the drawings and supporting information hereby approved, prior to the
commencement of above ground level works of the development hereby permitted, a detailed plan of the
proposed children’s play area, which shall measure no less than 74sqm, including all play equipment shall
be submitted to and approved in writing to the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried
out in accordance with the approval details and the children’s playground shall be maintained for the
duration of the development.
Reason: To ensure that high quality children’s play area is provided (Policy H5 of the Lambeth Local Plan
2021 and the London Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and
Informal Recreation’ 2012).
SuDs Strategy
21. No development shall commence on site until a detailed design for the surface water
drainage system and associated pipework and features presented in Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage
Strategy (Report Ref. 196330-02) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. 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 SI 13 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN6
of the Lambeth Local Plan (September 2021).
22. SuDs Strategy – management and maintenance
No development shall be brought in to use/occupied until a management and maintenance plan of the final
surface water management system and associated features 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 (Policy SI 13 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy EN6 of the Lambeth Local Plan
(September 2021).
23. As-Built SAP calculations
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 an 80 per cent reduction in
carbon emissions over that required by Part L of the Building Regulations 2013, in line with the approved
Energy Statement (Hodkinson, May 2020).
Reason: To ensure that the development makes the fullest contribution to minimize carbon dioxide
emissions in accordance with London Plan (2021) Policy SI 2.
24. PV Panels
Prior to the commencement of development beyond the superstructure, a scheme showing the siting, size,
number and design of the photovoltaic (PV) array, including cross sections of the roof of the building with
the equipment in situ, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
equipment shall be sited so as to minimize its visual impact upon the external appearance of the buildings.
The development shall not be occupied unless the PV panels have been installed in accordance with the
approved scheme. The development shall thereafter be maintained in strict accordance with the approved
scheme.
Reason: To safeguard the appearance of the completed development and to ensure that the development
has an acceptable level of sustainability (Policies Q2, Q7, Q8 and EN4 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
25. Water efficiency calculator
Prior to the occupation of the development, calculations (and manufacturer’s datasheets)
should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority which shows
how the development responds to guidance contained within the Mayor’s Sustainable Design
and Construction SPG across its lifecycle, including how water consumption rates of less
than 105 litres per person per day have been achieved.
Reason: To reduce the consumption of potable water in the home from all sources, including borehole well
water, through the use of water efficient fittings, appliances and water recycling systems in accordance
with London Plan (2021) Policy S15.
26. Green Roof
Prior to the first occupation of the dwellings, a detailed specification of the green roof shall be submitted
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The specification shall include details of the
quantity, size, species, position and the proposed time of planting of all elements of the sedum/green
roof, together with details of their anticipated routine maintenance and protection. The green roof shall
only be installed and thereafter maintained in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: The details are required ahead of work commencing above ground level to ensure that
construction is undertaken in a way which does not preclude incorporation of energy efficiency measures.
The condition is necessary to ensure that the achievement of the objectives of sustainable development
and to safeguard the visual amenities of the area (Policies G1, G5 and SI 13 of the London Plan (2021)
and Policies EN1, EN4, EN5, EN6, Q2, Q8 and Q9 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
27. 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 (Policies G1, G5

and SI 13 of the Publication London Plan (2020) and Policies EN1, EN4, EN5, EN6, Q2, Q8 and Q9 of the
Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
Updated Wildlife Surveys
28. The development shall not commence until a follow up bat pre-works survey, undertaken by a suitably
qualified person, and undertaken in the Spring period between the end of March and the end of April, has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. All site clearance works should
be timed to avoid the main bird nesting season, which runs from March to August inclusive. If this is not
possible, details of a nesting bird check, undertaken by a suitably qualified person, shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to any site clearance works. The development
shall be carried out in full accordance with the recommendations of the new surveys.
Reason: In order to minimize the risk of harm to protected species (Policy EN1 of the Lambeth Local Plan
2021). This information is required pre-commencement as any demolition or construction work has the
potential harm protected species.
29. Mitigation
The proposed development hereby approved shall not be carried out other than in accordance with the
mitigation measures outlined within the approved ecological walkover report (ref: 193383 dated May 2020)
prepared by AA Environmental Limited.
Reason: To minimize any potential risks to protected species during site clearance and biodiversity
measures within development (Policy EN1 of Lambeth Local Plan 2021)
30. Bird and Bat Boxes
Prior to commencement of the development beyond the superstructure of the development hereby
permitted, details of bird and bat boxes locations and types and indication of species to be accommodated
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The boxes shall be installed
in accordance with the approved plans prior to the occupation of the development and thereafter retained
and maintained for the lifetime of the development, unless prior written approval is given by the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: In order to secure appropriate features to conserve and enhance wildlife habitats and biodiversity
measures within the development (Policy EN1 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021))
31. Urban Greening
Prior to the first occupation of the dwellings herby permitted, evidence shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the local planning authority to validate the measures at the as built stage to demonstrate that
an urban greening factor of 0.4 or more has been achieved.
Reason: To ensure that the urban greening factor has been achieved on site (Policy G5 of the
London Plan (2021))
32. Soft and hard landscaping
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a specification of all proposed soft and
hard landscaping and tree planting shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme of soft landscaping shall include details of a diversity of species, that includes
native species, includes variation in size see more larger species on the site. The scheme of soft
landscaping shall include details of the quantity, size, species, position and the proposed time of planting
of all trees and shrubs to be planted, together with an indication of how they integrate with the proposal in
the long term with regard to their mature size and anticipated routine maintenance and protection. The
specification shall include all green roof details. In addition, all shrubs and hedges to be planted that are
intended to achieve a significant size and presence in the landscape shall be similarly specified. All tree,
shrub and hedge planting included within the above specification shall accord with BS3936:1992,
BS4043:1989 and BS8545:2014 and current landscape best practice.
The development shall thereafter be carried out solely in accordance with the details thus approved and
shall thereafter be retained as such for the lifetime of the development unless otherwise approved, in

