Site address

Elizabeth House, 39 York Road, London SE1 7NQ

Ward

Bishops

Proposal

Demolition of all buildings and structures on the site,
including removal of the high level footbridge over York
Road, and redevelopment to provide two new buildings of
part 29 and part 14 storeys (North Building) and 11 storeys
(South Building) respectively with a part one/part two level
common basement to provide 132,127sqm of floor space
(GEA) comprising B1 offices (88,648sqm), C3 residential
(comprising 142 units), areas of flexible Use Classes A1A5 and B1 at ground level and ancillary parking and
servicing space; works of hard and soft landscaping to
Cab Road and Mepham Street; the provision of a new
access to Waterloo Station on West Road and associated
works; works of hard and soft landscaping and the
provision of a single storey structure providing car lifts and
Class A use on West Road; works of hard landscaping on
York Road and Leake Street; plant and other associated
infrastructure and works.
Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of the high
level footbridge over York Road has also been submitted.
[A separate planning application has been submitted
relating to 10 Leake Street, London SE1 7NN under
application reference 14/04268/FUL which includes the offsite affordable housing component of the proposed
development.]

Application type

Full Planning Permission and Conservation Area Consent
(Demolition)

Application ref(s)

12/01327/FUL and 12/01329/CON

Validation date

11th April 2014

Case officer details

Name: Gillian Nicks
Tel: 020 7926 1206
Email: gnicks@lambeth.gov.uk

Applicant

Elizabeth House Ltd Partnership

Agent

DP9

Considerations/constraints

Environment Agency Flood Zone
Central Activities Zone
Major Development Opportunity
Archaeological Priority Areas
Protected Vistas

Smoke Control Area
London Plan Thames Policy Area
Tunnel Safeguarding line
Approved plans and
Documents

A complete schedule of approved plans and documents
are provided at Appendix I. Those which are additional or
superseded to those previously reported to members in
2012 are set out below:
Planning Statement Update, Environmental Statement
(ES) Addendum Non-Technical Summary (August 2014);
Environmental Statement Addendum Volume 1 – Main
Text (August 2014); Environmental Statement Addendum
Volume 2 – Figures (August 2014); Environmental
Statement Addendum Volume 3 – Addendum to Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (August 2014);
Environmental Statement Addendum Volume 4A –
Appendices (Energy and Sustainability) (August 2014);
Environmental Statement Addendum Volume 4D –
Appendices (Transport) (August 2014).
Non-Technical Summary and chapters 16 and 17 of
Volume 1 of the ES are replacements for the 2012
versions. All others should be read in conjunction with the
respective elements of the 2012 ES.

Recommendation(s)

Grant Planning Permission subject to conditions, Section
106 Agreement, Stage 2 referral to the GLA and referral to
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government (12/01327/FUL)
Grant Conservation
(12/01329/CON)

Area

Consent

for

Demolition

Report Review
Department(s) or Organisation(s)

Governance & Democracy (legal)

Date
consulted
(2014
consultation)
14/11/2014

Date
response
received

Comments
summarised
in para

17/11/2014

Throughout

Background Documents
Case File (this can be accessed via the Planning Advice Desk, Telephone 0207 926 1180

Consultation
The following table lists the responses received to the 2014 consultation. Responses to the
2012 consultation are listed in the original PAC report (see Appendix II)
Department(s) or Organisation(s)

Consulted?
(y/n)

Date response
received

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Various
25/11/2014
None received
None received
None received

Y

None received

Y

None received

Y

None received

Y
Y
Y
Y

None received
None received
10/09/2014
25/11/2014

Planning Policy Officer
Sports Officer
Crime Prevention Officer
Sustainability (Climate Consulting)

Y
Y
Y
Y

29/10/2014
None received
24/09/2014
23/09/2014

External
Transport for London

Y

None received

Y
Y

None received
None received

Y
Y

24/11/2014
None received

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

None received
None received
6/10/2014
6/10/2014
17/10/2014
None received

Y

Internal
Highways & Transport
Housing
Food Safety
Streetcare
Regulatory Services – Food and Safety
Officer
Regulatory Services – Health and
Safety Officer
Regulatory Services - Noise & Pollution
Officer
Regulatory Services – Entertainment
Licence Officer
Implementation Team (S106/CIL)
Library Leisure Services Manager
Parks and Opens Spaces Officer
Conservation and Design Officer

Kennington Oval and Vauxhall Forum
Lambeth Estates Residents
Association
South Bank Employers Group (SBEG)
Waterloo Community Development
Group (WCDG)
Waterloo Quarter Business Area
Kennington Association
English Heritage Archaeology
English Heritage
City of Westminster
London Borough of Southwark

Comments
summarised
in report?
(y/n)
Y

Y
Provided in full
at Appendix VII
Y
Y
Y

Y (part of GLA
response)

Y
Y
Y

For advice on how to make further written submissions or to register to speak on this item,
please contact Governance & Democracy by emailing democracy@lambeth.gov.uk or
telephoning 020 7926 2170. Information is also available on the Lambeth website
www.lambeth.gov.uk/democracy

London Borough of Camden
Environment Agency
LFCD Authority
Network Rail
Victorian Society
The Georgian Society
Thames Water
The Westminster Society
County Hall Residents Association
Coin Street Community Builders
ICOMOS UK
Royal Parks
South Bank Board
South Bank Management Company
Ltd
Twentieth Century Society
Port of London
Jubilee Walkway Trust
Whitehouse Residents and Owners
Association
Greater London Authority
CABE
London Underground Infrastructure
protection
Association of Waterloo Groups
River Thames Society
Save Britain’s Heritage
BRB Residuary
Civil Aviation Authority
London Continental Railways
Households

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

None received

Y
Y
Y
Y

6/10/2014
None received
None received
None received

Y

Y
Y
Y

04/11/2014
None received
None received

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

None received
None received
None received
None received
None received
10/10/2014
various

Y
None received
6/10/2014
None received
None received
26/09/2014
None received
None received
None received
None received
None received
None received
None received

Y

Y

Y
Y

For advice on how to make further written submissions or to register to speak on this item,
please contact Governance & Democracy by emailing democracy@lambeth.gov.uk or
telephoning 020 7926 2170. Information is also available on the Lambeth website
www.lambeth.gov.uk/democracy
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Executive Summary
Planning permission is sought for the redevelopment of the Elizabeth House site to
provide a major office led mixed-use scheme with two new buildings of part 14 and part
29 storeys (North Building) and 11 storeys (South Building) respectively, to provide
88,649sqm of office floorspace and 142 residential units. Associated agenda item no. 4
also seeks permission for the delivery of a further 23 residential units, which would be
provided as off-site affordable rent housing.
The proposal was originally presented to and resolved for approval by members on 6 th
November 2012, subject to referral to both the Greater London Authority and the
Secretary of State. This update reports provides members with details of the reason for
returning it to Planning Applications Committee for resolution, and also discusses the
material changes in circumstances in the intervening period. This report should be read
in conjunction with the original PAC report and published addendums, which are
provided as appendix items. For ease of cross reference, the planning issues presented
in this report, follow those as arranged in the original PAC report.
At a strategic level, the proposed scheme engages directly with the regeneration
objectives for the Waterloo area as set out within the Council’s Local Development Plan
and the Waterloo Area Supplementary Planning Document. It would provide a catalyst
for redevelopment of the Waterloo International Terminal (WIT), and the proposed
public realm improvements would remove the existing blight of the current building
which acts as an impenetrable mass between Waterloo Station, Lower Marsh and the
South Bank. It would deliver heritage benefits in revealing the flank to Victory Arch,
giving it a renewed prominence and a welcoming entrance to the station.
The development is situated within the Central Activities Zone, as designated within the
London Plan, and as such it meets the requirements to bring forward mixed use
development whilst providing complementary enablement to expansion plans at
Waterloo Station. Furthermore, it addresses identified housing targets which have
increased since 2012.
This report provides further Officer commentary on the resultant impacts to surrounding
heritage assets than previously considered within the original PAC report of 2012.
Following recent case law, and for the avoidance of doubt, the statutory duty required of
the decision maker is clearly presented to members. In having special regard to the
significance of the numerous heritage assets, both individually and cumulatively, it is
concluded that less than substantial harm would be the resultant impact of the
development on those heritage assets. In view of the less than substantial harm, and
following the tests set out in the NPPF, Officers are of the view that the many and
substantial public benefits which flow from the development outweigh the resultant less
than substantial harm identified.
The proposal would deliver a wide ranging package of Economic, Social and
Environmental public benefits and the physical and economic regeneration benefits are
considered an important aspect in the recommendation for approval. The development
would represent a once in a lifetime opportunity to radically improve the state of the
public realm in and around Waterloo, and unlock a long recognised impenetrable
environment provided by the existing building. Officers envisage that this would act as a

catalyst that would unlock the significant development potential of the area and pave the
way for additional schemes that will start to realise the objectives of the Waterloo
Opportunity Area Planning Framework.
The design engages a ‘marmite’ response, with Officer’s acknowledging that it will not
be to everyone’s taste. However, the National Planning Policy Framework makes the
case that particular architectural tastes should not be imposed, nor innovation and
initiative stifled. The design is unapologetic, being on one hand a simplified form and
massing with refined glazing treatment, and on the other can be considered imposing
with a dominance to the street. The architects have been required to respond to
challenging infrastructure constraints, given the position of the site traversing a railway
station. It is stepped up towards the station in common with good townscape principles
to announce its key nodal point. It responds contextually to the immediate conservation
areas, servicing as a backdrop to reaffirm the edge of the CAZ, and that part of
Lambeth which engages with London’s strategic functions.
A further key consideration is the viability of the scheme and its ability to be policy
compliant. The scheme has been subject to an independently verified viability
assessment which shows that the scheme would provide the maximum viable amount
of affordable housing at current levels, with an appropriate review mechanism in place.
Much negotiation has occurred between the parties in order to secure additional
affordable housing over and above the quantum reported in 2012. Since the scheme
was first considered in 2012, the affordable housing component has risen from 28 to 35
units with both on and off-site units.
The scheme would deliver a wide range of regeneration outcomes which are fully in
accordance with policy expectations. The scheme has been largely supported by the
Greater London Authority in its Stage 1 response subject to matters of detail. It delivers
a range of public realm benefits which accord with the long term strategy to deliver
improvements to the wider Waterloo area. It is supported in its design by CABE.
Notwithstanding, given the scale of and complexity of the development by reason of its
location an impact will result, but which is fully addressed in the imposition of conditions
and a substantive list of terms to a S106 agreement securing the delivery of the wider
benefits proposed.
The package of Section 106 contributions have been negotiated having full regard to
the nature of the development, to the normal expectations conferred upon developers
by the various planning policy documents, and to the statutory tests for Section 106
obligations set out in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.
The proposal raises no environmental, amenity, or transport issues that aren’t easily
mitigated by the imposition of conditions to the consent.
Officers consider that the development would be in general compliance with the
Development Plan for the Borough and there are no material considerations of sufficient
weight that would dictate that the application should otherwise be refused. Officers are
therefore recommending approval of the scheme, subject to conditions and completion
of a Section 106 agreement in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development conferred upon Local Planning Authorities by the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

1

Summary of Main Issues and Note to Members

1.1

This report provides an update upon policy, contextual environmental impacts,
viability and other material planning considerations relevant to the consideration of
the application since members resolved to grant Planning Permission and
Conservation Area Consent in November 2012 (see Section 3 below for further
details of planning history).

1.2

The application should be read in conjunction with the previous officer report to
Planning Application Committee (‘the original PAC report’), which is found at
Appendix II. The two PAC addendums that were subsequently issued to run
alongside, and be read in conjunction with, the original PAC report are provided at
Appendix III.

1.3

Material planning changes are identified and considered. Nonetheless, there
remains no change to the overall officer recommendation to members to resolve to
approve the application(s). For ease of cross reference, this report follows the same
main headings as the original PAC report.
The main issues discussed in this update report are:
-

-

Reason for returning applications to Planning Application Committee (PAC)
Matters that have arisen and changed since previous resolution in November
2012 that include:
 Changes to primary legislation;
 Changes to planning policy and guidance;
 Procedural development and decisions of relevance to the members’
consideration of the planning applications; and
 Planning decisions on nearby development schemes.
An Officer consideration of changes and a commentary on their acceptability

2

Site Description and Surrounding Area

2.1

A detailed description of the site and its context is set out at paragraphs 2.1 to 2.7 of
Appendix II.

2.2

The acronym ‘WIT’ has been used at paragraphs 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4 of Appendix II.
This is in reference to the ‘Waterloo International Station’ which lies immediately to
the east (rear) of Elizabeth House.

2.3

There have been no physical changes to either the site or the surrounding area
relevant to the consideration of this application since the resolution in November
2012.

2.4

For clarification, in addition to the description provided in Section 2 of Appendix II,
the site has the following development plan designations:
London Plan:
-

Central Activities Zone
Waterloo Opportunity Area

-

Area of mixed uses with strong arts, cultural or entertainment character

Lambeth Planning Policy:
-

Railway character area
Area sensitive to tall buildings
MDO92 – Elizabeth House

Graphic illustrations showing these relevant designations can be found at Appendix
V that accompanies this report.
3

Planning History & UNESCO matters

3.1

Members are referred to Section 3 of the original PAC report at Appendix II for the
detailed planning history of the site up to 2012.

3.2

Update since 2012
On 6th November 2012, a resolution to approve planning permission for the site was
passed by Lambeth’s Planning Applications Committee (PAC).

3.3

After the resolution in November 2012, Planning Officers referred the application to
the GLA for its Stage 2 consideration (see Appendix IV). Subsequent to receipt from
the Mayor that he would not take over the application, Officers referred the
application to the Secretary of State at DCLG on 4th January 2013 under the
provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction
2009, following English Heritage objection to the proposal on the grounds of impact
to the Westminster World Heritage Site (WWHS).

3.4

DCLG had 21 days in which to provide a decision, unless it sought to extend such
time, which can be unlimited. The SoS exercised his powers under Article 25(1) of
the Town and County Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England)
Order 2010 to direct Lambeth not to grant planning permission of the application
without specific authorisation.
Subsequently, the authority finally received
notification of the decision not to call in the application on 20th March 2013.

3.5

This decision was the subject of an application for Judicial Review by City of
Westminster and English Heritage as co-claimants. Leave for the JR was given in
November 2013. A full hearing was scheduled and took place on 4 th March 2014.

3.6

The grounds on which the decision was challenged were that the Secretary of state
-

3.7

Failed to understand and apply his own policy on when to call in applications;
Failed to have regard to his policy on the protection of WWHS;
Failed to give adequate and intelligible reasons for his decision; and
Made a decision which was irrational or perverse in the administrative law
sense.

The Judgement was issued on 21st March 2014. Mr Justice Collins dismissed the
claim.
In brief he noted that:

-

-

3.8

The SoS’s discretion under the Town and Country Planning Act is wide and
there is no duty upon him to give reasons for any decision.
The above could only be questioned where it is shown that he was irrational in
taking such a decision.
No error of law (such as whether he considered something as part of his
decision that should not have been taken into account) was found to have
occurred;
He noted that (Lambeth’s) PAC members had the fullest information available
to them in making their decision;
A previous Call-in (the 3 sisters scheme) and the Call-in of Shell is not a
determinative factor to the SoS discretion not to Call-in Elizabeth House;

The judgment ended as follows:
“I would only add this. It is open to the claimants [CoW/English H] to ask LBL to
reconsider the application... Whatever may be the defendant’s [SoS] views, LBL
as the decision maker is bound to consider any material which it did not consider
in reaching its decision and which could change its view. If, of course, it were to
refuse permission, Elizabeth House could appeal and an inquiry before an
inspector would take place.”

3.9

3.10

UNESCO
World Heritage Sites are designated by UNESCO with technical support from
ICOMOS. In recent years UNESCO has been concerned about the potential harmful
impact of new development on the setting of the Westminster World Heritage Site.
The recent chronology is set out below:
In December 2011 ICOMOS/UNESCO undertook a monitoring mission to London to
consider the threats to the Westminster World Heritage Site. It was acknowledged
then that the most pressing threat to the Outstanding Universal Value of this World
Heritage Site was development outside the City of Westminster but within the setting
of the World Heritage Site. Lambeth’s proximity to the World Heritage Site makes
development at Waterloo particularly sensitive in this respect. At the time of the
Mission the Elizabeth House scheme was already in development and at preapplication stage with the Council. Mindful of the controversy surrounding the
previous (Three Sisters) Elizabeth House scheme the assessors reported that:
“The redevelopment project of Elizabeth House will be a litmus test as regards
the robustness of the national planning system vis-à-vis the protection and
conservation of London’s World Heritage sites.”
“…., the redevelopment of Elizabeth House, adjacent to Waterloo Station, will
be a litmus test for the sitting Mayor and his administration to demonstrate the
robustness of the planning system and their sensitivity towards protecting
London’s prime heritage assets. If a planning proposal for a tall building is put
forward that threatens to destroy the visual integrity of the World Heritage Site
of Westminster, which will be given planning consent and a permit in spite of
the negative impact, the inevitable conclusions will have to be drawn
concerning the effectiveness of the management system put in place.”

3.11

In June 2014 UNESCO considered the matter again. Statement 38 COM 7b.36
states:
‘While noting that formal consent has yet to be granted for the Elizabeth
House development scheme, also notes with serious concern that there are
no legal obstacles for granting final permission for the development scheme,
and reiterates its request to the State Party to ensure that the proposal is not
approved in its current form and that it be revised in line with the concerns
raised by expert bodies, including English Heritage;..’

3.12

3.13

Other planning decisions
The granting of Planning Permission (and associated consents) for the Shell Centre,
directly opposite the site to the west side of York Road, is most relevant to this
application.
That application gave consent for:
“Demolition of Shell Centre comprising Hungerford, York and Chicheley wings,
upper level walkway, removal of raised podium deck, associated structures and
associated site clearance to enable a mixed use development of 8 buildings
ranging from 5 to 37 storeys in height and 4 basement levels to provide up to
218,147m2 of floor space (GIA), comprising offices (B1), residential (C3) (up to
877 units), retail (A1-A5), leisure (D2) and community/leisure uses (D1/D2),
parking and servicing space, hard and soft landscaping together with the
provision of a new public square, highway and landscaping works to Belvedere
Road, Chicheley Street and York Road, modifications to York Road Underground
station, 2 link bridges from new buildings to the existing Shell Centre Tower,
reconfiguration of York Road footbridge if retained, creation of new vehicular access
and other associated works.”

3.14

The application was called-in by the Secretary of State and a Planning Inquiry took
place between November and December 2013. The Inspector recommended that
planning permission be granted.
The Secretary of State agreed with this
th
recommendation. However, on 17 July 2014 a challenge under Section 288 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 was made against the Secretary of State’s
decision.

3.15

A hearing is set for the 16th and 17th December 2014 to consider the challenge.
Planning permission has been granted, nonetheless, and the decision has material
weight in consideration of the Elizabeth House application, whereas it did not when
previously reported to members in November 2012.

4

Proposal

4.1

A detailed description of the development proposal is set out at Section 4 of the
original PAC report (paragraphs 4.1 to 4.12 of Appendix II).

4.2

There have been no design or plan changes to the application which was resolved
for approval in November 2012.

4.3

At the time of the PAC resolution, sixteen affordable rent units were to be provided
off-site as part of the Affordable Housing component of the development. The site
chosen was immediately opposite Elizabeth House, to the south, at 10 Leake Street.
The developer was required to submit a planning application within three months of
the completion of the Section 106 Agreement (see paragraph 13.5, 1st bullet at
Appendix II).

4.4

In the intervening period, and despite on-going delays to the planning process, the
applicant has acquired the site and submitted a planning application for:
“Conversion and refurbishment of existing 6-storey office building to provide a mixed
use residential and commercial development involving the change of use of floors 2
to 6 and the erection of a 3-storey extension to create a 9 storey building to provide
23 self-contained residential units. Formation of a new mezzanine floor level and the
use of the ground, mezzanine and first floors for commercial use (use class B1a).
Alterations to windows and doors, provision of a new external escape stairs to the
rear and installation of external balconies and associated works.”

4.5

This separate planning application is directly related to Elizabeth House and would
provide 23 off-site affordable rent units. Under the current recommendation to
members, were approval granted for the redevelopment of the Elizabeth House site,
it could not come forward without the proposed scheme at 10 Leake Street. Please
refer to agenda item no 4 for full details regarding the application for 10 Leake
Street.

5

Consultations and Responses

5.1

Details of the original consultation exercise are set out within Section 5 of the original
PAC report (see Appendix II). Officers have re-considered the previous responses
received, in so far as those responses are relevant to the issues (changes/updates)
addressed in this report (see Neighbour Consultation section below).

5.2

Given the receipt of updates, and the passage of time, a further consultation has also
been carried out in 2014. Letters were sent out to surrounding occupiers, in the
same way as they were in 2012. A site notice was displayed on 5th September 2014.
A press notice was also published in the Weekender on 19th September 2014. The
different sets of responses (from the 2012 and now 2014 consultation) are provided
below, under ‘Neighbour Consultation’.

5.3

The application was presented to the Council’s Strategic Panel on 19th August 2014.
The Panel includes the Leader of the Council, the lead members for Planning &
Regeneration and Housing, the Council’s Design Champion (albeit in this instance
the relevant member was unable to attend) and the Chair of the Planning
Applications Committee. The Panel were broadly supportive of the scheme. They
advised that they expected the benefits package to improve upon that of 2012, given
the rise in property values in the area. It was recommended that reconsideration of
the employment opportunities arising from the new development should also be
considered.

5.4

The comments made by the Council’s Strategic Panel set the backdrop against
which Officers have subsequently engaged with the applicant in negotiations around

the Section 106 package, to be presented later within this report.
5.5

The application was presented to the Council’s Technical Briefing on 27th October
2014. The Technical Briefing is for members of the Planning Applications Committee
and Ward Members. The purpose of this briefing is for technical matters to be
presented to members to aid their understanding of the details of the application.
Internal consultation

5.6

Regulatory Services –Food and Safety Officer
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at paragraph
5.3 of Appendix II.

5.7

Regulatory Services – Noise and Pollution Officer
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at paragraph
5.4 of Appendix II.

5.8

Regulatory Services – Health and Safety Officer
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.5 of
Appendix II.

5.9

Housing Officer Further representations have been received in the context of the revised viability
position and the additional affordable housing offer. The Housing Officer advises:
“Commissioning and Planning have been working with Chesterfields, the
developer, for a long time about the provision of affordable housing at Elizabeth
House, and the design of the affordable rented accommodation at Leake Street.
It is welcomed that it has been possible to maximise the number of Affordable
Rented Properties at Leake Street, i.e. provide 23 as opposed to 16 units. This
accommodation includes the provision of family-sized property, and will be let at rent
levels in accordance with the Council’s Tenancy Strategy”

5.10

Implementation Team (S106/CIL)
Reiterated that no objection raised to the proposal and provided updated advice on
S106/CIL matters.