writing, by the local planning authority.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory and appropriate landscape scheme relative to the development in order
to comply with Policy Q9 of the Lambeth Local Plan 2021.
33. Planting
All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping 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
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory and appropriate landscape scheme relative to the development in order
to comply with Policy Q9 of the Lambeth Local Plan 2021.

34. Telecommunications Equipment
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 T9, Q6 and Q7 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
35. Lighting Scheme
Prior to occupation a lighting scheme must 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 GN01:2011.
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 GN01:2011
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 2021.)
36. Environmental Noise
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 (2021)).
Noise and vibration attenuation of Building Services Plant

37. 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 post-installation 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
London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
Noise – Amenity Space
38. 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
(2021)).
39. No balcony or terrace to be formed
No parts of the roof of the buildings hereby approved shall be used as a balcony or terrace nor shall any
access be formed thereto (other than the areas designed as roof terraces and balconies as shown on the
approved drawings or for maintenance purposes) without the prior written consent of the local planning
authority.
Reason: To safeguard the privacy of residential occupiers (Policy Q2 Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
Footway widening
40. Prior to the commencement of above ground works, details of a scheme to widen the footway fronting the
application site along Hardel Walk to minimum width 1.5m, in accordance with approved drawing ref: 549CTF-XX-XX-DR-L-1001 P01, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The development shall be implemented in full accordance with the approved details before the
use hereby permitted commences and shall thereafter be retained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To improve conditions for pedestrians and make walking a safer and more attractive form of
travel. (Policy T2 of the London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2021))
41. Cycle parking
Notwithstanding the details on the drawings and documents hereby approved, prior to the commencement
of the relevant part of the development details of the provision to be made for short and long stay cycle
parking (including location, floor plans, specifications, dimensions and elevation details where applicable)
for future occupiers and existing residents shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The cycle parking shall thereafter be implemented in full accordance with the approved
details before the 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 Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
42. Waste and Recycling Management Strategy
Prior to first occupation of the residential hereby permitted, a Waste and Recycling Management Strategy
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. This shall include details of:
i.
How the waste from units 3, 4, 5 and 6 shown on plan TRR-CPL-TR-00-DR-A-20100 P2 will be
managed.
ii.
Where the refuse lorry will stop to prevent disrupting the flow of traffic along Trinity Rise.
The uses hereby permitted shall thereafter be operated in accordance with the approved Waste and
Recycling Management Strategy. The Waste and Recycling Management Strategy will align with the
“Waste Storage and Collection Requirements – Technical Specification 2013” and will confirm that the
bins serving the development hereby approved shall remain in the bin store at all times except for when
they are being emptied and once emptied shall be returned immediately to the bin storage area.
Reason: To ensure suitable provision for the occupiers of the development, to encourage the sustainable
management of waste and to safeguard the visual amenities of the area (Policies Q2 and Q12 of the
Lambeth Local Plan (2021)).
43. Delivery and Servicing Management Plan
The uses hereby permitted shall not commence until a servicing management plan has been submitted
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The use hereby permitted shall thereafter be
operated in accordance with the approved details. 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.
Reason: To protect the amenities of adjoining occupiers and the surrounding area (policy Q2 of the London
Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2021) and to limit the effects of the increase in travel movements (Policy
T8 (Servicing) – Lambeth Local Plan 2021).
Reason: To improve conditions for pedestrians and make walking a safer and more attractive form of travel
and to encourage the sustainable management of waste (policy T2 and T8 of the London Borough of
Lambeth Local Plan (2021))
44. Tree works
No trees other than those shown to be removed on the approved plan Drwg No. SJA TPP 19426-043
(identified as T1, T2, T4 and T8) shall be felled, damaged or otherwise disturbed. Measures for the
protection of T3 shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority prior to works
commencing on site. The tree protection measures shall be erected before demolition commences and
remain in place and effective for the duration of the development and only dismantled and / or removed
following the written agreement of the council.
Reason: To ensure the retention of, and avoid damage to, the retained trees in the vicinity which represent
an important visual amenity to the locality (Policies Q2, Q9 and Q10 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2021)