5.11

Library Leisure Services Manager
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.8 of
Appendix II.

5.12

Parks and Open Spaces Officer
Recommend to continue to support application as no issues over loss of public open
spaces or ecological impacts.

5.13

Conservation and Urban Design Officer
These are provided in full within Appendix VII.

5.14

Planning Policy Officer:
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.11 of

Appendix II.
5.15

Sports Officer
No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.16

Streetcare Officer
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.13 of
Appendix II.

5.17

Transport/Highways Officer
Has reviewed the submitted Transport addendum and agrees with its findings that
the assumptions and conclusions included in the 2012 TA are still relevant for the
current submission. This is further expanded on in Section 9 of this report.

5.18

Crime Prevention Officer
Advises that the Secured by Design & Lighting standards have been updated since
2012. Consequently, the recommendations have been amended. The amendments
have come about to align physical protection measures with new products and to
deal with changes in crime trends. This is reflected in the proposed conditions in
Section 18.

5.19

Regulatory Services Entertainment Licence Officer
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.16 of
Appendix II.
External consultation

5.20

Kennington Oval and Vauxhall Forum:
No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.21

Lambeth Estates Residents Association:
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.18 of
Appendix II.

5.22

South Bank Employers Group (SBEG):
Further representation was received on 24th November 2014, which reiterates the
key elements of the previous response of 15th May 2012, namely:
-

-

SBEG support in relation to the key public realm benefits delivered by the
proposals, including the public realm improvements in the station environs,
notably Victory Arch Square, West Road (between Elizabeth House and the
former International Terminal), the new ‘Central Square’ and the improved
routes from the Station to the river, the London Eye and St Thomas’ Hospital.
the opportunities provided by the development to open up the former
International Terminal and improve access to the station and the underground
comments on the heritage issues, supporting Elizabeth House Partnership
(and Lambeth’s) view that the heritage impact was negligible and that the
objections of English Heritage and Westminster were not justified. SBEG
would like to reinforce strongly their position on this and state that these
issues have been exhaustively addressed and the impact on the outstanding
universal value and setting of the Westminster WHS in relation to the benefits

-

of the scheme has been judged acceptable at all stages of the planning
process. Unjustified heritage concerns about this site have already delayed
its redevelopment for far too long.
the economic benefit and new jobs from the development
the opportunity to bring Elizabeth House into the proposed South Bank
Decentralised Energy Network. SBEG are now in a position, in partnership
with Lambeth and all the potential participants, to move to the next stage of
detailed planning of the South Bank Decentralised Energy Network. SBEG
would expect the Elizabeth House development to be a key element of this
scheme.

Comments are provided on the package of S106 measures to be secured which
includes :
-

-

-

Support for highways and public realm improvements;
Need for construction management (Waterloo Maintenance Group) provisions
to be consistent with the arrangements since agreed between the Council,
South Bank Visitor Management Group, other developers and SBEG for the
coordination of construction activity and related information and stakeholder
involvement across all South Bank developments.
Close involvement of local stakeholders and employer engagement capacity
in the delivery of the construction employment and general employment and
training obligations.
Desire to see proposal connect to a South Bank Decentralised Energy
Network.
Input into a coordinated horticultural and open space management training
programme across the South Bank and Waterloo

SBEG have reiterated their concerns with current provision for the management and
maintenance of the South Bank and note that the development will add to the
pressure on the public realm in the neighbourhood.
Comments are also provided outlining SBEG’s aspirations for the allocation of
Community Infrastructure Levy payments. In response, Officers note that CIL
expenditure allocation is not a matter required to be considered in determining
planning applications. Separate governance arrangements are being put in place for
Borough Infrastructure needs, and locally through the Cooperative Local Investment
Plan initiative
5.23

Waterloo Community Development Group (WCDG):
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.20 of
Appendix II.

5.24

Waterloo Quarter Business Area:
Further response received reaffirming its wholehearted support for the planning
application. Waterloo Quarter Business Area considers this site a catalyst that will
unlock the significant development potential of the area and pave the way for
additional schemes that will start to realise the objectives of the Waterloo Opportunity
Area Planning Framework.

5.25

Kennington Association:

No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.
5.26

English Heritage Archaeology:
Further response received confirming approval of the desk-based assessment and
recommend approval of the monitoring report.
(Archaeological desk-based assessment report prepared by Archaeology South-East
Ltd (April 2007) and a summary report of the monitoring of geotechnical
investigations, June 2011 by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd).

5.27

English Heritage:
Further response received reiterating objection to the scheme. The comments are
reproduced in full below.
“This is a reconsultation of a proposal originally submitted in 2012. You will recall
that in our formal response in 2012 we advised you that this proposal would cause
substantial and unacceptable harm to the historic environment, particularly to
buildings and areas which are of international or national importance. Our view has
not changed since this advice was given.
The discussions which English Heritage have held at pre-application and application
level with all interested parties over the past four years have been based on the
assumption that the existing Elizabeth House, next to Waterloo Station, is of limited
architectural interest and the principal of its demolition is acceptable. We consider
that redevelopment here could bring substantial regeneration and townscape
benefits to both the immediate area and the wider London context.
This is a particularly sensitive site that sits within the backdrop view which includes
the Palace of Westminster, the Royal Festival Hall and the County Hall. These are
amongst the most significant historic and cultural assets of the capital and, as we
have previously pointed out, essential elements in its character and identify as a
world city. A variety of other designated assets would also be affected by the current
proposals for the site.
The proposals would cause a substantial and unacceptable degree of harm to the
Outstanding Universal Value, setting and views from the Westminster World Heritage
Site. The new development would, by virtue of its massing, bulk and disposition
appear visually attached to the north face of the Queen Elizabeth Tower (formerly St.
Stephens Tower, which houses Big Ben). When considering the 2007 proposals for
this site the Secretary of State assessed the gap between The Queen Elizabeth
Tower and Portcullis House as being “all important” to preserving and appreciating
the outstanding significance of the historic buildings within the World Heritage site.
We continue to believe that the impact of this visual attachment is unacceptable.
The likely impact of this proposal on the setting and views of the Royal Festival Hall
is similarly unacceptable. This grade I building, one of the first post war buildings to
be so listed, is of national importance and safeguarding its setting is a very high
priority. The current proposal would appear visually overwhelming in backdrop views
not only to the Royal Festival Hall but also to the grade II* County Hall and serious
harm would be caused to their settings.

Similar harm would be caused to the setting and views of the Victory Arch and the
Royal National Theatre and other buildings and areas on the South Bank. The
development would also be visible in the view from the Blue Bridge in St. James
Park where it would appear visually attached to the tower of the grade I listed
Foreign and Commonwealth Office. This would lessen its architectural form and is
unacceptable.
English Heritage has, over a number of years, carefully assessed these proposals,
including at its London Advisory Committee and Commission and consider that they
raise very important issues for London’s historic environment as cumulatively the
proposal would cause substantial and irreversible harm to all the assets identified
above. The proposal does not comply with the National Planning Policy Framework,
most especially the tests for sustainable development set out in paragraphs 7, 8 and
9.
The harmful impacts of the proposed development upon the setting and views of all
the heritage assets affected by this proposal would go beyond the boundaries of
Lambeth into Westminster. The harmful impacts upon the Outstanding Universal
Value of the World Heritage Site and the concerns of UNESCO were set out in a
letter of 18 June to your Chief Executive of English Heritage.
English Heritage believes that were the current proposal to be approved the
likelihood of the Westminster World Heritage site being inscribed upon the World
Heritage in Danger List becomes high. Should the UNESCO Committee consider
that in the light of future developments that irreparable damage has been done to the
Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage Site it would remain open to them
to remove the Westminster Site altogether from the list of World Heritage sites. Such
a decision could have wider implications for any assessment of the extent to which
the planning system in England protects such inscribed sites.
English Heritage acknowledges that the site has considerable potential to assist
regeneration and growth but is concerned that this does not outweigh the substantial
harm caused to the historic environment by the current proposals. This is a matter
that goes to the heart of the objectives for sustainable development as set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework.
English Heritage’s consistent advice to Lambeth has been and remains that the
current proposal would cause substantial, unacceptable and irreversible harm to
London’s historic environment, particularly buildings and areas of international and
national importance. Approval of these proposals would be contrary to national
planning policy and planning permission should be refused. If your Council is
minded to approve this application English Heritage will wish to consider whether the
issues raised are of such importance that the Secretary of State should be advised to
call-in the application.
EH objection should be treated as an objection under Circular 02/2009 (referral to
SoS is thus required)”.
5.28

Transport for London:
Comments are included within the GLA Stage 1 response dated 31 October 2014.
The GLA advises the Council of the policy shift relating to cycle parking provision as

detailed within the FALP. It is advised that there are no other changes that impact
upon strategic transport.
5.29

City of Westminster:
Further response received reiterating earlier objection to the scheme on the following
grounds:









The proposed development by reason of its height and bulk will harm the
setting and outstanding universal value of the Palace of Westminster and
Westminster Abbey including St Margaret’s World Heritage Site in the London
Views Management Framework views 23A.1 and 23A.2 from Parliament
Square.
The proposed development by reason of its height, bulk and design will
adversely affect a number of important views from the City of Westminster.
These include the London View Management framework views from Waterloo
Bridge (View 15A.2), Westminster Bridge (view 18.B1), Victoria Embankment
between Waterloo and Westminster Bridge (view 20B.1) and Green Park
(view 26A.1), together with a number of metropolitan and local views identified
in our conservation area audits and draft supplementary planning document
Metropolitan and Local views.
The proposed development by reason of its height, bulk and design will harm
the settings of a number of listed buildings including the Palace of
Westminster, Royal Festival Hall, National Theatre, County Hall, Horse
Guards and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
The proposed development by reason of its height and bulk will harm the
settings of a number of Westminster conservation areas, including those of
Westminster abbey and Parliament Square, Whitehall, Savoy and Strand.
For all the above reasons the proposal is contrary to paragraphs 131, 132 and
133 of the National Planning Policy Framework, policies S25, S26 in the City
Council’s City Plan: Strategic Policies and policies DES 1, DES 9, DES10,
DES 15 and DES 16 in the City Council’s Unitary Development Plan.

5.30

London Borough of Southwark:
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.27 of
Appendix II.

5.31

London Borough of Camden:
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.28 of
Appendix II.

5.32

Environment Agency:
Has no objection to the planning application as submitted, subject to conditions.

5.33

LFCD Authority: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.34

Network Rail:
Network Rail are aware of the proposed development and has been in discussion
with the applicant. They advise that the applicant should continue to liaise with
Network Rail’s Asset Protection Team as the scheme progresses,

5.35

Victorian Society: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.36

The Georgian Society: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.37

The Westminster Society:
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.35 of
Appendix II.

5.38

County Hall Residents Association: No representation received in either 2012 or
2014.

5.39

Coin Street Community Builders: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.40

ICOMOS UK: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.41

Royal Parks: No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at
5.39 of Appendix II.

5.42

South Bank Board: No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set
out at para 5.40 of Appendix II.

5.43

South Bank Management Company Ltd: No representation received in either 2012 or
2014.

5.44

Twentieth Century Society:
Further response received reiterating objection to the scheme. The comments are
reproduced below.
“We are pleased that you have decided to put this proposal before your Committee
for a second time, given the serious concerns which we set out in our previous letter
of 9th April 2014. In the light of what we say below as our formal response, and also
for clarity, I am attaching copies of both that letter and our letter of 11 th July 2012
which contained out first set of representations on this application
[Note: Copies of original responses are included within Appendix VI]

The society’s position on this proposal since it was first put before your Committee is
that we remain strongly opposed to a grant of permission due to several factors
which have merged since that time. These are:
1. The judgement in the case of Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Limited c SSCLG and
East Northamptonshire DC and Others [2014] EWCA Civ 137 (“Barnwell Manor”)
was issued in March this year and has clarified how applications which affect the
setting of listed buildings and/or the character and appearance of conservation
areas to be considered. It is now clear that a decision maker dealing with such
an application must take as the starting point the statutory duties under Sections
66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990, to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of the
listed building and/or pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of the Conservation area (Para 19
Barnwell Manor). There can be no question (given this was recognised in your
first Committee report on this proposal) that this application does affect the

setting of several 20th century listed buildings of outstanding importance including
the Royal Festival Hall (Grade I). The Royal National Theatre, Waterloo Bridge
and London County Hall (all Grade II*) and also the Victory Arch (Grade II). As
such, there must be the strongest presumption and the greatest weight should be
given to the desirability of preserving the settings of all these listed buildings, but
especially those of Grade I and II* quality (Para 28 Barnwell Manor). In this
context we consider that this proposal would cause serious harm to the setting of
all these listed buildings for the reasons given in our earlier letters. Accordingly,
the presumption and weight to be given to preservation of the setting of the listed
buildings substantially counters any benefits arising from the application.
2. Similarly, your Committee are required by the Section 72(1) duty to give
‘considerable importance and weight’ to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character and appearance of the South Bank Conservation Area
(‘SBCA’) which lies immediately adjacent (that is, on the opposite side of York
Road) to Elizabeth House (Para 19 Barnwell Manor). Though the first report on
the Committee did not even mention this proximity, or the statutory duty, we hope
and expect that your report will acknowledge both and accordingly will again
apply the presumption of preservation. Given that your own publication on the
SBCA recognises its unusual 20th century character and appearance and that it is
also probably the finest such examples in London if not nationally, we consider
that the presumption of preservation or enhancement should be given the
greatest weight. Again we consider that the effect of the proposal on the SBCA
would be so harmful for reasons already stated that the desirability of preserving
or enhancing the SBCA substantially outweighs any benefits from the application.
3. These conclusions are not undermined by the decision of the Secretary of State
to approve, the applications for the redevelopment of the Shell Centre issued in
April 2014. These applications have, as you know, been challenged by Mr
George Turner so that the issue of the acceptability of tall buildings in the area
between Waterloo Station and the river has not been resolved. In this context we
would point out that all the planning policy documents on which those divisions
were made (and which apply equally to this application) were produced before
the judgement in Barnwell Manor. It follows in our view that the approaches to
decision making in both the Shell Centre cases and in the case of this application
when it was first determined were fundamentally flawed because they did not
acknowledge the required precedent of statute merely regarded issues to do with
the setting of listed buildings and of conservation areas as ‘other material
considerations’. We believe that a reading of the first report on this application
(and of those on the Shell Centre proposals) shows that precedence was wrongly
given to the duty under Section 38(6) of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act
to determine applications in accordance with the development plan and other
material considerations. Hence the plan policies encouraging tall buildings in the
Waterloo Station area were given priority, whereas the duties under Sections
66(1) and 72(1) of the PLBCA were relegated to material consideration to be
weighted with other objections.
We are therefore asking that your Committee be made aware that in light of Barnwell
Manor they should start their consideration with these statutory duties and the strong
presumption and great weight in favour of presentation and only then assess the
application from there in the light of planning policies. In those circumstances we

invite the Committee to agree that the height, scale, form and mass of the proposed
building would cause serious harm to the setting of the several listed buildings in the
SBCA and to the character and appearance of that conservation area, harm which is
not outweighed by any benefits claimed for the proposal.”
5.45

Port of London:
The PLA continues to have no objection to the proposed development. The
development response advises:
“Since the application was submitted, the Mayor has published the River Action Plan
(February 2013), which seeks to increase the number of passenger journeys on the
Thames to 12 million people per year by 2020. It is disappointing to note that the
application continues to give no consideration to river transport and the role that it
could play transporting people to and from the application site. It is considered that
any travel plan that is produced for the site should set robust targets for river bus use
and set out measures to encourage use of the rive”.

5.46

Jubilee Walkway Trust: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.47

Whitehouse Residents and Owners Association: No representation received in either
2012 or 2014.

5.48

Greater London Authority:
Further response received reiterating its broad support for the scheme. Advises that
the application has previously been found to be acceptable at a local and strategic
level, and in accordance with the London Plan. In the time that has passed since the
previous Stage 2, the GLA advises that there has been no legislative or policy
changes that give rise to new issues and the scheme remains generally acceptable
in strategic planning terms. This is subject to further clarification and information
coming forward in relation to viability and planning obligations.

5.49

Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE):
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.47 of
Appendix II.

5.50

London Underground Infrastructure Protection:
No further representation received from the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.48 of
Appendix II.

5.51

Association of Waterloo Groups: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.52

River Thames Society: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.53

Save Britain’s’ Heritage: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.54

BRB Residuary (Department of Transport): No further representation received from
the 2012 consultation set out at para 5.52 of Appendix II.

5.55

Civil Aviation Authority (CAA): No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.56

London Continental Railways: No representation received in either 2012 or 2014.

5.57

Thames Water:
Comments received raising no objection subject to conditions to secure details of the
following: Drainage Strategy, Piling Method Statement and Impact studies of the
existing water supply infrastructure.

5.58

Neighbour Consultation

No. of Letters
sent 2014
1878

No. of Objections
received 2014
2

No. in support
2014
4

Comments
1

Responses received from 2014 consultation:
Objections:
New material planning and environmental
consideration has arisen since the proposal
was previously considered. As a result of
renovations to 75 York Road, the new
lighting systems installed are modern and
presumably environmentally sound.
One of the affects of modern lighting is the
glare. 75 York Road is lit at various times
through the night (security checks/cleaning)
and the lights are intrusively bright for County
Hall residents. In view of this, the proposed
eleven storey South building should have
protective film or anti-glare covering on the
windows facing Leake Street and York Road.
The proposed demolition of the high level
footbridge becomes increasingly worrying as
South Bank gets even more busy as a visitor
destination - most visitors arrive via Waterloo
station.
Crossing York Road is difficult most of the
time, particularly as cyclists take less care
and more risks to pedestrians. What plans
are in place to maintain the footbridge for as
long as possible? Demolition should only
take
place
when
all
other
safety
improvements
are
completed
and
functioning.

Officer Response:
An assessment of Solar Glare is
provided within Section 10 of this
report. Overall, the development is
considered to result in no detrimental
impact in respect of solar glare, with
conditions recommended as they were
in 2012 to secure details of appropriate
glazing.

The principle of removing the
footbridge was considered originally
and found to be acceptable. Public
realm improvements in the area are
proposed that far outweigh the loss of
this means of egress from Waterloo
Station.
This includes a widened
pedestrian crossing towards Sutton
Walk and an improved crossing close
to Chichley Street.
Details of interim arrangements to be
implemented prior to the demolition of
the footbridge and ahead of the new
public realm works being in place are
recommended to be secured through
planning condition.

Support:
St Johns Church (Grade II*)
Supports the application and advises that the development will bring additional life to
the area and assist in the strategy of establishing Waterloo at the heart of London. The
overall form of the buildings and the relationship with public space appears to have
been carefully thought through, and the links between Waterloo Station and the South
Bank cultural complex and the river are good.
National Theatre
Further response received confirming its support for the planning application
“In common with many other organisations on the South Bank, we have long supported
any initiatives which have sought to clarify and enhance the public realm around
Waterloo. Many of our 2 million plus visitors per annum find the environment around
the station and the connecting routes to Upper Ground confusion in layout and
dispiriting in appearance. All the plans to change this situation have so far failed.
This development sweeps away the impenetrable blight of the south side of York Road,
allows the most striking element of the station, Victory arch, its due prominence, and
crucially brings transparency and enjoyment to the various routes from the station to
the riverside. It also creates two major new public spaces and will help other
developments to further unlock way finding opportunities in the station and on the Shell
site.
Nothing has changed since then to suggest that this development deserves anything
less than our full support”.
Park Plaza
Letter of support has been received stating that the improvements to the public realm
on York Road, the increase in Grade A office space suitable for blue chip companies,
the opening up of access to Waterloo Station and the provision of residential
accommodation which includes a provision for social housing, can only assist in
improving the Waterloo Area.
London and Continental Railway
Letter of support received, which is reproduced below:
“LCR act as the agent for the Department for Transport in respect of the former WIT,
and were also previous owners of Elizabeth House. Since WIT shut for international
services in 2007. There has of course been a widespread desire to see the building
brought back into worthwhile use, and limited passenger services have resumed this
year (although full utilisation will not be possible until major additional works are carried
out by Network Rail). In addition to transport use, the remainder of WIT offers a
number of possible uses, not least potential development for commercial uses such as
retail, possible in conjunction with wider works to make greater use of the wider
Waterloo undercroft, thus reducing the significant urban severance caused by the
station and its approaches. Unfortunately, given that WIT is effectively hidden from
York Road behind the increasingly dilapidated Elizabeth House with no worthwhile

access points, it will not be possible to deliver full development of WIT until Elizabeth
House is redeveloped. This leaves a major public asset in a continuing state of limbo,
and fails to deliver development which could contribute to the continuing regeneration
of the South Bank and wider Lambeth.
LCR and its predecessor, BRBR, have worked closely with the applicants to ensure
that the Elizabeth House proposal provides the maximum opportunity for WIT. The
visibility from York Road though and under the Building will prove of huge benefit to
reuse of WIT, as will the new walking routes and urban realm, both in terms of
commercial development, but also transport usage, both immediately and as part of
envisaged enhancements to Waterloo by Network Rail. The proposals will assist in
enhancing Leake Street and its surroundings, thus improving links to Lower Marsh.
Conversely, further delays to the redevelopment of a now notorious building that has
almost become a byword for stalled and delayed projects can only serve to place even
higher barriers in front of those trying to promote regeneration in this part of London”.
Guys and St Thomas’s
Response received, which is reproduced below:
“No direct comments to add about the design plans. We would like to avoid any undue
disruption to patients, staff or visitors coming from Waterloo station to St Thomas’
Hospital. Our understanding with proposed plans for the Shell Centre development is
that all pedestrian traffic (going towards the hospital) will be diverted along York Road
on the side of the road where Elizabeth House is located; we would want to avoid any
further diversions for pedestrians at the same time due to the works with the proposed
Elizabeth House development. We currently engage through the South Bank Employers
Group and it would seem a sensible approach to co-ordinate any communications with
this development to key business stakeholders through this established group”.

Responses received from 2012 consultation with updated officer response given the
passage of time:
Objections:

Officer Response:

The proposed development by reason of
its height and bulk will harm the setting
and Outstanding Universal Value of the
Palace of Westminster Abbey including
St Margret’s World Heritage site in the
London Views Management Framework.

This is discussed within the Design Officers
comments (See Appendix VII) and in
Section 8 below.

The proposed development will adversely
affect a number of views from the City of
Westminster. Theses include the London
Management Framework views from
Waterloo Bridge, Westminster Bridge,
Victoria Embankment between Waterloo
and Westminster Bridge together with a
number of metropolitan and local views

The scope of views provided to the Local
Planning Authority for assessment remains
unchanged from 2012. These include views
from within Conservation Areas designated
within the City of Westminster, including the
Savoy, Whitehall and Westminster.
These are discussed further under Section

identified in the conservation area audits.

8.

The proposed development would harm
the setting of a number of Westminster
conservation areas.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:
“The proposed scheme has had regard to
the conservation areas in Westminster,
which have been assessed by Lambeth’s
Conservation and Urban Design officer and
their view is that the development would
have limited impact on these conservation
areas”.
This is expanded on in Section 8.

The height, form, bulk and mass of the
proposed tower at the northern end of
the development site would be seriously
overbearing in relation to the nearby
Victory Arch. The cutaway over the arch
merely appears contrived and results in
the mass of the tower appearing to
overhang the Arch in an uncomfortable
manner.

This is discussed under Section 8. The
development is considered to result in a
beneficial impact to the setting and wider
appreciation of the Victory Arch.

The proposed height of the northern
tower would appear intrusive and
discordant in views for the north side of
the Thames, which would affect the
setting of the Royal Festival Hall, the
Royal National Theatre and County Hall.

The appropriateness of the height of the
North Building is discussed within Section 8
of the report. No harm is envisaged to arise
from the development in respect of the
setting to these designated heritage assets.

The proposed redevelopment of both the
Elizabeth House and Shell Centre sites
would result in a forest of towers along
York Road forming a multiple intrusion
into the setting of nearby listed buildings
as shown above along with the South
Bank Conservation Area.

This is discussed within Section 8 below.
The response remains unchanged from that
given in 2012. The site is situated within an
Opportunity Area, within the Central
Activities Zone, and is identified as an area
suitable for tall buildings, subject to the
criteria for tall buildings detailed further on in
this report.
The Waterloo Opportunity Area Planning
Framework identifies this part of York Road
as providing a commercial spine, against
which both Shell and Elizabeth House
would have a complementary form of
development.

The proposed north tower would Since 2012, planning permission has been
introduce further vertical emphasis, which granted for eight tall buildings across the
would further isolate the Shell Tower.
Shell Centre site. Consequently, the

proposal would come forward within a
cluster of tall buildings, which Officers
consider to be acceptable.
The desire of the applicants to put a
“landmark” building is entirely
misconceived and unnecessary in such a
context.

As is discussed under the Design and
Conservation Section below, the design is
considered to be sensitive to the South
Bank Conservation Area. The provision of a
landmark building in this location marks this
The proposed building is a utilitarian and important nodal point within the connection
gargantuan structure that is the epitome of national rail hubs across London, with
of the grotesque.
other examples existing or emerging such
as at Blackfriars and London Bridge.
The proposed North Building fails to
compliment the character either of the The proposed building is large, but it is
immediate area or of the neighbouring smaller than previous proposals for the site,
South Bank Conservation Area on the and is considered to be an acceptable
opposite side of York Road.
response in conformity with planning policy.
The proposed employment floor space
should be affordable. There is extensive
stock in the area which should be used.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:
“The proposed development would provide
a mixture of employment floor space in the
Waterloo area, from large slab office space
to media/start up businesses. The uplift in
office space would provide a large expanse
of employment to the area, creating jobs to
the local community. Furthermore, the site
is considered to be an opportunity area and
that the site should maximise its potential,
so it would facilitate the regeneration of the
area.
The existing stock of office
accommodation is not of the same large
expanse being proposed, [and] as a result
would not attract the same office resident
which this development would cater to”.

Elizabeth House does not need to be
demolished and rebuilt several stories
higher and it appears that the only part of
the proposal that would be advantageous
would be to redevelop the area leading
up to Waterloo Station.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:

The proposed construction phase of the

Officers

“The existing building is tired, not fit for
purpose and dilapidated. Furthermore, the
current building cannot facilitate the
regeneration benefits which are needed
within the Waterloo Area. The proposed
building would provide these benefits and
officers considered it to be a positive step
forward for Waterloo“.
have

sought

to

mitigate

the

development would cause chaos and
confusion within the area along with
traffic issues.

construction impacts through the use of
appropriately worded conditions and
planning obligations, which are detailed
further on in this report.
There
would
be
co-ordination
of
development in the area. Ultimately, there
will be some disturbance, but this will be
managed so as not cause long term
disruption or any public safety concerns.

Removing all the retail shops and putting
them behind a glass screen will produce
a wasteland environment. No shop
equals no passing trade. There will be
less interaction with the building.

This is discussed at Section 7. Overall, the
significant uplift in employment floor space
from the existing condition of the site far
outweighs the loss of retail floor space,
which itself shall be provided of a better
quality than the existing.

How can you give planning permission to
an office building double the present size
with one third of retail space?
The consultation for the proposed new
building has been disappointing nor has
there been any recognition of the existing
good businesses which have been set
up.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:

The Council should not consider this
application until they have seen the
detailed plans for the Shell Centre
scheme which is 20 metres across York
Road. Again the application needs to be
considered only when the plans for the
Euro Terminal at Waterloo has been
agreed.

The Shell Centre site has now achieved
planning permission. The updates to the
Elizabeth House application consider the
effect of the two developments coming
together. Similarly, initial master planning is
progressing on Waterloo Station.

“The applicant has undertaken extensive
consultation with the local residents which
has been outlined within their Statement of
Community Involvement and has been
submitted as part of the application. This
has been recognised by Officers. In relation
to existing businesses in the area, the
scheme would provide added benefits such
as jobs and bringing outside population
groups which would benefit the local
businesses in the area”.

However, the Local Planning Authority has
a statutory duty to consider an application
when it is submitted for determination. This
must be considered in light of current
planning policy. Policy for the Elizabeth
House site deals with making improvements
to the public realm, including that which
responds to Waterloo Station with the

Waterloo SPD. As discussed within Section
8, the proposal is considered to address this
point.
This area should not become a high-rise
block of luxury apartments.

The development is employment led. The
residential element includes a range of unit
and tenure types. Intermediate housing
would be provided on site with affordable
rent units provided on the adjoining Leake
St site.
Whilst the manner in which the development
is sold on is outside the control of the
planning authority, the benefit package
includes a Review Mechanism to capture
any ‘surplus’ Should the higher end of the
market pick up to a degree that the
development benefits commensurately with
an upturn, then additional affordable
housing could be achieved.

The two facades of the buildings are
unimaginative, a better design could have
been sought. The south building in
particular seems to rely on heavy
concrete pillars – something which has
blighted the South Bank for years.

This is discussed within Section 8 below.
The design of the South Building is
considered to respond positively to the
South Bank Conservation Area and the
local townscape.

The redevelopment presents a missed
opportunity to break down the
environmental chasm between Elizabeth
House and the Shell Centre.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:

The public realm improvements are
disappointing as these stop on York
Road. Lambeth Planning should take the
lead in ensuring that this happens and
that York Road is appropriately
landscaped from Section 106 monies or

CIL money can not be ring fenced in
advance of planning permission being
granted.

“The proposed building would be split into
two elements which would create access
and walkways through the development
onto the former Eurostar Terminal. The
current building blocks all routes on this part
of the station as the building is one solid
mass. As such, officers consider this to be
a vast improvement from the current
building. The interaction of the building with
the Shell Centre would be improved through
formation of the routes created by the
development which would potentially link
the development to the South Bank.”

It should be noted that twenty five per cent
of the CIL revenue would be allocated for

CIL to ensure that this happens. This
should be grasped.

local spending under the Community Levy
Infrastructure Payment.

The proposal would represent
overdevelopment of the site.

an The proposal is not considered to result in
overdevelopment, but proactively responds
to the policy ambitions for the site and
contributes towards the areas targets on
housing and job delivery.
The density of development is considered
appropriate for the site location and
accorded with London Plan policies in this
regard.

The proposed ground floor level plans, as
shown, are again a missed opportunity to
really animate this pedestrian realm.
Even though there are two retail units on
the ground floor, this area could become
a sterile environment at ground level,
with a huge area given over to the office
lobby in the eastern block. The ground
level planning materials and landscaping
should be examined in detail to make this
an animated public space and a real
asset to the area.

The provision of entrances along a street
frontage is not the sole route to achieving
animation as discussed below within the
Design
and
Conservation
Section.
Similarly, the provision for landscaping
within what is currently a hostile and
uninviting environment will radically improve
and alter the pedestrian experience and
contribute towards the creation of a new
sense of place in this part of Waterloo.

Pedestrian and vehicle hazard from
increased traffic

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:
“Both Lambeth Transport and TfL have
assessed the impact the proposed
development would have, and officers raise
no objection [on the ground of pedestrian
and] vehicle hazard and increased parking”.

The proposed building footprint would be The site planning of the site is considered
sited too close to the boundary with York acceptable, lying at back edge of pavement
Road.
along York Road and Leake Street, whilst
offering good public realm contributions
through canopied open space at Central
Square and to Victory Arch Square as well
as in parallel with the length of the WIT.
There is no clear York Road crossing The wider public realm works to be secured
facility or onward route from the new under the Section 106 (see Section 13)
Central Square
would secure improvements to public
crossing provision within the vicinity of the
site.
No commitment to 50% affordable

The proposed development provides a

housing. No provision for affordable
housing of key workers. There is a need
to secure affordable housing in key
central areas of London.

minimum of 25% affordable housing through
both on and off-site delivery.
This is
considered the viable provision on the basis
of the submitted financial viability statement
that has been independently verified by the
Council’s affordable housing advisors (BNP
Paribas).

The existing pedestrian footbridge has
spanned York Road for many, many
years. It is an invaluable pedestrian only
link direct from the station across an
extremely busy Red Route allowing
continuous safe crossing at all times.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:

This is in direct contrast to the traffic light
systems at each end of York Road
controlling the ground level crossings
where pedestrians have to compete for
space and time on the road with busy
vehicular traffic and masses of people
sometimes accumulate at the lights.

“The
proposed
development
would
demolish the existing high-level footbridge
over York Road.
However, the
development would provide alternative
pedestrian routes through the former WIT
terminal through the installation of
escalators, staircase and lifts. Network Rail,
TfL and Lambeth Transport support these
changes being proposed and as such it is
considered that this would not bring
pedestrian congestion along York Road.”
Consequently, the removal of the footbridge
is considered acceptable.

The development should provide more
community space which should be
secured via the Section 106 Agreement.

Response remains mainly unchanged from
2012, being:
“The development site would bring many
benefits to the local community such as
jobs, housing, public realm improvements
around Waterloo Station a considerable
uplift in employment floor space.
The
proposed development would also provide
Section 106 contributions to the local area.
All these benefits are considered to be a
positive to the local community.
It is
unfortunate that the development would not
provide community space within the
development, but this should be balanced
against the other benefits the scheme would
bring to the local community”.
In addition, the proposal now triggers CIL, a
further benefit of the scheme that shall
contribute to the local area.

There is no temporary drop off/pick up
point planned, this may mean cars would
stop in the bus lane to drop/ pick up

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:

passengers, further adding severe
pressure to the already heavily congested
York Road. This may also affect
Belvedere Road.

“Both TfL and Lambeth Transport have
assessed the highway impact the proposed
development would bring within the local
area especially York Road.
However,
officers have raised no objection to the
proposed development on these grounds
and furthermore, there would be strong
conditions imposed on the development to
control these measures.”

The proposed South Building would
impact on the amenity of apartment in the
North Block of County Hall. The proposed
development would have a significant
impact on the existing skyline and light.
There would be a loss in privacy to
neighbouring
residential
properties
arising from the development.

No detrimental harm is envisaged to result
from the development in respect of
residential amenity as discussed under
Section 10 of the report.

The proposed parking should be
restricted to disabled users. There
should be no allocation for office use car
parking spaces given the availability of
the public transport in the area and the
public interest in reducing car traffic
coming into central London.

As reported in 2012, the provision of office
and residential parking, which includes
space for disabled users, is policy
compliant.

The area would be windswept; public
This is discussed under Section 10,
spaces are unlikely to be successful or
adverse impact is envisaged.
welcoming for leisure use unless more
remedial measures are taken. This
would lead to a bleak pedestrian
landscape.

No

A programme of ongoing responsibility
for cleaning public areas and maintaining
shrubs and trees should be a planning
obligation.

Those areas that lie within the developers
ownership shall be managed as required by
condition and Section 106 agreement.

The proposed 10,000sqm of public realm
are really just a series of walk-throughs
for commuters with little real benefit to
the local community and no significance
to Section 106 contributions.

Response remains unchanged from 2012,
being:
“The proposed works are considered to be
an improvement to current landscape
outside Waterloo Station. Officers support
the proposal as these would potentially
unlock the changes required to bring the
former Eurostar terminal into use and
provide a much needed improvement to the
local area”.

The proposed development would create Conditions are included within the
light pollution.
recommendation to deal with the lighting
strategy.
Otherwise, no light pollution
affects are considered to exceed accepted
standards.
The proposed development should be
conditioned to control construction work
for the development. There should be
complete restriction on any building noise
or deliveries between the hours of 22.00
and 07.00.

Both conditions and S106 head of terms are
included within the recommendation to
address this point.

In providing for the removal of the
A condition is recommended to address this
elevated footbridge there is a need to
under Section 18 below.
ensure Shell always has safe walking
routes for staff and visitors from Waterloo
Mainline and underground stations to the
Shell Centre. The proposed development
should be conditioned to control
construction work for the development.
There should be complete restriction on
any building noise or deliveries between
the hours of 22.00 and 07.00.
Demolition and construction works must
be sequenced in relation to the whole
Elizabeth House scheme so as to ensure
that there is no unnecessary impact on
the operation of the Shell Centre.

As before, conditions and S106 obligations
deal with these matters.

Any traffic management arrangements
(during the demolition and construction
stages but also on an ongoing basis in
relation to the completed development)
must ensure that there is no adverse
impact on servicing of the Shell Centre.

As above.

6

Legislation and Planning Policy

6.1

Section 6 of the original PAC report provides a comprehensive list of policies and
guidance documents previously considered by members. In the intervening period there
have been a number of changes in policy and guidance across all levels, both national
and local that need to be brought to members’ attention. These changes are set out
below. Where changed policies and guidance are considered to affect this application
they are analysed in Sections 7 to 13 below. For completeness, given the number of
changes to London Plan Policies, these are reproduced in full below.
Primary Legislation

6.2

From 1st October 2013, the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2013 (Abolition of
Conservation Area Consent) (Consequential and Saving Provisions) (England) Order
2013, abolished the need for Conservation Area Consent within England. Only planning
permission is required for demolition of an unlisted building in a Conservation Area.
However, the order requires that Conservation Area Consent applications submitted prior
to 1st October 2013 still be determined in accordance with the previous regime.
Consequently, the application for Conservation Area Consent remains part of the suite of
applications to be determined.

6.3

Some of the further representations following the latest consultation in 2014 refer to
other legislation, regarding Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas. The Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 (as amended) sets the statutory
basis for listing and conservation area designation. It places a statutory obligation on
LPAs to pay ‘special regard’ to the desirability of preserving the special interest of listed
buildings and conservation areas

6.4

Section 66(1) of the Act provides:
In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a
listed building or its setting, the Local Planning Authority, or as the case may be, the
Secretary of State, shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building
or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it
possesses.

6.5

Section 72(1) provides:
In considering whether to grant planning permission for development with respect to any
buildings or other land in a conservation area, special attention shall be paid by the Local
Planning Authority to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of that area.
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

6.6

Following the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework in March 2012 (see
para 6.1 to 6.3 of Appendix II) the Government published the ‘National Planning Policy
Guidance (NNPG) in early 2014. Guidance is available on a range of planning related
matters. Those pertinent to this application being:
-

Air quality
Climate Change
Community Infrastructure Levy
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
Design
Ensuring the vitality of town centres
Environmental Impact Assessment
Flood risk
Hazardous substances
Health and Wellbeing
Housing and economic development needs assessments
Housing and economic land availability assessment
Land affected by contamination

-

Land Stability
Light pollution
Natural environment
Noise
Open space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way and local green
space
Renewable and low carbon energy
Travel Plans, transport assessments and statements in decision-making
Use of planning conditions
Viability
Water supply, wastewater and water quality

6.7

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. As previously advised (para 6.2, Appendix II) the
National Planning Policy Framework sets out the Government’s planning policies for
England. It reinforces the Development plan led system.

6.8

The development plan in Lambeth is:
•The London Plan (adopted July 2011);
•Lambeth’s Local Development Framework (LDF) Core Strategy (adopted
19 January 2011); and
•The remaining saved policies in the Lambeth Unitary Development Plan
(UDP) 2007: Policies saved beyond 5 August 2010 and not superseded by the LDF Core
Strategy January 2011.

6.9

As mentioned previously, the Lambeth local development plan are set out in the original
PAC report (see Appendix II), with all relevant changes set out within this report.
The London Plan 2011

6.10

Given the changes to London Plan policy, the full list of relevant policies is provided here
for clarity purpose:
Policy 1.1 Delivering the strategic vision and objectives for London
Policy 2.1 London in its Global, European and United Kingdom context
Policy 2.9 Inner London
Policy 2.10 Central Activities Zone – strategic priorities
Policy 2.11 Central Activities Zone – strategic functions
Policy 2.12 Central Activities Zone – predominantly local activities
Policy 2.13 Opportunity areas and intensification areas
Policy 3.1 Ensuring equal life chances for all
Policy 3.2 Improving health and addressing health inequalities
Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply
Policy 3.4 Optimising housing potential
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing developments
Policy 3.6 Children and Young People’s play and informal recreation facilities
Policy 3.7 Large Residential developments
Policy 3.8 Housing choice
Policy 3.9 Mixed and Balanced communities
Policy 3.10 Definition of Affordable Housing

Policy 3.11 Affordable Housing Targets
Policy 3.12 Negotiating affordable housing on individual private residential mixed use
schemes
Policy 3.13 Affordable Housing Thresholds
Policy 3.16 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure
Policy 4.1 Developing London’s economy
Policy 4.2 Offices
Policy 4.3 Mixed use development and offices
Policy 4.7 Retail and town centre development
Policy 4.8 Supporting a successful and diverse retail sector
Policy 4.12 Improving opportunities for all
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and construction
Policy 5.5 Decentralised energy networks
Policy 5.6 Decentralised energy in development proposals
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy
Policy 5.8 Innovative energy technologies
Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling
Policy 5.10 Urban greening
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs
Policy 5.12 Flood risk management
Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage
Policy 5.14 Water quality and wastewater infrastructure
Policy 5.15 Water use and supplies
Policy 5.16 Waste self-sufficiency
Policy 5.18 Construction, excavation and demolition waste
Policy 5.21 Contaminated land
Policy 6.1 Strategic approach
Policy 6.2 Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport
Policy 6.3 Assessing effects of development on transport capacity
Policy 6.4 Enhancing London’s transport connectivity
Policy 6.5 Funding Crossrail and other strategically important transport
infrastructure
Policy 6.7 Better streets and surface transport
Policy 6.9 Cycling
Policy 6.10 Walking
Policy 6.11 Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion
Policy 6.12 Road network capacity
Policy 6.13 Parking
Policy 7.1 Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities
Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment
Policy 7.3 Designing out crime
Policy 7.4 Local character
Policy 7.5 Public realm
Policy 7.6 Architecture
Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall and large buildings
Policy 7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology
Policy 7.10 World Heritage Sites
Policy 7.11 London View Management Framework
Policy 7.12 Implementing the London View Management Framework

Policy 7.13 Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality
Policy 7.15 Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes
Policy 7.18 Protecting local open space and addressing local deficiency
Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and access to nature
Policy 7.29 The River Thames
Policy 8.2 Planning obligations
Policy 8.3 Community Infrastructure Levy
‘Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan’ (REMA)
6.11

Alterations to the London Plan were published on 11th October 2013. The alterations
are aimed at ensuring that the London Plan is fully consistent with the Government’s
National Planning Policy Framework. Alterations to policy, or related text to those
policies, considered relevant to this application, are as follows:
Policy

Alteration to Policy

Alteration to accompanying text
to policy

Policy 3.3 – Increasing Not applicable (N/a)
housing supply

Additional wording advising that
housing targets also reflect the
local circumstances
Policy change to incorporate
Affordable rent tenure.
Private rented housing market
recognised to play an increasingly
important role in meeting London’s
diverse housing needs.
Defines affordable rent, amends
the range of intermediate housing
types whilst increasing the annual
income threshold to £64,300.00 for
new homes (£61,400.00 in 2012),
whilst those homes with more than
two bedrooms which are suitable
for families, the upper end
extended
to
£77,200.00
(£74,000.00 in 2012).
Also updated to take account of the
NPPF following the withdrawal of
PPS documents.
Notes that the 60:40 tenure split for
affordable housing should now
relate to social/affordable rent:
intermediate housing, following the
introduction of affordable rent.
Also, that Boroughs should enable
the range of affordable rents to be
applied, and not set rent targets in
LDFs.
That the proposed affordable
housing provision makes optimum
use of the resources applied, and
provides the range of affordable
rents indicated in the London

Policy 3.8 – Housing N/a.
Choice

Policy 3.10 – Definition Introduces ‘Affordable Rent’
of Affordable Housing
to the definition of Affordable
Housing
as
well
as
reconfirming that eligibility is
to be determined with regard
to local incomes and local
house prices

Policy 3.11 – Affordable Advises
that
authorities
housing targets
should make the best use of
available
resources
to
maximise affordable housing
output.

Policy
3.12
–
Negotiating affordable
housing on individual
private
residential
mixed use schemes

Adds that negotiations should
take
account
also
of
resources available from
registered providers. Also,
that
whilst
AH
should

normally be provided on-site, Housing strategy.
in exceptional cases where it
may be provided off-site.
Policy 4.1 – Developing N/a
Introduces challenges of global
London’s economy
competition and low carbon future
as part of the delivery of
sustainable development
Policy 5.12 – Flood Updated to bring in line with N/a
Risk Management
the NPPF.
Policy 6.1 – Strategic Updated to bring in line with N/a
approach
the NPPF.
Policy 6.9 -Cycling
Changes
to
minimum Greater emphasis on provision of
standards sought
cycle parking for visitors, and long
stay cycle parking. Furthermore,
that hire docking stations should
not be a substitute for cycle parking
facilities.
Use Class

1 space per sqm of gross floor
space (unless otherwise stated

A1
A3
B1
C3

1/125 for staff and visitors
1 per 20 staff and 1 per 20 customer
1/150 for staff and visitors
1 per 1 or 2 bedroom dwelling for
residents and 1 per 40 units

Retail
Café/restaurant
Offices
Dwellings

Policy 7.8 – Heritage N/a
assets and archaeology

Policy 7.14 – Improving N/a
air quality
Policy
7.19
– N/a
Biodiversity and access
to nature
Policy 8.2 – Planning N/a
Obligations

New text to bring in line with the
NPPF in the approach for dealing
with heritage assets, including
“those assets designated of the
highest significance being wholly
exceptional”.
Updated to bring in line with the
NPPF.
Updated to bring in line with the
NPPF.
Updated to bring in line with the
NPPF,
and
reference
to
Community Infrastructure Levy.