S106 Agreement
45. No development shall commence on any part of the site until a planning obligation pursuant to section 106
of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 has been entered into in a form satisfactory to the Council which
shall secure the following obligations:
Item
Affordable housing
– on-site provision

Trees, Landscaping
and communal
space



I.
II.





Estate Amenity
Land Improvements

Details
Securing 20 units of affordable housing with the following mix:






14 x low cost rented units
6 x Shared Ownership units

A final landscape management and maintenance plan to
be submitted and secured in perpetuity.
A financial contribution of £182,564 to compensate for the
loss of trees (T1, T2 and T4) to facilitate replacement tree
planting in the surrounding area.
Secure access to the communal areas of the proposed
development in
perpetuity for all future occupiers.
Off-site planting improvements to the strip of land to the
side of Hardel Walk
A new off-site security gate to the entrance of the alleyway
behind 14-24 Upgrove Manor Way
- A final scheme to be submitted and approved by the
Council. Separate planning consent may be required for the
agreed scheme
- The delivery of improvements to an area of not less than
100sqm;
- The proposed improvement should deliver measures
set out below or measures of an equivalent monetary
value :
 the planting of 3 new trees;
 a scheme of lighting;
 80sqm of resin bound gravel with aluminium edging,
 280sqm of groundcover/herbaceous planting;
 2 items of feature/bench hardwood seating (5m
and 8m long),
 6 play features to a value of not less than £9,801;
 Installation of 2 x bird boxes, bat boxes and bug
hotels and other ecological enhancements as appropriate;
- A landscape management and maintenance plan for the
off-site land to be submitted approved, and
A cascade obligation that, if within a certain period the
land to be improved is determined by the Local Planning
Authority to be unavailable, there is to be a requirement to
deliver the improvement in an alternative way, either in a
different location (the land to the north of the site adjacent
the Rotunda building) or through a financial contribution of
£65,000 to allow the council to deliver improvements at
Brockwell Park

Transport



Car parking permit free designation for the residential units



3 year car club membership for each dwelling



Financial contribution of £10,000 towards provision of 1 x
blue badge car parking spaces
Financial contribution of £10,000 towards provision of an
electric vehicle charging point
Details of a Parking Management Plan
- Enter into a s278 agreement for highways works agreement
with regards to works that will affect the highway including
reinstatement works, tactile paving and dropped curb.




Employment and
Skills








Carbon Offset

Flood Risk
Mitigation

Other



Employment and skills financial contribution of £13,00 to
be used towards vocational training and employment
support
Employment and Skills Plan shall be submitted for the
construction phase of the development. A range of potential
outcomes for the construction will be expected and agreed
within the Employment and Skills plans.
These will include, but not be limited to:
On the basis of the development consisting of 20 Residential
homes there would be an obligation for 2 apprenticeship starts
(2 Lambeth residents embarking on an Apprenticeship).
- A detailed programme of events and activities engaging
school and college students.
- A headline target of 25 per cent of all jobs created by
the development as being for Lambeth residents.
- The requirement for all job opportunities to be made
available to Lambeth residents by means of advertising
them on the Opportunity Lambeth portal apprenticeships
for local people; development of customised preemployment routeways,
- Reasonable endeavours also include provision for the
delivery of
bespoke training to provide Lambeth residents with the skills to
access the jobs that are being created.
Securing a carbon offset contribution of approximately of
£15,960 with the actual amount to be determined following
final emissions carbon reduction being confirmed.

Prior to the commencement of works:
 A revised Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy to be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority to demonstrate a
 Measures to be implemented prior to occupation
A scheme of maintenance for the approved mitigation measures
for the lifetime of the development to be submitted and approved


Monitoring fee of up to 5 per cent of total financial obligations.