Draft Further Alterations to the London Plan’ (FALP)
6.12

The Draft FALP was published on 14th January 2014 for consultation. It has been
prepared primarily to address key housing and employment issues emerging from an
analysis of census data released since the publication of the London Plan in July 2011,
and which indicate a substantial increase in the capital’s population.

6.13

In July 2014, a schedule of suggested changes were published by the GLA following
their initial consultation. Alterations relevant to this application include those for the
following policies. Reference will be made where relevant in the planning considerations

Section at Section 7 to 13 below.
Policy (including in italics additional wording to policy title).
Policy 1.1 –Delivering the strategic vision and objectives for London
Policy 2.1 – London in its Global, European and United Kingdom context
Policy 2.9 – Inner London
Policy 2.11 – Central Activities Zone – Strategic Functions
Policy 2.13 – Opportunity areas and intensification areas
Policy 3.2 - Improving health and addressing health inequalities
Policy 3.3 - Increasing Housing Supply
Policy 3.5 – Quality and design of housing developments
Policy 3.7 – Large residential developments
Policy 3.8 – Housing Choice
Policy 3.9 – Mixed and Balanced communities
Policy 3.10 – Definition of affordable housing
Policy 3.11 – Affordable Housing Targets
Policy 3.12 – Negotiating affordable housing on individual private residential and mixed
use schemes
Policy 4.2 – Offices
Policy 4.3 – Mixed use development and offices
Policy 4.7 – Retail and town centre development
Policy 4.8 – Supporting a successful and diverse retail sector and related facilities and
services
Policy 4.12 – Improving opportunities for all
Policy 5.2 – Minimising carbon dioxide emissions
Policy 5.4A – Electricity and Gas Supply
Policy 5.12 – Flood risk management
Policy 5.15 – Water use and supplies
Policy 6.9 - Cycling
Policy 6.10 – Walking
Policy 6.11 – Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion
6.12 – Road network capacity
6.13 – Parking
Policy 7.1 – Lifetime neighbourhoods
Policy 7.3 – Designing out crime
Policy 7.5 – Public Realm
Policy 7.10 – World Heritage sites
Policy 7.15 – Reducing and managing noise, improving and enhancing the acoustic
environment and promoting appropriate soundscapes
Policy 7.18 – Protecting local open space and addressing local deficiency
Policy 8.2 – Planning obligations
Lambeth Local Plan 2013
6.14

Following publication of the NPPF, the Council is updating parts of its planning policy to
provide a new up-to-date Local Plan. The new Lambeth Local Plan involves a partial
review of the Core Strategy and contains detailed development management policies
and site allocations. The emerging plan was submitted for examination to the
government in March 2014. Submission triggered the start of the formal examination of
the Plan by an independent planning inspector. This process included a public hearing
in July 2014 and will continue until the Inspector issues her final report, expected in

March 2015. A number of modifications to the Plan have been proposed during the
examination hearing in response to questions from the Inspector. The Inspector has
identified approximately half of these as ‘main modifications’ required to address issues
of soundness with the Plan. Under guidance issued by the Planning Inspectorate in
December 2013 it is necessary for the Council to consult on these modifications for a
minimum of 6 weeks prior to the end of the examination process and for them to undergo
a sustainability appraisal. Following cabinet approval on 10th November 2014 these will
be consulted on during November 2014 to January 2015 and any representations sent to
the Inspector prior to her issuing her final report. It is anticipated plan adoption will take
place by May 2015.
6.15

As the content of the plan is still subject to change it has minimal weight in decision
making at present. However, some weight can be given to emerging plans according to
their stage of preparation, the degree of unresolved objections and the degree of
consistency with the NPPF so policies in the Local Plan may be considered a material
consideration.

6.16

The key policies of the plan considered relevant in this case are:
Policy D1 – Delivery and monitoring
Policy D2 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Policy D3 – Infrastructure
Policy D4 – Planning obligations
Policy H1 – Maximising housing growth
Policy H2 – Delivering affordable housing
Policy H4 – Housing mix in new development
Policy H5 – Housing standards
Policy ED2 – Business, industrial and storage uses outside KIBAs
Policy ED3 – Large offices (greater than 1,000sqm)
Policy ED6 – Town Centres
Policy ED14 – Employment and training
Policy T1 – Sustainable transport
Policy T2 – Walking
Policy T3 – Cycling
Policy T4 – Public transport infrastructure
Policy T6 – Assessing impacts of development on transport capacity and infrastructure
Policy T7 – Parking
Policy T8 – Servicing
Policy EN3 – Low Carbon and renewable energy
Policy EN4 – Sustainable design and construction
Policy EN5 – Flood Risk
Policy EN6 – Sustainable drainage systems and water management
Policy EN7 – Sustainable waste management
Policy Q1 – Inclusive environments
Policy Q2 – Amenity
Policy Q3 – Community Safety
Policy Q4 – Public Art
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 Q12 Refuse/recycling storage
Policy Q13 – Cycle Storage
Policy Q16 – Shop fronts
Policy Q18 – Historic environment strategy
Policy Q19 – Westminster World Heritage Site
Policy Q20 – Statutory Listed Buildings
Policy Q22 – Conservation areas
Policy Q23 – Undesignated heritage assets: Local heritage list
Policy Q25 – Views
Policy Q26 – Tall and large buildings
Policy PN1 – Waterloo (Site 5 – Elizabeth House).
Regional Guidance
6.17

Other relevant publications from the GLA since 6th November 2012 include:
Draft Housing Strategy, 25th November 2013
Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (April 2014)
Shaping neighbourhoods: Character and context (June 2014)
Local Guidance

6.18

Further guidance documents from Lambeth Council have been issued since the
application was first heard at Planning Applications Committee, as follows:
Waterloo Area Supplementary Planning Document (April 2013)
Refuse and Recycling Storage Design Guide (July 2013)
Section 106 Planning Obligations (Draft July 2013)
Waste and Recycling storage and collection requirements – Technical specification for
Architects and Developers (October 2013)
Approved CIL Charging Schedule (1st October 2014)
Lambeth Regulation 123 List (1st October 2014)
Caselaw

6.19

Members will note that caselaw has been sited by the Twentieth Century Society in its
objection detailed in paragraph 5.44. This is a material consideration in the assessment
of this application. The following is an officer synopsis of the Barnwell Manor Wind
Energy case.
The Barnwell Manor Wind Energy case

6.20

This case was decided in 2014 by the Court of Appeal. It relates to the pre-NPPF
national policy framework but the principles carry forward to the post-NPPF era.
Following an inquiry, an inspector had allowed Barnwell's appeal and granted permission
for 4 wind turbines in the settings of more than 40 designated heritage assets, including
a collection of Grade 1 buildings and gardens known as Lyveden New Bield in
Northamptonshire. The inspector had found that harm to settings would be less than
significant. In arriving at this assessment, he had placed weight on his conclusion that
observers would be able to understand that the wind farm differed in form and function

from the heritage assets. The inspector also concluded that turbines would not intrude
upon any obviously planned views. The inspector’s findings of less than significant harm
were carried forward into the balancing exercise, in which particular weight was given to
the general acceptability of renewable energy projects, rather than by reference to s.66
of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The High Court held
that the inspector had fallen into error in his approach and quashed his decision. The
developer sought to overturn the quashing decision by appealing to the Court of Appeal.
6.21

The Court of Appeal challenged the basis on which the inspector had arrived at the view
that harm to heritage assets would be less than substantial. The inspector's carrying out
of the balancing exercise was also held to be defective, because instead of having
regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the settings of listed buildings, he
had instead balanced the less than substantial harm that he had identified against the
significant weight which he attached to general renewable energy policy. The inspector
had erred in not affording significant weight to the impact on the settings of listed
buildings, as required by Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990.

6.22

The Court of Appeal said "It does not follow that if the harm to such heritage assets is
found to be less than substantial, the balancing exercise referred to in policies HE9.4
and HE 10.1 [in the then national policy which was the forerunner of the NPPF] should
ignore the overarching statutory duty imposed by Section 66(1), which properly
understood …requires considerable weight to be given by decision-makers to the
desirability of preserving the setting of all listed buildings, including Grade II listed
buildings. That general duty applies with particular force if harm would be caused to the
setting of a Grade I listed building, a designated heritage asset of the highest
significance. If the harm to the setting of a Grade I listed building would be less than
substantial that will plainly lessen the strength of the presumption against the grant of
planning permission (so that a grant of permission would no longer have to be "wholly
exceptional"), but it does not follow that the "strong presumption" against the grant of
planning permission has been entirely removed. "

6.23

The inspector's assessment was criticised for failing to assess the contribution made by
the setting of Lyveden New Bield to the significance of Lyveden New Bield as a heritage
asset. The Court of Appeal also found it difficult to understand how the 'reasonable
observer' test could rationally justify a conclusion that harm would be less than significant
in the context of the particular features of the heritage asset. Thus the inspector’s
decision was flawed both because of its failure adequately to explain the conclusion
reached that the harm would be less than substantial, and the approach that was taken
to the balancing exercise.

6.24

The case serves as a reminder that the policy tests relating to degrees of harm as now
contained in the National Planning Policy Framework do not override the statutory duty
attaching to heritage assets by reason of s66 (and, in relation to conservation areas, by
reason of s72 of the same Act). Whilst the general principle is that the weight to be
attached to different considerations will be a matter for the decision-maker, where
heritage assets are concerned, a statutory weighting attaches by reason of the relevant
Sections of the 1990 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act.

Planning Assessment
The remaining sections of this report set out the Planning Officer’s assessment of the
planning application.
7

7.1

Land Use and Principles
Employment and Office Accommodation
The development proposal before the Local Planning Authority is as it was in 2012. That
is, it is an employment led redevelopment of the existing Elizabeth House site. It would
deliver 88,649 sqm of new high quality office accommodation. That is equivalent to 67
per cent of all new floor space being promoted by this scheme for commercial,
employment generating use. In 2012, the existing provision had been reported as
approximately 43,000sqm, whilst in fact subsequent measured surveys have found that
the existing floor space (GEA) is 44,633sqm (42,683sqm of office and 1,950sqm of
retail). Overall there would be an uplift in floor space of 45,966sqm.

7.2

Further, the proposal would deliver 8,670 new office (B1a) jobs, together with an
additional 620 non-office associated jobs. There would be a total of 6,810 additional jobs
above the existing 2,480. This does not include a further 460 equivalent full time
construction jobs that would be achieved throughout the construction period. This
remains unchanged since 2012.

7.3

As reported in 2012, Waterloo is designated as an Opportunity Area (OA), within the
Central Activities Zone under the London Plan (LP). Policy PN1 of the Core Strategy
was referred to in 2012 as setting out the Council’s vision and approach for Waterloo,
which reflected upon London Plan guidance on the Opportunity Area in the Waterloo
Opportunity Area Planning Framework. Members were advised that the Council were
out to consultation on the Waterloo Area Supplementary Planning Document (WASPD),
it being said that the vision for Waterloo was further drawn out therein. However, limited
weight could be accorded to the WASPD for the recommendation in 2012 given its draft
status.

7.4

The WASPD was adopted in April 2013 and now has weight in the determination of this
application. The WASPD sets out a vision for Waterloo, one that is ‘A World Class
Place’. An indicative (additional) employment capacity for Waterloo of 15,000 jobs was
carried forward from the WOAPF. There is no less expectation that development shall
be expected to maximise densities today. To the contrary, albeit of limited weight, the
Mayor’s Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) advises of growth far greater than
had been originally envisaged in 2011, and amends projections on employment
generation accordingly.

7.5

For Lambeth, with a higher working population anticipated in the coming years (to 2036)
the revised employment projection is 15.7%. This is compared with 12.8% when the
application was previously reported to members in 2012. The projection for Lambeth is
an additional 23,000 jobs between 2011 and 2036. Consequently, the significance of an
employment led development needs little explanation. Whilst the contribution to be made
by Waterloo to these figures is also obvious, the significance of an employment led
development at this location can be considered further.

7.4

In 2012 it was reported that the office market in Waterloo had fallen behind other South

Bank neighbours, such as Southwark, in the provision and sustainability of office jobs.
The WASPD notes that:
“In the area around York Road and Waterloo Station, much of the office stock is coming
to the end of its useful life with the potential for redevelopment for modern office space”.
7.5

Identifying the end of life of existing office stock offers new opportunities for Waterloo in
meeting wider objectives for business and employment within the WASPD, and in turn
enable Lambeth to deliver on its ‘improved’ employment projections. The untapped
opportunity within Waterloo to deliver growth and investment, as one of central London’s
leading business districts is recognised. Along the South Bank, it is seen as the next
phase of development between London Bridge to the east, and Battersea Power Station
to the west, as development builds in that direction. In contrast to the inefficient and
inflexible existing office floor space at the site, the proposal would provide large floor
plates to suit a broader tenant demand, which would facilitate multi-tenant occupation
across floors, whilst also allowing for large ‘trading’ floor standard accommodation.

7.6

The FALP anticipates growth in jobs to be led by the ‘professional, real estate, scientific
and technical activities’, sectors that of themselves would represent 49% of new job
growth. An office development such as that proposed lends itself to this market. The
applicant has advised Officers of interest from a number of FTSE 100 companies.
However, uptake is currently limited given new development is not as yet committed
through successful planning permission. It is therefore unsurprising that in 2014,
consultation responses received in support of the application focus particularly on the
potential for meaningful job growth, and recognise that this:
“…is an important scheme, not only for the local economy, but also for Waterloo’s status
as an internationally important business destination and Lambeth’s ‘shop window’ to the
rest of London”. (Waterloo Quarter Business Improvement District).

7.7

The updated London Plan policy from 2012, with improved projections in job growth, only
strengthens the acceptability of an employment-led development here. It would align
neatly with the aspirations of the WASPD and assist Lambeth in its contribution to the
strategic function of the CAZ.

7.8

Of further significance to support an employment led scheme in this location is the
introduction of Permitted Development (PD) rights for commercial floor space since 2012.
Other than the Central Activity Zone, which is exempt, the Borough’s employment (B1
Class Use) floor space is capable of being converted to residential use; subject to the
submission of a prior approval application and consideration of transport, flood risk and
contamination impacts alone. As a consequence, the pool of employment floor space in
Lambeth that falls within the CAZ, namely Vauxhall and Waterloo, are more particularly
significant to Lambeth’s job market today. Securing business with higher levels of
investment and growth can be achieved within these Opportunity Areas to make a
significant contribution towards meeting the Borough’s ‘improved’ job projections
irrespective of these PD rights affecting the rest of the Borough.

7.9

Members should be mindful too of the direction of travel for employment land delivery, as
proposed within the Council’s Local Plan. Policy ED3 (Large Offices) promotes the
delivery of increased office floor space within Waterloo, as one of only two of Lambeth’s
Opportunity Areas, designated by the London Plan. The promotion of an employment

led redevelopment of this site, enhances the concentration of employment generating
accommodation in the area. Together with Vauxhall Opportunity Area, Waterloo and the
South Bank provides over half of Lambeth’s existing employment provision (as found by
the Atkins Lambeth Employment Land Review Update | Final Report | January 2013 (part
of the Evidence Base for the Local Plan)). It is not unreasonable to conclude that the
proportion of jobs provided for within these areas shall only increase, by necessity and
given available capacity, when compared to the Borough as a whole.
7.10

7.11

7.12

The WASPD provides site specific guidance for Elizabeth House. The guidance refers to
the original 2012 resolution to the application. Notwithstanding, it sets out ‘development
principles’, including: Urban Layout; Grain and Height; Transport; Public Realm; S106;
and of particular relevance to this Section of the report – Land Use. In this regard
development of Office (Class B1) and residential is anticipated. The principle of a mixed
use redevelopment was accepted in 2012, and nothing has emerged since to contradict
or challenge that principle. The provision here of an employment-led redevelopment is
welcomed. Indeed, it is a substantial public benefit of the scheme.
Section 106 Employment provisions
As will be introduced in more detail below, the viability of the proposal has improved in
the last two years. In this respect, officers have worked with the applicant to negotiate an
enhanced package of benefits as a consequence of an improved viability. Working too
with colleagues from Employment and Enterprise, the opportunities for local residents
have been discussed, and would be secured through a Section 106 were approval given.
In 2012, due to the viability of the proposal, no Local Labour in Construction financial
contribution was secured by S106. Likewise, only 33% of that contribution which would
otherwise have been expected for a scheme of this scale for General Employment and
Training could be secured (£600,000.00)
Whilst the viability has improved, it remains challenging. There is a limited ‘surplus’
against which the competing demands of CIL, affordable housing and Section 106
contributions need considering. Nonetheless, in consideration of the overall revenue
surplus, officers consider that it is best used in the way that is recommended as shall
follow within this report (see Section 13 below). For employment contributions, this
means an increase in financial contributions that would secure the full general
employment and training contribution as well as a full local labour in construction
contribution, an uplift in employment related contributions of £2,251,623.00. This is in
additional to a greater commitment to the provision of opportunities for the local labour
market than had been secured in 2012. This is a substantial benefit that would otherwise
not be delivered without the proposal for consideration.
Contribution
2012
General Employment and £600,000.00
Training Contribution
Local
Labour
in None
Construction Contribution
Onsite
operatives
to
include:

2014
£1,822,031.33

Local labour

15%

15%

Apprentices

10%

10% (but local apprentices)

£1,029,592.33

Engagement
Lambeth Working

with No

Yes

Employment and Skills No
Plan
20%
retail,
building No
maintenance,
facility
management and security
jobs for local residents
Early notification of entry No
level jobs from the
completed development
to Lambeth Working

Yes
Yes

Yes

Table 1: S106 employment related benefits secured in 2012 compared with those
recommended today in 2014.

7.13

The provision for local labour posts is important when considered alongside the Annual
Population Survey for 2013 (Office for National Statistics). Those claiming Job Seekers
Allowance in the Borough is higher than the London average (albeit 2.1% lower than
2012 at 3.7% of active working age residents). For those who are, there is a
proportionate increase of those people seeking sales, administrative or
process/elementary jobs than in 2012.
Housing

7.14

As referred to above and reported in 2012, the principle of an employment-led
redevelopment on the site is policy compliant. Yet, as part of the strategic function of the
CAZ, it should be ensured that where there is an increase in office floor space, a mix of
uses including housing is achieved. The Waterloo Area SPD, adopted since the prior
resolution in 2012, supports the provision of office and residential accommodation to the
Elizabeth House site as a development principle. The WASPD anticipates provision of
approximately 1,900 new homes. This follows the expectation set out for housing
numbers within the Waterloo Opportunity Area Framework.

7.15

Since 2012, the housing delivery target for Lambeth is proposed to be increased under
the FALP. Again, whilst of limited weight the FALP seeks a 600 unit uplift to 2500 homes
in Waterloo. The ‘Revised Early Minor Alterations’ to the London Plan alludes to this by
reasserting in the text to policy 3.3: ‘Increasing housing supply’, that the targets set down
for Borough housing delivery within the Plan is a minimum target level to be achieved by
2021. At the time of reporting in 2012, this was 11,950 new homes. The FALP has
sought that this be raised to 15,594 (to 2026), or approximately 364 additional units per
annum. The benefit of the residential component of the site is that it would contribute
approximately forty per cent of the additional annual housing target sought by the FALP,
but make a particular contribution to the projections for Waterloo.

7.16

The number of units (142) and proposed mix (44x one bed, 66x two bed, 28 x three bed
and 4 x four bed) of the on-site residential component of the scheme remains unchanged
since 2012. Just as the mix and number of units remain unchanged, so too does the
high standard of accommodation, in conformity with policy (see paragraphs 7.24 to 7.25

of the Original PAC Report at Appendix II). Overall, the residential component of the
scheme is in conformity with the broad policy context, as it was reported in 2012.
Affordable Housing
7.17

In 2012, the affordable housing component of the scheme involved 12 intermediate units
on site, 16 affordable rent units off site and a review mechanism (subject to a grace
period of 20 months) to provide a capped figure of an additional £5.2m should superprofit have been reached. This was equivalent to the additional contribution in order to
deliver a policy compliant total of forty per cent.

7.18

There remains no policy change since last reporting in 2012 of the expectation that
where residential development involves more than ten units, at least forty per cent (with
no grant) should be affordable housing, unless, scheme viability demonstrates that this is
unviable. The scheme remains grant free for the delivery of affordable housing. What
has changed is increased housing targets with additional pressure for delivery within the
Waterloo Opportunity Area through the FALP. The definition of affordable housing, as
set out within the table under paragraph 5.12, has also changed through the London Plan
REMA. The threshold at which persons are eligible for affordable housing, based on
income, has increased too, again within the REMA policy updates. Finally, the NPPG
has provided guidance on the approach that is expected in assessing viability at the
decision making stage of planning.

7.19

Previously when the application was reported to members, they were advised by our
external advisors BNP Paribas that:
“If no affordable housing was provided, a surplus of £9.1m was generated which could be
used to provide affordable housing.
When the 12 x 1 bed intermediate units are included on site the surplus falls to
£5.9m…We have subsequently been provided with an appraisal for the delivery of the 16
affordable rent units at Leake Street that demonstrates that this surplus is required in its
entirely to deliver these off site affordable rent units. Therefore, the cost of providing the
16 affordable rent units off site is [a minimum of] £5.9m.
We have therefore concluded that the above represents the maximum viable level of
affordable housing provision within the current market”.

7.20

Given the passage of time, ahead of reconsultation, the applicants were advised that
Officers would require an updated financial appraisal to be submitted in advance of
reporting the application back to Committee. This was produced by the applicant’s
original consultants in this respect, Quod. Likewise, the Council have retained the
original consultants who reviewed the first appraisal, BNP Paribas to advise on the latest
appraisal.

7.21

The applicant’s updated 2014 viability proposed a modest surplus following increases in
house prices and investment yields on the office accommodation as £1.5 million. BNPPs
assessment of the appraisal, including scrutinising assumed costs and revenues,
identified a surplus (benchmark land value versus development cost) of £23,334,954.00
which is illustrative of improvements in the market reflected by improved current costs
and values in comparison with 2012. This is as per the approach set out in National

Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG).
7.22

Since the NPPF, national guidance has sought to provide clarity around the issue of
development finance. Some of the key points are as follows:
-

-

-

7.23

A site is viable if the value generated by its development exceeds the costs of
developing it and also provides sufficient incentive for the land to come forward
and the development to be undertaken;
Viability assessment in decision-taking should be based on current costs and
values.
Planning applications should be considered in today’s
circumstances…where a scheme requires phased delivery over the medium and
longer term, changes in the value of development and changes in costs of
delivery may be considered;
The viability of individual development types, both commercial and residential,
should be considered;

Following extensive negotiation between the parties, agreement has been reached with
the applicant over the surplus available as identified by BNPP, i.e. £23,334,954.00.
Consequently, how that could be utilised in delivering additional public benefits that flow
from the development has been explored. Officers were keen to ensure that the overall
provision of affordable housing was improved on the twenty per cent negotiated in 2012.
The challenge in negotiation was that a large element of the surplus agreed shall now be
consumed by the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) (£12,853651.50). Furthermore,
the cost of delivering the 16 affordable units, originally forecast as being a minimum of
£5.9m, has increased to £6.73m, which cuts into the surplus also.
Off-site provision affordable housing

7.24

In 2012, it was reported to members that, in exceptional circumstances affordable
housing may be provided off-site or/and as a payment in-lieu (see paragraph 7.16 at
Appendix II). London Plan policies have moved this further, and set out what would
constitute exceptional circumstances. But it is recognised that to maximise housing
delivery, then opportunities should be explored. Of course, accepting the provision of
units off-site should not achieve a profit advantage to the applicant, but maximise the
quantum of affordable housing a scheme can deliver in accordance with Policy 3.12 of
the London Plan whilst maintaining balanced and sustainable communities.

7.25

In 2012, discussions with the applicant had reached an early stage following the financial
review of the appraisal to confirm the name of the site where they proposed to deliver
their off-site affordable component. It was proposed that within three months of the grant
of planning permission for the parent scheme (i.e. this application) the applicants would
be required to submit a Full Planning Application for the change of use of the premises at
10 Leake Street, being an employment site. Were they unable to acquire the site, the
applicant would have been forced to return the application to members with a revised
recommendation that would need to have overcome the absence of this part of the
proposal. Subject to achieving planning permission, 10 Leake Street was considered a
suitable site, that would allow for family accommodation and be affordable rent in tenure.

7.26

The view remains that the delivery of affordable units at Leake Street “would be
practically on-site due to the close proximity of the site to the development” (see para
7.18 at Appendix II). However, there are two principle changes since 2012. Firstly, not

long after the 2012 resolution, the applicant acquired the Leake Street site. Secondly, as
mentioned above, the viability of the scheme as a whole has moved on.
7.27

Once the applicant had acquired the 10 Leake Street site, and irrespective of the delays
to the planning process it had faced, there has been much pre-application dialogue
around proposals for the site. Of particular relevance, is that in contrast to 2012, a Full
Planning Application is before members for their consideration of residential development
at the site (see agenda item no. 4). Albeit the prior recommendation had built in
mechanisms should the identified off-site not be forthcoming. Now, there is absolute
certainty to the delivery of the site. Indeed, it demonstrates the applicant’s commitment
to deliver the development as a whole, Elizabeth House and by association Leake Street.

7.28

The Leake Street application submitted included an additional three floors, proposing the
change of use of a number of lower floors to residential, in order to deliver an optimal 23
units on the site. Yet, given the identified surplus, officers considered the additional
seven units (otherwise to be Open Market Units), over and above the committed sixteen
towards affordable, should be explored in the first instance as reverting to affordable.
BNPP were asked to consider this. Following debate regarding the land value against
which 23 affordable units at Leake Street should be benchmarked, a middle ground was
accepted between the parties. Overall, the 23 units are a value of £10,020,000.00 that
would need to be discounted from the surplus. Furthermore, rather than twenty per cent
affordable housing being secured through a combined on/and off-site approach, there
would be an uplift to 25%. This is a substantial benefit arising from the proposal, in
addition to others identified within this report.
Intermediate Units

7.29

This element of the affordable housing component remains unaltered from 2012, being
twelve one bed units. Whilst the London Plan has made changes to the thresholds for
eligibility of such affordable housing (as set out under para 6.12 above), the units would
remain within the reach of affordability when taking this threshold into consideration.
Review mechanism and payment in lieu

7.30

Under the recommendation in 2012, a Review Mechanism with a grace period of twenty
months had been negotiated. The grace period was considered reasonable where the
scheme would be more exceptionally held off from imminent implementation by the need
to enter into a number of arrangements with neighbouring parties: LUL, TfL and Network
Rail to name a few. Likewise, the downturn in the market at the time was still stunted
and it was recognised that allowing for a grace period, gave the development additional
incentive to implement the scheme as early as possible.

7.31

Officers have reconsidered this position. Firstly, the market is much improved, and
BNPP have advised officers that developers do not require the same incentives as they
perhaps did a couple of years ago. Likewise, values of the development have improved
considerably in the last couple of years. Whilst this improves the overall package of
benefits that flow from the scheme, there is the opportunity to ensure the optimal,
maximum level of affordable housing can be achieved by the development. Secondly,
the Waterloo SPD expressly anticipates such a mechanism to be secured from
development, so that the authority can share in the uplift in values of a site (during the
lifetime of the development) in order to achieve the optimum viable level of affordable

housing that the site can deliver.
7.32

The terms of the Review Mechanism are now altered. The review would be triggered
where implementation does not occur within eighteen months following planning
permission. The review would then be required at the point of seventy per cent of sales.
It would capture uplift in values for the site as a whole, not just the residential component.
That the applicant acknowledges the value increase in the commercial element, whilst it
is a commercial led scheme, is welcomed. Overall, a capped figure would be used which
would be equate to the additional value attributable to the remaining fifteen per cent
affordable housing that is otherwise not viable today. This capped figure will be reported
to members by way of the published addendum.

7.33

In addition to this, a payment in lieu of affordable housing has been identified within the
surplus from the financial appraisal. This would equate to £947,299.00 and would be
available to spend on the delivery of further affordable housing across the Borough.
Children’s Play Space

7.34

This was discussed at para 7.26 to 7.27 within the original PAC report. The policy
context is set out there, including reference to the GLAs minimum benchmark for new
residential developments of 10sqm per child. With the housing mix proposed, it remains
anticipated that the scheme will generate a relatively low child yield of approximately 10
children under the age of 5. No play space is proposed on the site. In 2012, £32,452.00
was proposed to be paid towards children and young people play space. On 1 st October
2014 the Borough’s CIL charge came in, replacing certain elements of the S106 which
had previously been identified as mitigating the impact of development. Now, the CIL
charge replaces this S106 contribution, and in this way retains the identified mitigation of
impact arising from the development. This is explained further under Section 13 below.

7.35

There has been no policy changes since 2012 that affect the conclusions set out
previously. That was that dedicated space specifically for play wouldn’t deliver the most
effective use of space on a strategically important site, identified to deliver public realm
and improve permeability across the area. Consequently, the proposal is considered to
respond to policy PN1 of the Core Strategy and the Waterloo SPD.
Gallery/Ground floor – York Road

7.36

Details of this element of the scheme were set out in detail at paras 7.29 to 7.32 of the
original report in 2012. The proposal remains unchanged. There would be a large,
double height ‘interior room’ within the North Building providing 910sqm of floor space to
accommodate the residential and office foyer. Together with this circulation and access
space it would also accommodate ‘gallery space’ that would be complemented with
retail/café/coffee shop uses to maintain animation along York Road. This would secure
new opportunities for cultural activity for this part of Waterloo, with the potential to link up
with the South Bank given the availability of ‘exhibition’ space; it should be noted that
the proposal does not include dedicated Class D1 (art gallery) use. Nonetheless, the
availability of exhibition space engages with the ‘cultural quarter’ designated in the
London Plan for the South Bank. The space would have an open feeling, and could not
be occupied as individual units in either Class A1-5 or B class use. Whilst privately
managed, it shall be publicly accessible at all times, the final arrangements for the space
to be agreed under terms within the Section 106 Agreement.

7.37

The South building also retains a range of retail/restaurant uses across the ground floor.
The design rationale for both North and Sought buildings to this part of the proposal is
discussed below under Section 8.

7.38

Since 2012, the WASPD has brought forward the objectives within policy PN1 of the
Core Strategy for active frontage uses along York Road. The proposals address this.
Overall, the conclusions set out in 2012 remain unchanged. The ground floor uses would
contribute towards the animation of York Road and ultimately result in a renewed sense
of place to this part of Waterloo.
Conclusions on Land Use and Principles

7.39

Overall, the proposal remains unchanged since 2012 in respect of the number of jobs to
be created, and employment floor space delivered. However, the broader context for the
Borough has moved on. The significance of employment floor space within this part of
the Borough, exempt as it is from prior approvals, makes the delivery of additional office
floor space all the more significant. The expectation for the provision of increased jobs
and employment floor space within Waterloo remains unaltered, with capacity projections
only improving, This makes the contribution of this development ever the more
significant to assist the Borough in meeting its own, but also the strategic priorities for
London. These are considered to be substantial economic public benefits which flow
from the proposal and be of benefit to the public at large.

7.40

Similarly, the proposal makes a generous contribution towards the Borough’s housing
targets, with an improved affordable housing offer. Indeed, increased certainty in the
delivery of off-site affordable housing is also an additional benefit that has arisen given
the ‘delay’ in the planning process. The standard of accommodation, mix and tenure all
remain as proposed in 2012, and are in conformity with the development plan. A high
standard of accommodation would be secured. Additional affordable housing would also
be deliverable by the identification of a surplus £ 947,299.00 as a payment in lieu.
Finally, yet more could be secured should implementation of the development not occur
within the first 18 months of planning consent being granted.

7.41

The proposal would deliver a range of active frontage uses across York Road, and
contribute to the activity anticipated to be generated through redevelopment of an
otherwise dilapidated and inefficient site.

8

Conservation and Design

8.1

This section of the report provides an Officer consideration of conservation (heritage)
and design matters. Members are advised that the scheme remains unchanged in
design terms since it was last reported to PAC in November 2012. A detailed description
of the development proposal is contained within Section 4 of Appendix II.

8.2

This update is provided in order to address changes in material planning considerations
relevant to the consideration of the application since members resolved to grant Planning
Permission and Conservation Area Consent in November 2012. It uses the following
sub-headings:
(a) Scale, massing and appearance

(b) Tall Buildings
(c) Planning policy considerations of Heritage Assets
(d) Impact upon Conservation Areas
(e) Impact upon Listed Buildings
(f) Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey World Heritage site
(g) Harm versus Benefit assessment
(h) Strategic & Local Views
(i) Response to English Heritage Comments
(j) Response to Twentieth Century Comments
(k) Response to City of Westminster
(l) Demolition of high-level footbridge above York Road
(m)Public Realm Improvements
(n) Future of Waterloo International Terminal
8.3

The Council’s Conservation & Design Officer’s comments have been updated and
provided in full at Appendix VII.

8.4

In the original PAC report members were advised of lengthy pre-application discussions
that were undertaken to arrive at the current design proposal.
This included
presentations to CABE and English Heritage. This design development was informed by
previous planning decisions for the site, including the ‘Three Sisters’ application
discussed at paragraph 3.1 of Appendix II.

8.5

The current proposal seeks to improve upon the poor state of the existing site, which
officers consider forms a substantial barrier between Waterloo Station and the River
Thames, as well as offering a weak and uninviting public realm. This is illustrated in the
images contained within Figures 1 & 2 below.

8.6

Since 2012, the neighbouring Waterloo Station has brought forward improved passenger
capacity through the opening of Platforms 20 and 21. This is the first of a number of
longer term interventions and improvements to the station. In contrast, Elizabeth House
remains a blight on the immediate townscape, an impenetrable mass that is divisive to
the immediate locality between Lower Marsh to the east and the South Bank to the west.
A more sustainable, fitting addition to the townscape is long overdue to address the
outdated, hostile and inefficient use of occupied land within Central London that currently
exists. Its post-war 1960s form does not even fill the entirety of the application site. This
leaves the junction of York Road and Leake Street ill-defined with part of the application
site surrounded by billboards. Similarly, rear elements of the site are severely
underutilised, including the interface with the WIT.

Figures 1 & 2: Photos of the existing site, firstly looking south at the northern elevation of the site,
and then along York Road.

8.7

Officers consider that the proposal responds to this failing and presents the opportunity
to open up Waterloo Station to improve permeability towards the South Bank, establish a
sense of place to this part of Waterloo and deliver a high quality of architecture that
responds to its context.
(a) Scale, massing, appearance and layout

8.8

There are no changes to the design proposal (scale, massing, appearance and layout)
as that previously presented to members in November 2012. The proposal still evokes a
‘marmite’ response, as it did in 2012. The design is not to everyone’s taste; on the other
hand it has many advocates.

8.9

National Planning Policy remains consistent with what was reported in 2012, in stating
that planning policies and decisions:
“Should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should
not stifle innovation, originality or initiative”.

8.10

However, it is “proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness”. This is
expected within London wide and local policy, just as it was when previously presented

to members in 2012. A further officer commentary is now provided on each of the two
proposed buildings.

8.11

Proposed South Building
In his design comments the Council’s Design Officer notes that the Upstream (South
Building) “is a good response to the Local context in terms of its materials (Portland
Stone style frame) and mass” (see paragraph 4.4 at Appendix VII). It is conceived as
having a top, middle and bottom, with an open colonnade that runs the perimeter of the
building. This contributes to the ‘bottom’ of the building’s hierarchy. The middle is an 8storey façade, whilst the top contains a further two storey rooftop pavilion set back from
the façade line, housing single storey of offices with access to external terrace. This is
shown in Figures 3 and 4 below.

Figure 3: View of proposal down York Road

Figure 4: View of proposal from Jubilee
Gardens at the junction with Chichley Street

8.12

The Council’s Design Officer concludes that “it will be an enhancement to the setting of
the South Bank Conservation Area – terminating views from Chichley Street”.

8.13

It is notable that those bodies who oppose the scheme, namely the City of Westminster,
English Heritage and the Twentieth Century fail to give consideration to the merits of the
proposal at a local level in terms of enhancing the immediate context. The NPPF
encourages development that improves the character and quality of an area and the way
it functions.

8.14

In respect of the South Building, Officers consider that the proposal takes that
opportunity. CABE remarked in 2012 how the scheme has the potential to: “be exemplar
in terms of visual impact and design quality for future tall buildings in the area”. This
lends support to the Design Officer’s view as to the effect the proposal can have on
enhancing the townscape. It is envisaged that the South Building would respond to the
policy context for a high quality form of development, which is inclusive and responsive
to its context.

8.15

Proposed North Building
At the time of reporting in 2012, the original PAC report stated of the North Building that:

“the overall impact is serene and understated. In this respect it could be considered as a
carefully contrived backdrop building of high quality which allows other assets across the
city to retain their prominence when seen within its context” (paragraph 8.6 of Appendix
II).
8.16

Other planning decisions in the local area have altered the ‘context’ against which the
scheme should be considered. In particular, the planning decision for the redevelopment
of the Shell Centre grants consent for the delivery of eight new towers to the immediate
west of the site. The Council’s Design Officer notes that together the two schemes
(Shell and Elizabeth House) form a coherent group of tall buildings. The relationship
between the two shall be discussed in more detail later within this report. Nonetheless,
the North Building is formed of a number of neatly stacked elements which break down
the form into manageable pieces. This volumetric movement defines the character of
the building and informs the external spaces at ground level, which in turn are informed
by underground tunnel constraints.

8.17

In his updated comments, the Council’s Design Officer notes that the North Building
would be “very large on a substantial footprint” (see paragraph 4.12 at Appendix VII). It is
further noted that the massing would be greater than the existing buildings which are
already considered by the Design Officer to have an adverse impact due to their ‘walllike form’.

8.18

The benefit of this use of large footprints in terms of land use and the range of flexible
office accommodation that can consequently be achieved has been noted previously
(see Section 7.1 above). The office floor space would typically be up to 39 metres wide
and 142 metres long. Some degree of ‘wall like’ form is unavoidable given the nature of
the site, the development constraints and objectives for growth anticipated to be met.
Yet, the development would be animated at ground level and across the upper storeys
given the mix of commercial and residential uses as well as the North Building being
sculpted so as to break down the overall massing.

8.19

The ‘Three Sisters’ scheme was unsuccessful in its attempt to provide smaller footprints
across the site, and in turn in order to meet with other policy objectives of the
development plan. The overall massing of the current application is far reduced from
that of the appeal scheme. The Council’s Design Officer acknowledges this too, saying
that the:
“building is certainly an improvement on the complex and distracting forms of the appeal
scheme”.

8.20

Of the current proposal, CABE consider:
“The tall element is convincing, both architecturally and in relation to the urban context
and particularly the Victory Arch”.

8.21

National Planning Policy requires planning not to be imposing of architectural styles or
tastes. It is proper to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness. The material palette
ensures the proposal addresses the latter directly, together with other intervention across
the scheme as a whole (such as the gallery – reflecting upon the cultural character
towards the river). In this way, the design of the scheme is considered to be acceptable

in planning policy terms, an improvement upon what is there currently, which engages
with the objectives of securing a permeable, animated Waterloo.

8.22

Active Frontages – York Road
The Design Officer has reiterated his previous concern regarding the lack of doors along
the length of glazed frontage across the North Building as it faces York Road. The
Design Officer states that “the proposal is essentially a long glazed frontage which will
lack activity and animation due to the absence of entrances” (see paragraph 4.6 at
Appendix VII).

8.23

It is noted that the development principles for the site within the WASPD encourage
“primary active frontages along main routes”. Active frontage uses are defined within the
Council’s UDP as being: “A use open to visiting members of the public throughout the
day (such as cafes) that is designed to address and be oriented towards the street”. In
this regard active frontages should be supported in this location.

8.24

The ground floor of the North Building shall have ‘visitor’ uses, including some form of
retail and a gallery. The acceptability of this in land use terms has been discussed
previously. The proposal intends for there to be primary entrances along York Road, just
at either end of the building, together with secondary entrances facing out onto the WIT.
An illustration of the proposed gallery space fronting onto York Road is shown in Figure
5 below.

Figure 5: Illustration of proposed gallery space within North Building

8.25

Officers consider that the provision of glazing along the length of the frontage should not
be deemed as resulting in a lack of activity, as it is not just ‘entrances’ that provides an
active frontage. The proposed frontage is being brought out towards the street, with the
removal of the existing overhang. Pedestrians will get an immediate view to the ground

floor as they pass along York Road and be attracted by what it has to offer for them.
They will be able to enter at either end of the building as they pass by. The gallery space
is considered to provide an active frontage and would be a public benefit of the scheme,
that shall be secured through the S106.
(b) Tall Buildings
8.26

The policy on tall buildings remains unaltered since 2012, albeit the Adopted Waterloo
Area SPD provides some further clarification upon the suitability of tall buildings within
Waterloo. This drills down further from what was expressed within the Waterloo
Opportunity Area Planning Framework, introduced by the original report (see para 8.9 at
Appendix II).

8.27

The Elizabeth House site is located within the ‘Railway Character Area’, under both the
WOAPF and WASPD. This character area runs perpendicular to York Road, beyond the
IMAX, and encompasses the entirety of Waterloo Station. It is stated in the WASPD
that:
“taller buildings are likely to be most appropriate in the Railway Character Area where
many buildings are from the post war era and would benefit from redevelopment”.

8.28

Both the original report (see para 8.10 at Appendix II) and the Design Officer’s
comments (see Appendix VII) refers to CABE and English Heritage Guidance on Tall
Buildings (2007). This remains a basis against which to consider the acceptability of tall
buildings. Members are advised that public consultation is on-going until 30th November
2014 on revisions to the 2007 guidance. Consequently, it is officer advice that it has
limited weight in the consideration of this application.

8.29

The WASPD sets out in detail those areas considered sensitive or inappropriate for tall
buildings across the entirely of the study area (see Appendix V for site designations).
This assessment follows the recommendations of the CABE and EH guidance from
2007. The assessment in the WASPD has material weight to the consideration of this
application.

8.30

The application site lies within an area recognised as being ‘sensitive to tall buildings’.
These are defined as areas where there is potential to build taller subject to the design of
the proposals satisfactorily addressing views and the setting of heritage assets. That
taller buildings are most appropriate in the Railway Character Area has been discussed
previously. Albeit lying within a different Character Area (Riverside), the Shell Centre site
also lies within that part of the Waterloo SPD study area that is considered ‘sensitive to
tall buildings’ and yet has achieved consent for a series of buildings, including one that is
taller that this current application proposes. Further than the policy context, the principal
of tall buildings across Waterloo has been established not only by the existing Shell
Tower (at 107m, 26- storeys) but also the extant Doon Street permission (at 144m, up to
43 storeys) together with the Shell Centre Development (up to 37 storeys).

8.31

The 2007 guidance sets out a number of criteria for the consideration of tall buildings.
These were considered in 2012 (see paragraph 8.10 at Appendix II). Given changes in
context, the need to reconsider the heritage impacts in light of case law and other
matters, it is appropriate to revisit these criteria. They are set out below in Table 2 in the
order presented in the guidance, and as reported in the original PAC report.

Criteria for Consideration

Officer Response

1. Relationship to context

As mentioned above, the context of the site has moved on since 2012.
In particular, consent has been granted for the redevelopment of the
Shell Centre site. The WOAPF anticipates development of tall buildings
around the station, and the proposed Elizabeth House scheme answers
this by its relationship with the Shell Towers. Creating a new ‘cluster’
along the commercial spine of York Road and within the Railway
character area presents a clear opportunity for higher density
development around the station.
Consequently, the proposal is
considered to robustly respond and have a positive relationship to the
surrounding context.

2. The effect on the historic
context

This is dealt with elsewhere at paragraph 8.36 onwards.

3. The effect on World Heritage
Site
4. The relationship to Transport
Infrastructure

This is dealt with elsewhere at paragraph 8.36 onwards.

5. Architectural quality of the
building

This is discussed above. CABE’s support for the proposal has not
changed since 2012. The proposal is considered to represent a high
quality of development.

6. Sustainable
construction

The London Plan standard for carbon emission reductions has been
amended since 2012. This is discussed in more detail at Section 10.
Overall, it is concluded that the proposal accords with the policy context.

design

and

7. Credibility of the design

8. Contribution to public space
and facilities

9. Effect on Local Environment

10.
Contribution
permeability

made

rd

The position reported in 2012 remains unchanged (3 bullet point,
paragraph 8.10 at Appendix II), i.e. that the site lies within the highest
PTAL area and the development would improve the public realm. The
need for those improvements has only increased as the need for growth
in the area has increased by the expectations of emerging London Plan
policy.

Through the viability assessment, the cost plan has been independently
interrogated so the high standard of architectural quality is creditable.
Both the developer and architect are well renowned and have a proven
track history of delivering urban projects of this scale, and the latter’s
international reputation is no less respected from that reported in 2012.
The guidance from 2007 expects adequate guarantees of achieving
high quality design delivered through the consent. Conditions and the
retention of the architect via S106 agreement address that.
Discussed elsewhere within this report, under Section 9 and 10
respectively. The proposal interacts with and contributes positively to
the surrounding streetscape via the public realm works proposed. An
improved, welcoming, approach to the station will be delivered.
Both these points are discussed elsewhere within this report, under
Section 9 and 10 respectively. The proposal interacts with and
contributes positively to the surrounding streetscape via the public
realm works proposed. An improved, welcoming, approach to the
station will be delivered.

to

Again, this is discussed elsewhere within this report under Section nine.
The boundary of the CAZ for Lambeth would be announced by this new
development, adding further as a modern backdrop to the surrounding
townscape.