Reason: In order to mitigate the impacts of the development (Policy D4 of the Lambeth Local Plan 2021)

Informatives
1. This decision letter does not convey an approval or consent which may be required under any
enactment, by-law, order or regulation, other than Section 57 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990.
2. Your attention is drawn to the provisions of the Building Regulations, and related legislation
which must be complied with to the satisfaction of the Council's Building Control Officer.
3. Your attention is drawn to the need to comply with the requirements of the Control of
Pollution Act 1974 concerning construction site noise and in this respect you are advised to
contact the Council's Environmental Health Division.
4. You are advised of the necessity to consult the Council's Highways team prior to the
commencement of construction at drw@lambeth.gov.uk in order to obtain necessary approvals
and licences prior to undertaking any works within the Public Highway including Scaffolding,
Temporary/Permanent Crossovers, Oversailing/Undersailing of the Highway, Drainage/Sewer
Connections, Hoarding, Excavations (including adjacent to the highway such as basements,
etc), Temporary Full/Part Road Closures, Craneage Licences etc.
5. With regards to the Construction Environment Management Plan set out above, the applicant is
advised that the hours of deliveries associated with construction activity should work around the
core school hours at nearby schools.
6. As soon as building work starts on the development, you must contact the Street Naming and
Numbering Officer if you need to do the following:
1. name a new street
2. name a new or existing building
3. apply new street numbers to a new or existing building
This will ensure that any changes are agreed with Lambeth Council before use, in
accordance with the London Buildings Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 and the Local
Government Act 1985. Although it is not essential, we also advise you to contact the Street
Naming and Numbering Officer before applying new names or numbers to internal flats or
units. Contact details are listed below.
Street Naming and
Numbering Officer e-mail:
streetnn@lambeth.gov.uk
tel: 020 7926 2283
fax: 020 7926 9104
7. The applicant will need to ensure that any proposed changes along Trinity Rise take into
consideration any Quietway designs.
8. For information on the NRMM Low Emission Zone requirements and to register NRMM,
please visit "http://nrmm.london/".
9. With regards to the soft landscaping detail above, where new planting is proposed, it should
aim to use native species, but where this is not practicable then species of known value for
wildlife can be used. In particular, flowering plants will be of benefit to invertebrate species and
shrubs and trees may provide nesting opportunities for birds once they become established.
Large-canopy tree species should be chosen as replacement trees which provide a wider range
of benefits because of the larger surface area of their canopy. The applicant should act on good

practice to maximise the site's landscape, visual and horticultural quality, ease of maintenance
and to provide long term environmental benefit. The design should consider the needs of all
ambulant and disabled people.
10. With regards to the AQDMP, that mitigation measures for low risk sites listed in Appendix 7 of
the Control of Dust and Emissions SPG should be included in the AQDMP.
11. Where the developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames
Water Developer Services will be required. Should you require further information please
refer to our website. https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Applyand-pay-for-services/Wastewater- services

12. A Groundwater Risk Management Permit from Thames Water will be required for discharging
groundwater into a public sewer. Any discharge made without a permit is deemed illegal and
may result in prosecution under the provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. We would expect
the developer to demonstrate what measures he will undertake to minimise groundwater
discharges into the public sewer. Permit enquiries should be directed to Thames Water's Risk
Management Team by telephoning 020 3577 9483 or by emailing
trade.effluent@thameswater.co.uk . Application forms should be completed on line via
www.thameswater.co.uk. Please refer to the Wholsesale; Business customers; Groundwater
discharges section.
13. The Tames Water guide 'working near our assets' should be read to ensure your workings will
be in line with the necessary processes you need to follow if you're considering working above or
near our pipes or other structures.https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your- development/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes. Should you require further
information please contact Thames Water. Email: developer.services@thameswater.co.uk
Phone: 0800 009 3921 (Monday to Friday, 8am to 5pm) Write to: Thames Water Developer
Services, Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading, Berkshire RG1 8DB
14. Thames Water will aim to provide customers with a minimum pressure of 10m head (approx 1
bar) and a flow rate of 9 litres/minute at the point where it leaves Thames Waters pipes. The
developer should take account of this minimum pressure in the design of the proposed
development.
15. If you are planning on using mains water for construction purposes, it's important you let
Thames Water know before you start using it, to avoid potential fines for improper usage.
More information and how to apply can be found online at thameswater.co.uk/buildingwater.
16. There are water mains crossing or close to your development. Thames Water do NOT permit
the building over or construction within 3m of water mains. If you're planning significant works
near our mains (within 3m) we’ll need to check that your development doesn’t reduce capacity,
limit repair or maintenance activities during and after construction, or inhibit the services we
provide in any other way. The applicant is advised to read our guide working near or diverting
our pipes. https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-yourdevelopment/Working-near- or-diverting-our-pipes
17. Japanese Knotweed - in the unlikely event that any evidence of Japanese knotweed is
recorded, works in the area should stop and the Environment Agency contacted.