11. Provision of a well-designed
environment

The development is proposed in a way that is responsive to the wider
context. Its form mirrors its function, whilst ensuring that it picks up on
architectural cues from the immediate townscape within the material
palette.

Table 2: Criteria for consideration of tall buildings

8.32

In addition to the above, the development secures, and is required to adhere to,
requirements of the Metropolitan Police and its specialist counter-terrorism unit to ensure
the scheme poses no added safety risk to an otherwise ‘vulnerable’ location.

8.33

The 2007 guidance says: “To be acceptable, any new tall building should be in an
appropriate location, should be of excellent design quality in its own right and should
enhance the qualities of its immediate location and wider setting. It should produce more
benefits than costs to the lives of those affected by it. Failure on any of those grounds
will make a proposal unacceptable to CABE and English Heritage”.

8.34

Effectively, the same is also expected of development in the Draft 2014 guidance.
Overall, the proposal is considered to do all those things. CABE supports the proposal.
English Heritage has objected and its comments have been reproduced above with an
officer response provided below. The recommendation from 2012 remains unchanged.

8.35

The Waterloo Area SPD provides site specific principles for redevelopment at Elizabeth
House. This includes ‘grain and height’. It is noted under this heading that:
-

-

Higher density development is supported but any proposals will need to have regard
to views from Parliament Square (World Heritage Site), St James Park (LVMF view)
and Somerset House (Grade I listed).
Development should create a varied footprint and skyline
(c) Heritage-Specific Planning Policies

8.36

This section provides a policy basis for the officer assessment of the impact of the
development proposal on the historic environment and its heritage assets. Further
written analysis is then provided, which amplifies upon the earlier heritage assessment
carried out by officers in 2012. This is required in light of changes in National policy
(NPPG); caselaw (including Barnwell Manor decision) and the latest position with
UNESCO.

8.37

It is first necessary to set out for members the tests against which the impact on heritage
assets must be considered.

8.38

Paragraph 6 of the NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute
to the achievement of sustainable development. Paragraph 17 states that “Planning
should always seek to secure high quality design and should conserve heritage assets in
a manner appropriate to their significance so that they can be enjoyed for their
contribution to the quality of life of this and future generation”.

8.39

The NPPF defines a heritage asset as
“A building, monument, site place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of

significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest”
8.40

‘Significance’ is defined within the NPPF as being:
“the value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage
interest.
That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic.
Significance derives from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting”.

8.41

In order to make a sound decision a Local Planning Authority needs to understand from
the applicant the significance of any heritage asset affected. As set out within Appendix I,
the application submission contains a series of such information as to meet this
requirement. This includes an update to the ‘Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact
Assessment’ previously submitted in 2012. It takes account of updated policy set out
within the NPPG, the London Plan (REMA), Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (2013), the Shell decision and recent caselaw.

8.42

Local Planning Authorities are also required to assess and identify the particular
significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal. This is provided
within the Design Officer’s comments (at Appendix VII).

8.43

8.44

8.45

Conservation Weight
Designated heritage assets are subject to specific policies that require great weight to be
given to their consideration in all decisions, and clear and convincing justification for any
harm to significance, however slight and whether through direct physical impact or by
change to the setting.
Whilst a plan led approach to decision making should be taken, decision makers must
pay special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings and/or
pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of Conservation Areas under Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
National Planning Policy Framework
Paragraph 132 of the NPPF sets out how significance can be harmed or lost:
“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The
more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed
or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its
setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and
convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or
garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets
of the highest significance, notably grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II*
registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional.”

8.46

Since 2012, the NPPG has provided further guidance on how to assess if there is
substantial harm.
“Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgement for the decision taker,
having regard to the circumstances of the case and the policy in the NPPF. In general
terms, it is said that substantial harm is a high, and so may not arise in many cases.

Consequently, it is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance rather than scale of the
development that is to be assessed…The harm may arise from works to the asset or
from development within its setting”.
8.47

The NPPF advises that all grades of harm, including harm through change to the setting
of the heritage asset, can potentially be justified on the grounds of public benefits that
outweigh the harm taking account of the ‘great weight’ to be given to conservation and
provided the justification is clear and convincing. (Paragraphs 133 and 134).

8.48

At paragraph 133, the NPPF sets out the test when balancing the ‘great weight’ to be
afforded to the significance of the heritage asset against achieving substantial public
benefit:
“Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of
significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse
consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to
achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss….”.

8.49

Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that:
“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance
of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits
of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.”

8.50

Public benefits in this sense will most likely to be the fulfilment of one or more of the
objectives of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF (Economic, social and
environmental gains), provided that the benefits will enure for the wider community and
not just for private individuals or corporations.

8.51

What follows is an officer assessment of the scoped heritage assets provided by the
applicant as part of its submission. This includes Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings
and the Westminster World Heritage Site. Both an individual assessment against each
heritage asset as well a cumulative assessment is provided.

8.52

This is then followed by an assessment of the harm identified versus the public benefits
that are considered to flow from the development. Consideration is given in the context
of the statutory duties and the strong presumption and great weight in favour of
conservation. It is then set out whether or not it is considered that these benefits
outweigh the harm identified.
(d) Impact upon Conservation Areas

8.53

The Design Officer has reconsidered the impact of development as detailed in his
comments contained with Appendix VII. Members are advised that no new Conservation
Areas have been designated since the previous assessment in 2012. The scope of
Conservation Areas is considered to remain acceptable as it was in 2012. Each is
considered in turn below. Conservation Areas within Lambeth are indicated with Figure
6, with the approximate location of Conservation Areas in the City of Westminster
indicated in Figure 7.
i.

Waterloo and Roupell Street Conservation Areas

8.54

The Design Officer’s comments provide commentary from the Waterloo Conservation
Area Statement. In 2012, it was advised that the impact of development in views along
Stamford Street (within the heart of the Conservation Area) would have a neutral impact
given the existing modern backdrop (of the Shell Tower/Imax and London Eye) in the
vicinity.

8.55

These comments also provide commentary from the Roupell Street Conservation Area
Statement. Of note is an acknowledgement that:
“…some of the interest of the [Roupell Street] Conservation Area lies with its contrast
with the wider South Bank and Waterloo Area”. But “the existence of tall buildings
should not be used as a justification for further intrusive or harmful development”.

Figure 6: Lambeth Conservation Areas relevant to the assessment

8.56

The Design Officer refers to the Inspector’s view in the Shell Centre decision that:

“The background to the nineteenth century terraced housing is already modern and
would remain so. No harm, given in particular the quality of the proposed development,
would be caused to the character or appearance of the Roupell Street Conservation or
the character and appearance of the neighbouring Waterloo Conservation Area”.
8.57

The Design Officer agrees that change will be noticeable, but that doesn’t mean it would
be negative. This reiterates the earlier conclusions provided in 2012 in respect of Roupell
Street. Indeed, as the WASPD expects, new development in the Railway Character
Area should be of excellent design quality and preserve and enhance the setting of the
Roupell Street Conservation Area. In this respect, the proposal retains the dichotomy of
townscape between the modern city and that of the nineteenth century terraces. In turn,
this ensures development is deliverable against the broader policy objectives, whilst
ensuring the character of the Conservation Areas is preserved. The same is concluded
where the Shell Centre scheme is considered in a cumulative scenario.

8.58

It is officer consideration that no harm would occur to these heritage assets.
ii.

South Bank Conservation Area (SBCA)

8.59

As set out within the Design Officer’s comments, the wider setting of the SBCA includes
visibility of a number of tall buildings, not least, the Shell Centre and ITV building that lie
within the Conservation Area boundary. Much like with both Waterloo and Roupell
Street Conservation Areas, the Design Officer advises that “mere presence does not
necessarily mean harm”. The Inspector of the Three Sisters appeal considered that the
design and disposition of that scheme would neither enhance nor preserve the
Conservation Area.

8.60

Given the built form of the Conservation Area, described in the CA Statement as
“Monumental in scale yet relatively low in height” there is a degree of inevitability of
development appearing within views. For the growth that is required by policy in
Waterloo, to meet with the economic and social demands of London, the resulting
density of development would appear in views and contribute to the setting of the
Conservation Area, as other, existing, tall buildings already do. The Design Officer
recognises that it would appear as a dominant new element within the cityscape, but
notes that mere presence does not necessarily mean harm. In this instance the proposal
is considered to result in less than substantial harm to the heritage asset.

8.61

Decision makers must pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing
the character or appearance of Conservation Areas as required by Section 72 of the
Planning (Listed Building and Conservation) Act 1990. Great weight has been had to the
significance and value of this heritage asset. Consequently, regard to the tests set out
within the NPPF, paragraph 134, follows. Overall, the public benefits of the proposal are
substantial, as discussed within the report and set out in full at Section 14, which
outweigh the degree of harm identified.

8.62

In the cumulative scenario when assessed in tandem with the Shell decision, no harm is
identified. Officers consider that the development proposal would be screened in many
views and appears as a cluster in others.

8.63

An Officer assessment has also been carried out of three Conservation Areas located in

the adjoining City of Westminster. These are:
 Savoy Conservation Area (Westminster)
 Strand and Whitehall Conservation Area (Westminster)
 Westminster Abbey and Parliament Square Conservation Area (Westminster)
8.64

The approximate location of these Conservation Areas relative to the Waterloo Area is
shown in Figure 7 below.

Location of application site
Figure 7: Adjacent Conservation Areas

iii.

Savoy Conservation Area (Westminster)

8.65

As advised by the CABE/EH guidance from 2007, the impact of tall buildings does not
stay within the Council’s geographical boundaries. The decision maker should not limit
its assessment to the heritage assets within its own geographical area.

8.66

This Conservation Area is situated within the City of Westminster and referred to within
their objection to the application (see Section 5 above). Lambeth’s Design Officer
advises that the key views here are from Victoria Embankment and Waterloo Bridge. It
is advised that the value of the heritage asset here is medium. The proposal will result in
a noticeable change, and it would “clearly appear as a significant new element within the
cityscape” (See paragraph 8.4 at Appendix VII). However the impact would be minor
and it is officer consideration that no harm would occur to this heritage asset.
iv.

8.67

Strand and Whitehall Conservation Areas (Westminster)

Both of these Conservation Areas lie within the City of Westminster. The Design Officer

notes that the development would be seen from within these Conservation Areas, albeit
they would be far reaching views of the wider city townscape. It is concluded that no
harm is envisaged to result from the proposal to their setting.
v.

Westminster Abbey and Parliament Square Conservation Area (Westminster)

8.68

This Conservation Area includes the Westminster World Heritage Site and a number of
Grade I listed buildings. It is recognised that its value is higher than a Conservation Area
where such heritage assets are not present. The World Heritage site is considered to be
of the highest ‘value’ of heritage asset on its own, as is further assessed below.

8.69

The proposal will be visible from within this Conservation Area. Thus, it can be
concluded that the impact would be minor, in that there would be a ‘noticeable’ change to
the setting of the Conservation Area, but not to the degree that it would be ‘significant’ or
‘comprehensive’. The Design Officer concludes that less than substantial harm would
result from the development to this Conservation Area.

8.70

Decision makers must pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing
the character or appearance of Conservation Areas as required by Section 72 of the
Planning (Listed Building and Conservation) Act 1990. Great weight has been had to the
significance and value of this heritage asset. Consequently, regard to the tests set out
within the NPPF, paragraph 134, follows. Overall, the public benefits of the proposal are
substantial, as discussed within the report and set out in full at Section 14, which
outweigh the degree of harm identified.
(e) Impact on Listed Buildings

8.71

Much like the Conservation Areas assessed as part of the application, the scope of
Listed Buildings provided by the applicant is considered acceptable as it was in 2012.
The Design Officer has reconsidered the impact of the development on those Listed
Buildings. Each is considered in turn below with special regard given to the desirability of
preserving the setting of listed buildings.
i.

8.72

The updated assessment provided by the Design Officer in Appendix VII concludes
much the same as reported in 2012. Consideration has been given to the findings in the
Shell Centre appeal decision. The Design Officer advises that the setting will change but
not in an adverse manner, It is concluded that no harm would result.
ii.

8.73

Royal Festival Hall (Grade I)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Grade I)

In 2012, it was reported that the impact would be minor, or in other words result in no
harm to this heritage asset. Subsequently, there has been the decision on the Shell
Centre redevelopment. The Inspector found that, whilst that development would be
more visible in the view than Elizabeth House would be, no resulting harm would occur
given that it is part of the wider City townscape. This reinforces the earlier Officer
conclusion that no harm shall result from the proposal on this heritage asset. Great
weight has been given to the significance of the asset in reaching this conclusion, as set
out within the Design Officer’s comments (see paragraph 7.5 at appendix VII) who
values it as high, given its grade of statutory listing.

iii.

County Hall (Grade II*)

8.74

The Design Officer advises that the setting of this Grade II* listed building when viewed
in elevation from across the river (the most important view) remains largely unaltered. It
is concluded that no harm results from the proposed development, which is considered
consistent with the impact reported in 2012 as ‘neutral’.
iv.
National Theatre (Grade II*)

8.75

It was advised when last reported that the development would be present in the setting
of the National Theatre. The orthogonal form of the proposed development mirrors the
architectural form of the National Theatre, also orthogonal in the distribution of its
massing. The Shell development provides the same ‘orthogonal’ mass in this setting.
As mentioned previously, presence of the development within the setting of a heritage
asset does not necessarily equal harm. Whilst the backdrop will change as noted by the
Design Officer, it would not change to such a degree that would be considered to result
in harm to the Heritage Asset. This aligns with the advice given in 2012 to members
where the ‘impact’ to the setting was considered acceptable.
v.

8.76

The Church lies within the Waterloo Conservation Area. The proposal would result in the
spire being back dropped by the development rather than against clear sky. In contrast
to either Roupell Street or Waterloo Conservation Areas whose existing settings are
back-dropped by a ‘modern’ townscape, the proposal will introduce such a backdrop to
the setting of this Listed Building. However, the appreciation of the Church, and the
silhouette against the sky of the spire, varies. It is concluded that no harm results from
the proposed development
vi.

8.77

St John’s Church (Grade II*)

Victory Arch (Grade II)

The proposal remains unchanged since 2012. It is still proposed that the Arch be
refurbished. The Design Officer advises that this aspect of the proposal would result in a
beneficial change to the setting of this heritage asset. It is concluded that no harm
results from the proposed development
vii.

Palace of Westminster (Grade I)

8.78

The Palace of Westminster, which includes the Elizabeth Tower, is a Grade I listed
building. The original 2012 report dealt with the consideration of this under the WWHS
Section. The setting of the listed building has in part been assessed under consideration
of Strategic Views identified within the London View Management Framework. These
are the views that ‘contribute to the character and attractiveness of London’. In this
respect, the Design Officer has considered the verified views submitted by the applicant.

8.79

From within Parliament Square, and strategic view point LVMF27A.2 (NW side of the
Square), the proposal would attach to Portcullis House, with the flank elevation
noticeable. Regard has also been given to the importance of the existing gap between
Portcullis House and the Elizabeth Tower when appreciated from views within
Parliament Square. Whilst it is recognised that the development would ‘creep’ into the
gap, its ‘intrusion is small, in contrast with the previously refused ‘Three Sisters’ scheme

where it was far more intrusive. As set out in 2012, there would be sufficient sky
maintained around the clock tower of Elizabeth Tower so as not to result in detrimental
harm to the significance of the heritage asset. When viewed in combination with the
Shell Centre development, the orientation of that scheme is such as to be hidden behind
Portcullis House as not to add to the ‘cumulative’ impact of development.
8.80

Adjacent to the World Heritage site boundary, to the South East boundary of Parliament
Square, the existing Shell Tower is visible in the gap, accommodated by the obliqueness
of the view here. Whilst the introduction of the development within this view would lead
to a near filling of the gap in the cumulative scenario with the Shell Centre development,
it is concluded that it would lead to a minor impact. Albeit not within the LVMF, the
guidance highlights the importance of ‘visual gaps’, which can help enhance the
prominence of important buildings. The magnificence of the Elizabeth Tower will not be
compromised.

8.81

As previously advised, paragraph 132 of the NPPF requires that great weight should be
given to heritage assets, the more important they are, the greater the weight. The
Design Officer acknowledges that the value of the asset is high within his assessment
(see paragraph 7.1 of Appendix VII). It is concluded that the proposal would result in less
than substantial harm. Regard therefore must be had to paragraph 134 of the NPPF.
Overall, the public benefits of the proposal are substantial, as discussed within the report
and set out in full at Section 14. They are considered to outweigh the degree of harm
identified to this heritage asset.

8.82

The effect on setting in respect of the Palace of Westminster’s location within the
Westminster World Heritage site is discussed below.
(f) Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey World Heritage Site

8.83

The original report from 2012 set out the policy context when considering the impact of
development upon the Westminster World Heritage Site (WWHS). The Design Officer
has provided updated comments (see paragraphs 6.1-6.18 of Appendix VII) to address
changes in material planning considerations relevant to the consideration of the
application since members resolved to grant Planning Permission and Conservation
Area Consent in November 2012.

8.84

As has been mentioned, paragraph 132 of the NPPF requires that great weight should
be given to heritage assets, the more important they are, the greater the weight. The
WWHS site has the highest (‘Very High’) heritage asset value. Special regard must be
had to the significance of the asset as outlined above in paragraph 8.45.

8.85

The Outstanding Universal Value of the WWHS is noted in its designation. The Design
Officer advises that the Elizabeth Tower (Big Ben) is ‘the landmark architectural
element’, albeit there are other noteworthy landmarks including Westminster Abbey’s
West end. As the Design Officer notes, the WWHS has global significance, is a
significant tourist destination all year round. Whilst it can be appreciated from many
points, on both sides of the River (Lambeth and within the City of Westminster) the
impact of development to be considered in this respect is the visibility of the scheme in
the gap between Elizabeth Tower and Portcullis House. This ‘all-important’ gap has
been introduced previously.

8.86

In 2012 it was concluded that there would be sufficient distance between the proposal
and the Elizabeth Tower to enable a continued appreciation of the Palace of
Westminster. For much of the view within the WWHS the only building that is visible is
County Hall. However, the Shard does encroach into some of the views of the Palace of
Westminster, but these are within Parliament Square which sits outside the boundary of
the WWHS. The lower form of the Elizabeth Tower remains in silhouette against a clear
sky. The Design Officer notes that the presence of County Hall adds historical
significance, being the home of regional government in London opposite the seat of
government for the UK.

8.87

The Westminster World Heritage Site Management Plan was introduced in the original
report in 2012, and is referred to again in the Design Officer’s updated comments (see
Appendix VII). The management plan states that there is currently no ‘buffer zone’ as
defined in UNESCO’s operational guidelines, which would otherwise help to ‘sustain the
special qualities of the setting of the WHS’. The definition of ‘buffer zone’ prescribed by
UNESCO is:
‘an area surrounding the nominated property which has complementary legal and/or
customary restrictions placed on its use and development to give an added layer of
protection to the property. This should include the immediate setting of the nominated
property, important views and other areas or attributes that are functionally important as
a support to the property and its protection. The area constituting the buffer zone should
be determined in each case through appropriate mechanisms. Details on the size,
characteristics and authorized uses of a buffer zone, as well as a map indicating the
precise boundaries of the property and its buffer zone, should be provided in the
nomination.’

8.88

In the plan it is further noted that “without appropriate consideration of the sensitivities of
the WHS and its setting, development beyond the WHS boundary of a large scale may
pose risks to this key element of Outstanding Universal Value”. The OUV is defined by
UNESCO within their operational guidelines as meaning:
“cultural and/or natural significance which is so exceptional as to transcend national
boundaries and to be of common importance for present and future generations of all
humanity. As such, the permanent protection of this heritage is of the highest
importance to the international community as a whole”.
The WWHS Management Plan continues that: “Any changes to the style or backdrop of
the WHS from many angles, must be carefully balanced against the need to preserve the
iconic value of the site”. It has been noted already that the consideration with this
scheme is not from many angles as such, but the view between the ‘all important gap’.
Similarly, it is not mere presence, but the form of architecture, as well as distance and
scale of development that are key considerations when considering the impacts. This
approach was adopted by the Inspector to the previous Three Sisters decision.

8.89

World Heritage Sites are designated by UNESCO, with technical support from ICOMOS.
In 2012 no response was received from ICOMOS, nor has any been in 2014.
Notwithstanding, UNESCO has considered the potential impact from development on the
setting of the WWHS. This has been presented under Section 3 above. The most
recent UNESCO World Heritage Committee was held in June 2014. The final decision
had been to not list the WWHS on the World Heritage at Risk register. It is noted that

the Committee also recommended that the State Party (the Government) ensure that the
proposal is not approved, and consider the concerns raised by ‘expert bodies’. Given
the objection raised by English Heritage to the development resulting in harm to the
WWS (their conclusion), the application will be referred to the SoS should members
resolve to grant approval. This should not affect the Council’s decision.
8.90

The impact of development outside the World Heritage site has been discussed above
under the ‘Palace of Westminster’. In 2012 it was noted that the view of the WWHS from
the south side, in views from St Margaret’s Churchyard, the scheme would sit
prominently within the gap, albeit that this was not a strategic/protected view, and
remains not. The Design Officer has revisited this view in the resubmitted assessment
from the applicant.

8.91

The awareness of the proposal in this ‘all-important gap’ was considered by the
Inspector to the Three Sisters scheme too. It was not just the distance of the building or
its scale, but as has been mentioned previously, the quality of its design. The high
quality of the current proposal has been discussed above. The Design Officer notes that
the current proposal is improved from the Three Sisters application. “It has a much
calmer form and treatment and more reserved architectural form and is therefore less
detracting but its presence will clearly be noticeable”. It does attach to the Elizabeth
Tower, but low within the silhouette. The significance of the proposal being found to lead
to a noticeable change is important in the consideration to the scale of change to inform
the Design Officer to reach a view on the degree of harm. It has already been concluded
that the value of this designated heritage asset is ‘very high’, the highest significance that
could be bestowed.

8.92

The Design Officer concludes that, paying special regard to the significance of the asset
in the context of the aforementioned statutory provisions of the Planning (Listed Building
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, that the most harmful impact would occur to the
setting of the WWHS from viewpoints within St Margaret’s Churchyard. This is similar to
the conclusions provided in 2012.

8.93

The degree of harm identified is less than substantial. It follows, special regard having
been paid to the significance of the heritage asset, that paragraph 134 of the NPPF is
considered. Overall, the public benefits of the proposal are substantial, as discussed
within the report and set out in full at Section 14. It is officer consideration that they
outweigh the degree of harm identified, which is less than substantial.
Cumulative assessment of the impact of development to the designated heritage assets

8.94

The Design Officer advises that it is very difficult to come to a general conclusion (i.e.
cumulative impact) given the range of impacts on the various heritage assets and views.
The proposal will be a noticeable addition to London’s cityscape and mark a noticeable
change in the character of that locality or setting of some heritage assets. However, this
is an evolving city with pressing need to provide for growth, Waterloo is identified as a
place where such growth is encouraged. Change here is inevitable and in itself should
not automatically be considered to be a negative thing.

8.95

As outlined above, an individual assessment has been carried out against each heritage
asset, and officers have concluded that either no harm or less than substantial harm
would result from the development proposal.

8.96

It has been acknowledged that the North Building would have a significant size/bulk. It
stands in relatively close proximity to the Shell Centre Tower which is of similar height
and width. In many views from across the river the approved Shell Centre scheme of
additional towers would have a screening / mitigating effect on the proposal as they form
a coherent grouping of tall buildings. In this regard, Officers consider that the cumulative
effect is therefore generally a positive one.

8.97

However the size and bulk/mass of the proposal remain particularly problematic in the
oblique views from Parliament Square and within the World Heritage Site. In this location
the Shell Centre scheme has no positive impact. The important sky gap between the
Elizabeth Tower and Portcullis House is infilled in a key view from a place of public
congregation within the World Heritage Site and conservation area. In that locality,
within the Westminster Abbey grounds the proposed building appears as a bulky
intrusion in the setting of the Grade I listed Elizabeth Tower / Palace of Westminster;
itself a focal point of the World Heritage Site and Conservation Area.

8.98

Officers concur with the Design Officer’s conclusion that this impact would be the most
harmful of the whole scheme. The result is harm to the setting of these highly valued
designated heritage assets; but this is considered to be less than substantial harm. The
proposal would thus fail in terms of Saved Policies 45 and 47 of the Lambeth UDP. The
next section balances the identified harm to the heritage assets against the public
benefits.
(g) Assessment of harm and balance

8.99

As required by the statutory duty under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, special regard must be had to the desirability of
preserving the setting of listed buildings. Indeed, regard must be had to the desirability
of preserving features of special architectural or historic interest, and in particular listed
buildings. Likewise, Section 72 of the Act requires that special attention shall be paid to
the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of Conservation
Areas.

8.100 Having paid special regard to the significance of the heritage assets, both individually
and cumulatively, together with the magnitude and scale of impact, the development is
found to result in less than substantial harm.
8.101 As previously discussed in paragraph 8.47, the NPPF advises that all grades of harm,
including harm through change to the setting of the heritage asset, can potentially be
justified on the grounds of public benefits that outweigh the harm taking account of the
‘great weight’ to be given to conservation and provided the justification is clear and
convincing. (Paragraphs 133 and 134).
8.102 Public benefits are defined within the NPPG. It advises that public benefits:
“ may follow from many developments and could be anything that delivers economic,
social or environmental progress as described in the National Planning Policy
Framework. Public benefits should flow from the proposed development. They should
be of a nature of scale to be of benefit to the public at large and should 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.
Public benefits may include heritage benefits”.
8.103 The public benefits are considered in detail in a separate section (see Section 14 below)
and discussed through the report. It is concluded that substantial public benefits flow
from the development. The balancing exercise in paragraph 134 does not require
substantial benefits to be achieved by the development in order for the harm identified to
be outweighed by those benefits. In essence, if the Local Planning Authority accepts
that the public benefits can only be realised by the proposal proceeding, then the tests in
the NPPF to justify less than substantial are more than capable of being met, and the
extent of harm can be considered acceptable.
8.104 In this instance it is Officer consideration that the identified harm to the heritage assets
would be outweighed by the public benefits derived from the proposal. The proposed
development thus accords with paragraph 134 and Section 12 of the NPPF.
(h) Strategic & Local Views
8.105 Much of the assessment of the impact on heritage assets above was based on the visual
impact assessment provided by the applicant. Many of the assessment viewpoints are
also strategic views. The Design Officer commentary on strategic and local views is
provided in Section 8 of Appendix VII. Overall, no detrimental impact is considered to
arise to any of them.
(i) Response to English Heritage Comments
8.106 It is recognised that English Heritage (EH) retains its strong objection to the proposal.
This objection relates particularly to the OUV of the WWHS given the attachment of the
proposal to the north face of the Elizabeth Tower. EH concludes that the proposal would
cause substantial and irreversible harm to all the heritage assets identified in its
objection (see paragraph 5.25 above).
8.107 Officers take a different view on this. Whilst the gap between Portcullis House and the
Elizabeth Tower is ‘all-important’ and the proposal would be noticeable within the setting
of the WWHS from certain viewpoints, the Officer assessment above concludes that the
development would cumulatively result in less than substantial harm.
8.108 As substantial harm is not concluded, Officers take the view that there is no need for this
assessment to consider the tests under paragraph 133 of the NPPF. In this respect, it is
sufficient to identify public benefits, and not public benefits that are so exceptional they
are substantial public benefits. Nonetheless, substantial public benefits are found to flow
from the development (see Section 14 below), and would otherwise not be deliverable in
the absence of this development.
(j) Response to Twentieth Century
8.109 It is noted that in the passage of time since November 2012, the Twentieth Century
make reference to matters that have arisen during that period. This is detailed in
paragraph 5.44 above, with earlier correspondence provided in Appendix VI. Special
regard has been paid above to the significance of the heritage assets affected by the

proposal in accordance with the statutory duty under S66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed
Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990.
8.110 The suggestion that undue precedence was given to Section 38(6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (and not the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
indicated) is not accepted. It is not agreed that ‘priority’ and undue weight was given in
the assessment of the application in 2012 to the encouragement of tall buildings in
Waterloo. Officers did have regard to the significance of the heritage assets, and that is
set out within Section 8 of the Original PAC report. It is further amplified above.
(k) Response to City of Westminster
8.111 The objections from the City of Westminster repeat those made in 2012. It is considered
that the matters raised are addressed in the above analysis. The scheme is considered
to have an acceptable height, bulk and design. In respect of heritage matters, the
statutory tests have been applied, great weight has been given to the significance of the
heritage assets, and whilst the proposal may be noticeable in some of the settings, the
test in paragraph 134 is considered to be met, where the public benefits would outweigh
the resultant harm identified.
(l) Demolition of high-level footbridge above York Road (12/01329/CON)
8.112 As has been mentioned above, given this Conservation Area Consent application was
submitted prior to more recent changes in planning legislation, it is still necessary to
determine this application. Otherwise, the conclusions set out at paragraphs 8.41 and
8.42 remain unchanged. The principle of demolition, with the redevelopment of the site
and subsequent delivery of a number of substantial public realm improvements, is
acceptable. The Shell Centre redevelopment has two options approved to deal with this
aspect of the scheme, ensuring that a ‘no bridge’ scheme works within an emerging
landscape alongside the Elizabeth House proposal. No adverse impacts are envisaged.
Temporary measures to aid pedestrian flows to and from the station are addressed by
the imposition of conditions and through S106 obligations as set out within the
recommendation.
(m)

Public Realm Improvements

8.113 In 2012, the original PAC report set out public realm works that were sought under the
Waterloo SPD, which was draft at that time. The SPD now has weight. It aims are to
promote public realm improvements for Waterloo that will deliver a ‘World Class Place’
that will consists of:
-

A place of high quality, accessible open spaces with riverside walkways and views

8.114 In and around Elizabeth House, the aims are as follows:
-

Create a high quality environment which in turn will encourage further Central
London development in Waterloo;
To address any congestion points and provide sufficient space for predicted
increases in pedestrian flows
To make onward trips from the station to be simple and convenient and to provide
clear, attractive routes to other parts of Central London

-

8.115

To better integrate the station into the rest of the area, maximising pedestrian access
at street level, and creating new and better quality routes between the two sides of
the railway.
To improve the frontage quality of the station and encourage active frontages.

At street level, a key priority in improving pedestrian movement through Waterloo is to
maximise pedestrian access to the station at street/ground level. In particular, the SPD
identifies the following relevant opportunities:
-

Leake Street should be enhanced as a safe pedestrian and cycle route, through
innovative lighting and active uses in the arches;
A new east-west route should open up under the station. Opening up the Milk
Passage is structurally the easiest option and the new link should tie in with
proposals for the former Eurostar Terminal and a new entrance to the station there.

8.116 Elizabeth House is identified as one public realm project to achieve new routes between
Waterloo Station and York Road and improve space outside Victory Arch. The
development principles set out within the SPD for the site include:
-

-

Redevelopment should create ground level pedestrian routes from the station to the
river;
New public space at ground level should be provided;
Development should ensure an attractive space and setting for the western side of
the station;
Redevelopment should safeguard access to the discussed vent tunnels to secure
future step-free access/emergency escape route.
Improvement/treatment of exposed flank wall of Victory Arch (this has been
discussed above under Section 8 as being addressed and securing a heritage
benefit from the scheme);
Streetscape improvements to primary and secondary routes in accordance with
public realm guidance;
Improved pedestrian links to Lower Marsh; and
New street level pedestrian route to replace the upper level walkway from the station
to Hungerford Bridge. The relevant landowners (SBC, Shell, Elizabeth
House and Network Rail/BRBR) to continue to coordinate improvements to achieve
this new route and to produce a whole route masterplan. Proposals for any section of
the route must demonstrate that they contribute to achieving a coherent design for
the whole bridge to station route.

8.117 The original PAC report set out the following public realm interventions proposed by the
scheme [A contextual map is provided below as Figure 8]
:
- Victory Arch Square: the area would be re-graded and landscaped to create a new
pedestrian-priority public space in front of Waterloo Station. Cab Road would be realigned to the north and a new set of steps created connecting victory arch to the
Tennison Way Bus station via Mepham Street;
- Improvement to York Road and Leake Street which would comprise re-paving/realignment works to the east side of York Road, the relocation and expansion of the
existing pedestrian crossing on York Road to align with the new Central Square, and
minor improvement works to Leake Street;

- Improvements to linear strip of land between Elizabeth House and WIT, currently
know as West Road. The application proposes to pedestranise and landscape this
land to create a publically accessible route free of vehicles. Due to land level
changes (than exists currently) a more seamless interface [step free is intended];
and
- Victory Arch Façade: this part of the scheme proposes to re-face the western flank
of the Grade II listed Victory Arch”

Figure 8: Site map showing site in relation to Cab Road, Mepham Street, West Road and
Leake Street

8.118 At the time of reporting in 2012, it was noted that these public realm improvements were
each considered to be a significant public benefit. This Officer view remains unchanged.
The new Victory Arch Square [see Figure 9 below] would make a radical improvement to
the currently poor, uninviting and unfriendly environment to the front of Waterloo Station.
The current condition provides a pinch point, given the position of the existing lift shaft to
the IMAX subway, land level changes that are not friendly to ambulant persons or those
with pushchairs and a general sense of illegibility with different sign posting and street
furniture. With a seamless carpet to the pedestrian thoroughfare, giving priority to the
pedestrian, the approach from the South Bank towards the station would be greatly
improved. Directly as a consequence of the development proposed, the improvements
here would assist the movement of passengers arriving at and departing from Waterloo
Station.

Figure 9: CGI image to illustrate proposed works to Victory Arch Square

8.119 Improvements to York Road will be complementary, but not duplicate, those committed
by the Shell Centre development. Pedestrian movements away from the Station and
towards the River would be assisted by the widening of pedestrian crossings across York
Road towards Sutton Walk to the west, and at the foot of the southern tower to the south.
8.120 It was also reported in 2012 that provision would be made within the Section 106 for a
number of trees to be planted along York Road. A commensurate obligation was
secured in the Shell Centre application for the same. The recommendation retains this
provision. This part of the development is considered to result in a visual improvement
to the public realm. Likewise, with more animation, including that from the 10 Leake
Street proposal (Agenda Item no.4), the development would improve the permeability
and legibility of Leake Street. It would be a more welcoming space to the pedestrian, with
increased footfall coming from along West Road.
8.121 A new central square is proposed between the North and South Buildings. This would
provide a new and welcoming piece of public realm within the heart of Waterloo. It would
complement the opportunity flowing from the development to open up West Road into a
pedestrianised thoroughfare that would interface with Waterloo International Station,
offering new routes to and from the station, alleviating the pressure on the existing
Victory Arch side of the station.
8.122 Currently, the footbridge which runs above York Road provides an elevated entrance into
the station, just at the northwest corner of the site, and above the WIT. The intention
would be to deliver an at grade entrance, with the provision of escalators, lifts and
staircase for full accessibility into the station concourse. This would complement the
work being carried out at the Station, in terms of opening up additional platforms, with
new routes for dispersal from the station. This is in conformity with the expectations set
out within the Waterloo SPD. The space would have a mix of hard and soft landscaping,
the final details of which would be secured by condition. Whilst constraints across the
site allow few areas to accommodate trees (tunnels below not forgiving of the required
soil depth), some trees would be planted:
(n) Future of Waterloo International Terminal (WIT)
8.123 In 2012 the significance of redeveloping Elizabeth House for the future of WIT, and

Waterloo Station as a whole, was set out (paragraphs 8.49 to 8.51). Since 2012, the
WASPD has reaffirmed the importance of improving permeability around the site, as
discussed above. Waterloo station is, much like Elizabeth House, identified within the
WASPD for site specific guidance. This includes bringing the WIT back into use,
increasing train carriage capacity at the station, providing concourse and entrances at
street level, and through routes for pedestrians from York Road to Lower Marsh.
8.124 The complementary works relating to Waterloo Station remain. The development has
been designed to engage directly with the length of the (WIT) Station, and to
complement the following proposed station works:
-

Bringing back into use a derelict building at the heart of Waterloo – the WIT
Relieving congestion at Waterloo Station by providing a new Western Concourse
and five additional platforms for domestic train services;
Creating new entrances to Waterloo Station with direct visibility and access from
York Road
Creating jobs in relation to the operation of rail services and retail floor space
Providing approximately 10,000sqm of new retail floor space, providing services for
the local residential and business communities;
Facilitating the comprehensive redevelopment of Waterloo Station to accommodate
projected increase in passenger numbers and to provide a station facility which
would potentially benefit London’s busiest transport interchange.

8.125 These benefits are directly related to the Elizabeth House development, and separate to
any benefits that may have been secured by the Shell Centre consent or other schemes
in the area that do not have the same relationship to allow for such benefits to flow from
their proposals. The delivery of the development, opening up the opportunity at
Waterloo Station is critical to the role that the station has to play in London as a whole.
Simply, this is a once in a lifetime opportunity.
(o) Conclusion on Design and Conservation
8.126 The proposal is a credible, high quality form of architecture designed by a renowned
architect. It would accommodate a mixed use development, with the functionality of the
interior expressed across the external façade. A subtlety in the massing of the North
Building, broken down as it is into manageable pieces that adds character to the building
and informs the external spaces at ground level. Similarly, the use of materials to the
South Building responds to the adjoining South Bank Conservation Area on the opposing
side of York Road. The references to the local character results in an intelligent
development that mediates between the local area and the strategic role it would have.
8.127 The Design and Conversation Officer notes that it is ‘very difficult to come to a general
conclusion given the range of impacts on the various heritage assets and views”. There
are a number of bodies that are in support of the application. Likewise, English Heritage
is strongly opposed to the application, as to the Twentieth Century Society and the City
of Westminster. The position in respect of UNESCO has been explained in detail.
8.128 There is a statutory duty upon the decision maker to pay special regard to the
preservation of the heritage assets. Whilst it is noted that minor harm can add up to
major and irreversible damage, it is considered that due regard has been placed on the
significance of the heritage assets listed in arriving at the resultant harm identified. Great

weight has been given to the desirability of preserving the setting, character and
appearance of the heritage assets. The values of each heritage asset have been
identified, and in turn the degree of impact and magnitude of change. It is noted that the
test in paragraph 134 of the NPPF does not mean that less than substantial harm is a
minor concern. But, where the statutory duties set out within the Planning (Listed
Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 is paid, the priority afforded to heritage
conservation has been acknowledged, it is considered the public benefits which flow
from the development would outweigh the degree of harm identified.
8.129 The development would radically reverse the state of the public realm in and around
Waterloo, and unlock a long recognised impenetrable environment provided by the
existing building. Renewed active frontage would be accommodated at ground floor
level around the site, together with a suite of public realm improvements, both within,
adjacent to and outside the application site. These are directly related and flow from this
development.
9

Transportation and Accessibility

9.1

As has been discussed, the design of the proposal remains unchanged from when it was
presented in the original PAC report in 2012. That includes the provision of car parking
and cycle parking, access and egress to the site, and the wider public realm
improvements that would only be secured through the redevelopment of the site.

9.2

Since 2012, there have been changes to London Plan policy which sets out updated
minimum standards for cycle parking. These have been set out in Section 6 of this
report, above. The Waterloo SPD gives clarity to the principles for transport and
highway set out within policy PN1 of the Core Strategy, but does not anticipate anything
further than was not previously identified and set out within the Original 2012 report (see
paragraphs 9.1 and 9.2 for the overarching policy text in this respect).
Pedestrian Analysis

9.3

In 2012 it was reported that Space Syntax had modelled the potential pedestrian flows
that would be generated by the development. This has been revisited to take account of
the impact of the proposal in relation to others in the area (cumulative scenario), and
updated pedestrian comfort levels have been provided. No significant changes have
been identified to require mitigation.
Pedestrian Crossing

9.4

As part of the improvements along York Road, the crossing between Sutton Walk and
Victory Arch is still proposed to be widened (to a width of ten metres). This would assist
the movement of pedestrians from between Waterloo Station and the South Bank,
addressing a key priority of the Waterloo SPD.
Trip Generation

9.5

The trip generation envisaged to result from the proposal remains unchanged, as the
development remains unchanged. Colleagues in Transport and Highways are happy
with this logical approach to this aspect of the assessment in transport terms. No
concerns were raised in 2012 either by the likely impacts. Details of the expected trip

generation from the development is shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Proposed trip generation from Elizabeth House redevelopment
Highways and Access
9.6

Currently, there is vehicular access to the site off Leake Street. Indeed, the rear of the
existing Elizabeth House is dominated by a highly inefficient use of that part of the site
for car parking, which otherwise has the highest of rated public accessibility levels (PTAL
6b). As reported in 2012, the proposal would include vehicular access off Leake Street
that would lead to a ramp for servicing vehicles into the basement and two car lifts for the
general commercial and residential car parking.

9.7

What has changed in the intervening period is the expected number of cumulative trips
generated in the surrounding environs as a result of other development proposals that
have been approved. Overall, and particularly due to the Shell Centre development, the
Transport Planning Officer advises that the number of trips in the immediate area are
anticipated to be reduced. As such, there are no concerns that would alter the
conclusions that the site raises no highway or access issues. Details of the highway
works to surrounding streets (York Road and Leake Street) have been discussed above
under ‘Public Realm works’ in Section 8.
Car Parking

9.8

This part of the development remains unchanged. As set out in 2012, 75 car parking
spaces are proposed, of which 44 spaces would be allocated for the commercial, 29 for
the residential component and 2 car-club spaces. There are no changes to policy in the
intervening period that would affect the recommendation set out in para 9.14 and 9.16 of
the original PAC report at Appendix II in this respect. This required that 8 spaces be for
disabled users, whilst a minimum of twenty per cent are to be provided as electrical
charging points.
Otherwise, the development would remain car free.
This is
recommended to be secured within the S106 Legal Agreement.
London Underground

9.9

As reported in 2012, given the structural constraints of building atop a station and
underground tunnels, to ensure no impact is had on the Underground, a number of
conditions are recommended that address foundation design.

Cycling/Taxis/Buses
9.10

The proposal includes provision for 666 cycle spaces (248 residential spaces, 358
commercial spaces and 60 visitors’ spaces within the public realm). In 2012, this was
compliant with policy. However, as set out within Section 6 above, the introduction of the
London Plan’s REMA increases the minimum requirements for development in respect of
cycle parking provision. In draft, this is further developed within the FALP, with a
required additional provision of 131 spaces, as follows:
Use

Office
Residential
Staff/visitors
(retail)
TOTAL

Cycle
parking
spaces
proposed
358
248
60

Draft
FALP Differences
requirements
spaces
595
178
24

+237
-70
-36

666

797

+131

in

Table 4: Comparison of cycle parking requirements

9.11

Details for the final cycle storage provision were originally proposed to be dealt with by
condition, as is standard. Consequently, given that additional capacity could be found at
the detailed design stage it is proposed that a condition be included to the
recommendation that requires the exploration for additional provision to meet the
prevailing policy at the point of implementation. That could be the REMA standard, or
the more improved FALP requirement. A condition is set out in Section 18 below.

9.12

Proposed taxi drop offs remain on York Road and Mepham Street, as advised in 2012
(see paragraph 9.22 of Appendix II). It was also reported at paragraph 9.23 of the
original report that some mitigation would be dealt with by way of S278 works. As these
works would not be carried out by the applicant, it would have in fact been S106 that
would have secured the monies for this part of improvement works to existing bus stops.
This is addressed under the S106.
IMAX

9.13

The comments set out within the original report remain. Whilst Network Rail has started
to look in more detail at the master planning for Waterloo Station, and TfL also are
looking at works to IMAX roundabout, neither are finalised. The need for ambulant
person access to the IMAX remains and temporary provision shall be made.
Conclusions on Transport and accessibility

9.13

The scheme remains compliant with the development plan. Whilst Draft London Plan
policy contained within the FALP raises the standard for cycle provision, and is
consequently of limited weight, a condition is recommended to address this point.

10

Residential Amenity and Environmental Impact

10.1

As set out within the original PAC report (see Section 10 of Appendix II), the application

is EIA development. An Environmental Statement (ES) was originally submitted and
informed consideration of the likely impacts of development arising from the proposals in
2012. Given the passage of time, the ES has been updated to reflect all material
planning changes that are relevant to the application. This includes a number of new
developments within the cumulative scenario, not least the permission granted for the
Shell Centre (see Section 3 above). This has been submitted as an ‘addendum’ to the
original Environmental Statement. Additionally, the ‘development’ being assessed for
the purposes of Environmental Impact Assessment now constitutes both Elizabeth
House and 10 Leake Street (see agenda item no.4).
10.2

A part of the Affordable Housing component of the scheme is to be delivered at 10 Leake
Street. This has been discussed above (see Section 7). Schedule 4 (Part 1) of the Town
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations, 2011 states that
an Environmental Statement should provide:
“a description of the physical characteristics of the whole development and the land-use
requirements during the construction and operational phases”.

10.3

As the two developments are linked, both the Elizabeth House and 10 Leake Street
development equate to the ‘whole’ development in this respect. The ES addendum
assumes BOTH developments would come forward, and the site boundary for the
purposes of the EIA ONLY has been amended. This does not affect the site boundary of
the application for Elizabeth House.