Appendix 2: List of consultees (statutory and Other Consultees)
List of Internal Consultations, Statutory Bodies, Local Amenity Groups and Internal departments






























Conservation & Urban Design
Design Out Crime Officer
Planning Policy
Planning Policy
Housing
Transport Lambeth
Highway Team Lambeth
Sustainability Team (Air Quality)
Bioregional
Landscape Architects
Arboricultural Officer
TFL Road Network Development (non-referable)
Development Control Department Thames Water
Ward Councillors
L.F.C.D Authority
Flooding - SUDS
EDF Energy
London Cycling Campaign
Sewers Minor Dev Thames Water
Implementation Team
Corporate Asset Strategy
Housing Association/S106
Natural England
Brixton Society
Tulse Hill Forum
Brixton Business Forum
Regeneration Team Brixton, Clapham Areas
Building Control
Historic England (The Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS))

Appendix 3: List of relevant policies in London Plan, Lambeth Local Plan. Reference to SPGs, SPD
and other relevant guidance
London Plan 2020
GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities
GG2 Making the best use of land
GG4 Delivering the homes Londoners need
Policy D1 London’s form, character and capacity for growth
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 D11 Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy D12 Fire safety
Policy D14 Noise
Policy H1 Increasing housing supply
Policy H2 Small sites
Policy H4 Delivering affordable housing
Policy H5 Threshold approach to applications
Policy H6 Affordable housing tenure
Policy H7 Monitoring of affordable housing
Policy H8 Loss of existing housing and estate redevelopment
Policy H10 Housing size mix
Policy S4 Play and informal recreation
Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth
Policy HC2 World Heritage Sites
Policy HC3 Strategic and Local Views
Policy HC4 London View Management Framework
Policy G1 Green infrastructure
Policy G4 Open space
Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land
Policy G4 Open space
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 7 Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
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 DF1 Delivery of the Plan and Planning Obligations

Lambeth Local Plan 2020-2035 (2021)
Policy D2: Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Policy D4: Planning obligations
Policy H1: Maximising housing growth
Policy H2: Delivering affordable housing
Policy H3: Safeguarding existing housing
Policy H4: Housing size mix in new developments
Policy H5: Housing standards
Policy H11: Estate regeneration
Policy T1: Sustainable travel
Policy T2: Walking
Policy T3: Cycling
Policy T4: Public transport infrastructure
Policy T5: River transport
Policy T6: Parking
Policy T7: Servicing
Policy EN1: Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity
Policy EN3: Decentralised energy
Policy EN4: Sustainable design and construction
Policy EN5: Flood risk
Policy EN6: Sustainable drainage systems and water management
Policy Q1 Inclusive environments
Policy Q2 Amenity
Policy Q3 Safety, crime prevention and counter terrorism
Policy Q5 Local distinctiveness
Policy Q6 Urban design: public realm
Policy Q7 Urban design: new development
Policy Q8 Design quality: construction detailing
Policy Q9 Landscaping
Policy Q10 Trees
Policy Q11 Building alterations and extensions
Policy Q12 Refuse and recycling
Policy Q13 Cycle storage
Policy Q15 Boundary treatments
Policy Q20 Statutory listed buildings
Policy Q21 Registered parks and gardens
Policy Q22 Conservation areas 213
Policy Q23 Non-designated heritage assets: local heritage list
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) & Other Relevant Documents:
London Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)
Housing (March 2018)
Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (October 2014)
The control of dust and emissions during construction and demolition (July 2014)
Character and Context (June 2014)
London View Management Framework (March 2012)
Planning for Equality and Diversity in London (October 2007)
Play and Informal Recreation (September 2012)
Consultation Draft Good Quality Homes for all Londoners (October 2020)
Consultation Draft Circular Economy Statements (October 2020)
Consultation Draft Whole-life Carbon Assessments (October 2020)

Consultation Draft ‘Be Seen’ Monitoring Guidance (October 2020)

Lambeth Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs)

Employment and Skills SPD (2018)
Draft Design Code SPD (2020)
Air Quality Planning Guidance Notes
Refuse & Recycling Storage Design Guide
Waste and Recycling Storage and Collection Requirements - Technical Specification for Architects and
Developers