10.4

The ES addendum has sought to:








10.5

Identify the relevant material changes in circumstance that have occurred since
the November 2012 resolution, together with relevant material changes in the
period between the preparation of the 2012 ES and the November 2012 PAC
resolution.
Ensure that the technical assessments (including appendices) are consistent with
current policy, guidance and best practice;
Validate all baseline data;
Include technical assessments of the 10 Leake Street development where
applicable;
Provide ‘statements of conformity’ which demonstrate why the nature and
significance of the likely significant effects reported in the 2012 remain valid; and
Consider the implications of the changes to any nearby cumulative schemes that
have occurred since the detailed application was submitted.

The ES submitted in 2012, together with addendums, including that submitted in 2014,
are to be considered together. The ES assesses the following:
(a) Development program covering demolition and construction
(b) Socio-economics
(c) Archaeology
(d) Ground conditions
(e) Water resources and flood risk
(f) Noise and vibration
(g) Transport and Access;
(h) Air quality

(i) Wind
(j) Daylight and Sunlight
(k) Cumulative effects.
10.6

Each of these shall be discussed in turn (Transport and Access is dealt with under
Section 9 above). Where referred to within the original PAC report, the relevant
paragraph reference will be provided for the benefit of cross-referencing.
(a) Development program covering demolition and construction

10.7

Following the delay to the planning process, the construction timetable has changed.
However, the delivery timetable of forty six months has been retained, with the Leake
Street application to be built out within an eighteen month period during that time. This
would ensure the applicant delivers upon the Section 106 requirements in respect of the
Affordable Housing component.
Site preparation, demolition and clearance are
envisaged to take approximately nine months.

10.8

Changes in policy and legislation relate particularly to the control of dust, asbestos and
site waste management since 2012. Whilst these fall under separate legislation to
planning, members are advised that conditions to manage the demolition and
construction periods of the proposal remain within the recommendations as they were in
2012.

10.9

The officer recommendation in the original PAC report also sought the establishment of a
Waterloo Maintenance Group as part of the Section 106 Agreement. Its purpose was to
ensure a collaborative working program with other key developers in the wider Waterloo
Area to organise their construction programs cohesively. This remains part of the
recommendation.
(b) Socio-economics

10.10 This part of the Environmental Statement considers the ‘likely effects of the proposed
development on the local and regional economic and social infrastructure’. The principal
changes in policy and legislation in this respect relate to the Further Alterations to the
London Plan (FALP), which increases the projections for job and homes growth. The
revised employment projection for Lambeth is 23,000 additional jobs between 2011 and
2036. Likewise, there is a revised minimum housing target for Waterloo, up by 600 units
from what was prepared in 2012. This is discussed earlier in this report under Section 7.
10.11 Whilst additional information is now available since 2012, including the 2011 census, the
annual population survey from 2013 and the Department of Work and Pensions jobseekers allowance claimant count data, the applicant states that the overall conclusions
of the 2012 ES would remain. There is nothing before officers which would contradict
that conclusion.
10.12 In 2012 it was envisaged, and as would follow from the proposal today, that new office
workers would spend around £8.9 to £12.3 million a year locally on lunch drinks and
snacks alone, supporting 90 to 125 indirect jobs. Likewise, for every 1,000 person
increase in London’s residential population, there is the potential for a further 230 jobs
locally – the proposal would create an additional 55 jobs in this way. Supply chain
opportunities were also identified from the commercial occupiers of the office

components and attendance at workshops and briefings to assist local companies would
be secured by Section 106 Agreement under the Employment and Skills plan. Overall,
these amount to substantial public benefits of the scheme, responding to the strategic
function of the site’s location within the CAZ. On top of this, a further £1.8million of
expenditure locally is anticipated from the 142 new residential homes.
10.13 A negligible effect on the provision of education and health is anticipated, and is now
addressed by the payment of CIL rather than a S106 financial contribution as was the
case in 2012. The effect on crime and open space are dealt with elsewhere within the
report.
10.14 Overall, the socio-economic impacts of the application are considered to result in
substantial benefits that would otherwise not be achieved in the absence of its approval.
(c) Daylight and Sunlight
10.15 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraphs 10.1-10.4 of
Appendix II together with the first addendum, in which updated calculations were
reported to members for their consideration.
10.16 In 2012, this part of the Environmental Statement was reviewed by experts in this field
from the British Research Establishment (BRE) on behalf of the Local Planning Authority.
The BRE have been appointed a second time to review the ES addendum in this respect
and advise on the conclusions made within it as to being reasonable and sound. The
scope of properties assessed remains unchanged, other than the introduction of the
Shell Centre having subsequently achieved planning permission.
10.17 The policy context in this respect has not changed since 2012. The Draft Lambeth Local
Plan states that development will be supported if it would not have an unacceptable
impact on level of daylight and sunlight on existing and adjoining property. This deviates
little from Policy 36 of Lambeth’s UDP (saved policies) which the scheme was
considered against in 2012. The impact resulting from the proposals, that affect
surrounding occupiers, remains broadly consistent with the conclusions set out in 2012.
10.18 An assessment of sunlight and daylight to existing buildings has been carried out in
accordance with guidance contained within the Building Research Establishment
publication ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight – A Guide to Good Practice’.
Appendix I of this guide indicates that it may be used as the basis for an environmental
impact assessment.
10.19 The effect of the proposed development on daylight and sunlight in habitable rooms of
apartments in the Whitehouse Apartments, County Hall North Block (East Elevation),
County Hall North Block (North Elevation) and Prospect House has been the subject of
an environmental impact assessment and this is included in the updated ES.
10.20 The key findings relating to the impact of the Elizabeth House development proposal
were, and still remain:


The 98 windows assessed at the neighbouring Whitehouse Apartments were
found not to fail against the BRE guidelines for daylight. In addition, sunlight did
not require assessment due to the orientation of these windows.



Of the County Hall North Block (East Elevation), 94 of the 127 windows scoped
into the assessment would meet BRE guidelines. Of the 33 windows that fail to
meet BRE guidelines, 27 (81%) of them don’t meet the existing requirements
currently.



In respect of County Hall North Block (North Elevation) a total of 179 out of 202
scoped windows would meet the BRE guidelines. Of the 23 windows that fail to
meet BRE guidelines, 16 (61%) of them don’t meet the existing requirements
currently.



In addition, the updated ES finds no harm to Prospect House.

10.21 It has previously been reported that part of the application site along York Road is
undeveloped, and as concluded in 2012, improvements would result to the assessment
where a ‘mirror image’ assessment is made. That compares the existing condition as
being a ‘mirror’ of the opposing site, when the site in question is undeveloped. This is a
well established and supported approach to assess daylight and sunlight impacts.
10.22 Officers concluded that whilst there would be some overall impact, this is not considered
to raise such detriment as to cause substantial harm to the amenity of surrounding
occupiers. The same conclusion is reached as part of the current assessment
Cumulative assessment
10.23 Given the passage of time, contextually the approved Shell Centre scheme now also
requires consideration in the cumulative scenario, to cover the eventuality that both
developments come forward. The applicant has carried out an analysis of the cumulative
impact of the proposed Elizabeth House development, 10 Leake Street and the Shell
Centre development upon adjoining residential blocks. This has been included with the
addendum Environmental Statement, which has been reviewed by the BRE on behalf of
the Local Planning Authority.
10.24 It is notable, that the Shell Centre decision by the Secretary of State considered the
impact of that development upon adjoining residential blocks, and concluded overall that
it would be acceptable. The Secretary of State shared the conclusion of the appointed
Planning Inspector that the proposed Shell Centre development would cause harm to the
amenities of residents of the Whitehouse Apartments and County Hall North Block, but
that the harm would be less than substantial. In reaching this decision it was recognised
that there was a conflict with saved UDP Policy 33.
10.25 BRE advises that the cumulative impact of Shell Centre and Elizabeth House is much
higher than that in the previous assessment carried out in 2012. This is due to the design
of the approved Shell Centre scheme, which is now much larger than that used in the
previous cumulative modelling exercise in 2012 by the applicant.
10.26 The key findings relating to the cumulative impact inclusive of the Elizabeth House
development are:
County Hall North Block (East Elevation)
 The cumulative impact to the County Hall North Block (East Elevation) are similar

to those previously reported. The data provided shows that there would a
negligible impact from the original assessment for the east elevation of County
Hall. Likewise, the sunlight assessment is found to lead to results within the
recommendations of the BRE guidelines.
County Hall North Block (North Elevation)
 There are substantial changes to the results from the County Hall North Block
(North Elevation) from the previous cumulative assessment. In total 160 out of
175 windows fail to achieve the BRE guidelines. BRE concludes that there is a
moderate to major adverse cumulative impact on daylight to the north elevation.
However, most of it is likely to be caused by the Shell Centre proposal.
 The Shell Centre decision noted that residents of the affected apartments would
experience a reduction in daylight. However, the Inspector accepted the use of a
mirror image comparison, and concluded that the harm cannot be regarded to be
anything other than less than substantial.
 Loss of sunlight is not an issue for the north elevation as all the windows are
identified as serving kitchens or bathrooms.
Whitehouse Apartments
 In the previous cumulative assessment flats in Whitehouse Apartments showed
very little impact at all. In the revised assessment, there are substantial changes
and an increased impact. It is noted that the massing of the Shell Centre
development has changed in the intervening period. Over two thirds of the
windows experience a substantial impact on the daylight they receive. BRE
concludes that there is a moderate to major adverse cumulative impact. However,
much of this is caused by the Shell Centre.


There is potential for Elizabeth House to also have an impact on daylight and
sunlight received by the Shell Centre, depending on the location of the residential
accommodation. However, this is addressed in the daylight and sunlight
assessment for the Shell Centre application.

10.27 The BRE ‘site layout planning for daylight and sunlight – a guide to good practice’
provides guidance for the assessment provided within an Environmental Impact
Assessment. In this way, factors tending towards minor, moderate or major adverse are
set out. Factors tending towards a major adverse impact include:





A large number of windows or large area of open space affected;
The loss of light is substantially outside the guidelines
All the windows in a particular property are affected
The affected indoor or outdoor spaces have a particularly strong requirement for
skylight or sunlight

10.28 In applying the BRE guidelines, members are advised that they have to be interpreted
flexibly, and the introduction states that “in an area with modern high rise buildings, a
higher degree of obstruction may be unavoidable if new developments are to match the
heights and proportions of existing buildings”.
10.29 In conclusion, the submitted information demonstrates that the combined impact of the
Shell Centre and Elizabeth House will be moderate to major adverse for the north
elevation of County Hall and for Whitehouse Apartments. However, BRE advises that it

is likely that most of the impact is due to the Shell Centre scheme and not the current
Elizabeth House proposal before members. The proposed development, when
considered cumulatively, would cause harm to the amenities of residents of the
Whitehouse Apartments and Country Hall North Block, but the harm would not be of
such significance to warrant refusal of the application given the site context and the
earlier findings of the Shell Centre decision.
(d) Light Pollution
10.22 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraph 10.5 of
Appendix II.
10.23 As with Daylight and Sunlight, the BRE has reviewed this part of the ES. The
conclusions reached are similar to those in 2012, being that light spillage would be within
the Institute of Lighting Professionals guideline values. A negligible impact would result.
A lighting strategy and management plan are secured through the imposition of
conditions.
(e) Solar Glare
10.24 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraph 10.6 of
Appendix II.
10.25 As advised in 2012, the assessment contained with the ES considered four viewpoints.
The BRE are satisfied that the conclusions set out within the addendum to the ES are
satisfactory. The assessment concludes that those results from 2012 remain consistent
in view of the cumulative scenario today. One instance of solar glare would occur
between 2 and 3pm during October, November, January and February. Non-reflective
glazing can be provided along parts of the podium building in order to mitigate this
negligible impact. There are no cumulative impacts in respect of other developments in
this regard. No detriment is anticipated to affect County Hall. Overall, the development
is considered to result in no detrimental impact in this respect, with conditions
recommended as they were in 2012 to secure the installation of this glazing.
(f) Overlooking/Privacy
10.26 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraph 10.7 of
Appendix II.
10.27 The approval of the Shell Centre development found the relationship between the
Elizabeth House scheme and Shell acceptable. The relationship of the nearest
residential properties remains as concluded in 2012, which allows for a sufficient
distance between those properties to prevent mutual overlooking to occur. That was
25m from South Building to County Hall (further from north where the residential
component would be occupied), and 90m to the Whitehouse apartments. The same is
true of the relationship between the commercial component and surrounding residential
accommodation. Consequently, no loss of privacy is envisaged. The same is true even
where the Leake Street proposal also introduces a new component of residential
accommodation. The residential component of the proposal within the North Building is
at sufficient distance away as for the ‘development’, including Leake Street, not to result
in any ‘internal’ detriment in respect of lost privacy or overlooking. There have been no

changes in policy in this respect that would otherwise conflict with earlier conclusions
either.
(g) Wind
10.28 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraph 10.9 of
Appendix II.
10.29 In 2012, it was reported that there would be one incidence of wind impacts, to the west
side of York Road at an existing bus stop. It was advised that this could be mitigated
through the provision of a bus stop to the south of the existing bus shelter.
10.30 Since 2012, there have been no changes to adopted policy against which the
considerations of the impact of the development proposal in respect of wind is relevant.
Lambeth’s Draft Local Plan policy Q2 states:
“Development will be supported if….adequate outdoor amenity space is provided free
from …wind/down-draught …”
10.31 This has limited weight in the decision making of this application given the status of the
Draft Local Plan as set out under Section 6 above. The cumulative condition has altered
given the introduction of 10 Leake Street within the description of development for the
purpose of the ES, and the decision on Shell. The impact from 10 Leake Street is
discussed within the officer’s report to that application (see agenda item No. 4).
10.32 Given these changes, the applicant has carried out a new wind tunnel test. This has
been done with the same methodology as in 2012 classified in accordance with the
Lawson Criteria (LC). The LC is popularly referenced as a guiding principle, with six
levels of activity, measured in the Beaufort scale for wind on land, itself with twelve force
levels from ‘Calm’ to ‘Hurricane’. It enables an assessment of the expected conditions
within and around the proposal site and thereby highlight potential for mitigation where
excesses in comfort levels are anticipated from the results modelled
10.33 The intended use of the surrounding environment is assessed against the anticipated
level of wind in that location, and whether the two are in alignment. For instance, is an
entranceway suitable for people to stand for a short time, or would that be
uncomfortable. Likewise, are areas that are anticipated for people to sit and linger,
suitable for that activity, or only for pedestrians to walk.

Figure 10: Suitability Assessment (taken from ES Chapter 14, ‘Wind’ 2012)

10.34 In the cumulative condition, were demolition at the Shell Centre site to proceed,
Elizabeth House would be exposed to south-westerly winds, albeit in the short-term. At
the ‘completed development’ stage, with both Shell and Elizabeth House the
microclimate to the thoroughfares on and immediately surrounding the proposed
development would remain suitable for their intended purpose. This aligns with the
advice given to members in their consideration of the Shell Centre scheme, and albeit of
little debate at the subsequent Inquiry was not raised as a concern in the Inspector’s
report to that Inquiry.
10.35 In some respects, there would be improvements along York Road given the additional
built development with the Shell Centre would protect the thoroughfare from the
prevailing south-westerly wind. This includes the impact to the Bus stop, yet given the
non-cumulative scenario the intended provision of an alternate bus stop to the south of
the existing is still recommended as it was in 2012. At the terrace to the South Building
there would be some windier conditions, albeit they would not affect the intended use
and would be further enhanced by the provision of planting and or canopies. This is
addressed by way of a planning condition.
(h) Water Resources and Flood Risk
10.36 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraph 10.10 of
Appendix II.
10.37 The Environment Agency has provided comments following the receipt of an update to
this part of the ES. They maintain their position from 2012, raising no objections subject
to conditions which are set out in Section 18 of this report.
(i) Crime Prevention/Counter Terrorism
10.38 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraphs 10.11-10.12
of Appendix II.
10.38 The impact of the development on crime was assessed in 2012, with the proposal being
considered to lead to a beneficial effect at the local level. This was due in part to the
many improvements to overhaul and improve the permeability within this part of

Waterloo that could be achieved by the development. Subject to conditions, the Crime
Prevention Design Officer on behalf of the Metropolitan Police raised no objections.
10.39 The officer has since advised that in the intervening period there have been changes to
secure by design and lighting standards. Consequently, amendments to the previous
conditions related to crime prevention have been suggested, and are included within the
recommendation.
(j) Noise and Vibration
10.40 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraphs 10.13 of
Appendix II.
10.41 This assessment in the 2012 ES has been updated to take account of changes in the
relevant policy framework, guidance, assessment methodologies and baseline situation.
10.42 There are no significant changes to the overall conclusions of the noise and vibration
assessment, which were considered to result in no detriment in 2012. Lambeth’s
Regulatory Noise Pollution Officer has assessed the update. As with the original
assessment no objection has been raised, subject to the imposition of conditions
provided at Section 18.
(k) Archaeology
10.44 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraphs 10.14 of
Appendix II.
10.43 This part of the Environmental Statement has been updated to include 10 Leake Street
within the boundary of the ‘site’ and wider ‘development’.
10.44 There are no material changes to the overall conclusions in respect of the Elizabeth
House part of the application. English Heritage Archaeology has raised no objection,
and has recommended the imposition of conditions as it did in 2012. These are set out
under Section 18 below.
(l) Air Quality
10.45 This part of the assessment should be read in conjunction with paragraphs 10.15 of
Appendix II.
10.46 Since 2012 there have been a few changes to policy in respect of air quality. The
Waterloo SPD anticipates consideration during demolition and construction, which has
been dealt with above. The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) states that when
deciding whether air quality is relevant to a planning application, considerations could
include whether the development would lead to:




Significant effects on traffic, such as volume, congestion, vehicle speed or
composition;
The introduction of new point sources of air pollution, such as furnaces,
centralised boilers and CHP plant; and
Exposing occupants of any new developments to existing sources of air pollutants

and areas with poor quality.
10.47 In replacing earlier guidance considered in 2012, the Sustainable Design and
Construction SPG from the GLA (2014) there is a requirement for all new development to
demonstrate that they are ‘air quality neutral’. Consequently, the applicant has updated
this part of the ES to include a ‘Air Quality Neutral Assessment’.
10.48 Overall, the impacts of the development remain as concluded in 2012. Those were that
the more sensitive receptors to air quality would be the residential accommodation,
located at thirteenth floor and up. Projected levels of nitrogen dioxide would not exceed
background concentration and would have a negligible impact upon future occupiers of
the site. The assessment of the completed development focused upon traffic-related
emissions to air. This was because such emissions are identified as the main source of
air pollution within Lambeth. Emissions from traffic associated with the completed
development would have a negligible impact. The scheme is predominately car free,
with the implementation of a travel plan that would address air quality by encouraging
occupiers towards more sustainable modes of transport.
10.49 As concluded in 2012, Officers consider the proposal to be acceptable in terms of air
quality impacts.
Conclusion on Residential Amenity and Environmental Impact
10.50 Subject to conditions, it remains the case that the potential impacts on residential
amenity have been fully considered and are otherwise acceptable. Likewise with
Environmental Impacts, and thus the development is in conformity with the development
plan.
11

Renewable Energy and Sustainability

11.1

There have been a number of changes to both regulations regarding conservation of fuel
and power (Part L of the Building Regulations ‘Conservation of fuel and power’, 2013
edition), together with corresponding changes to London Plan policy through the
publication of both the ‘Sustainable Design and Construction’ SPG and Energy Planning
Guidance (both 2014). Additionally the Council’s Local Plan, albeit of limited weight, sets
out improved targets for the development in terms of sustainability.

11.2

The London Plan requires developments to make the fullest contribution to tackling
climate change by minimising carbon dioxide emissions, adopting sustainable design
and construction measures and prioritising decentralised energy, including renewables.
The targets have changed since 2012. Policy 5.2 sets out a minimum target reduction
for carbon dioxide emissions in buildings of 35% (rather than 25% in 2012) over the
Target Emission Rates outlined in the national Building Regulations. Furthermore, the
London Plan sets out that development proposals should contribute to this by minimising
carbon dioxide emissions in accordance with the “be lean, be clean, be green” hierarchy:



Be Lean: The reduction of energy demand and CO² emissions from using less
energy, in particular by adopting sustainable and passive design and construction
measures;
Be Clean: Proposals for the reduction of energy demand and CO² emissions
through supplying energy efficiently;



Be Green: Renewable energy technologies to be incorporated.

Policy 5.7 of the London Plan seeks to increase the proportion of energy generated from
renewable sources. There is a presumption that all major development proposals will
seek to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by at least 20 per cent through the use of onsite renewable energy generation wherever feasible. This as it was in 2012.
11.3

Climate Consulting have reviewed the applicants Energy Strategy addendum on behalf
of the Council. As the scheme was designed against earlier targets, and the delay in the
planning process has been through no fault of the applicant, it is considered reasonable
in this respect to support the conclusions from 2012, which found that the development
would provide a range of renewable technologies, and which at that time exceeded the
London Plan policies. These are set out within the original report at Section 11 (see
paras 11.4 through to 11.9 particularly. Namely these involved the following:





Reduction in Carbon dioxide emissions of 31.1 per cent
Commitment towards future proofing for connection to a district wide heating
network;
Installation of a gas fired combined head and power unit (within the North Building
to provide domestic hot water load, as well as a proportion of the space heating to
the building also).
Installation of 184sqm of solar photovoltaic panels, to be installed on the south
side of the North Building.

11.4

At the time the application was first considered, Leake Street was not developed up to an
application stage. Today, with the submission of an application for 10 Leake Street (see
agenda item no.3) the potential to connect the two developments leads to further CO2
saving benefits. The exact size of the CHP unit within Elizabeth House shall be
determined through the detailed design stage, should the application be approved. This
neatly accords with both the Waterloo SPD and Local Plan policy encouragement for
new buildings to be equipped with adequate fixtures or design to allow for future
expansion of renewable technologies and integrated networks of waste and energy
management. Conditions are recommended to deal with detailed design stage, and prior
to occupation certification, of the measures proposed being demonstrated as fully
operable as anticipated.

11.5

The original recommendation dealt with the proposal achieving a Code for Sustainable
Homes level 4, and a BREEAM rating of Excellent for the office component by the
imposition of Section 106 head of terms. The applicants have submitted a Sustainability
Indicators Addendum, also reviewed by Climate Consulting on behalf of the Council.
The document sets out changes in policy since 2012. This includes the Mayor’s
‘Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (2014)’, the Waterloo SPD, REMA to the
London Plan and the Local Plan.

11.6

The addendum considers where the 2012 report does not deal with new priorities and
best practice measures expected from the Sustainable Design and Construction SPG.
This includes, for example, a requirement for where a basement is proposed, that
geological and hydrological conditions of the site and surrounding area are considered,
together with the sensitivity of adjoining buildings and uses. Whilst this wasn’t dealt with
in the original submission within this report, no objections were received to the Scheme
then or now by Thames Water or the Environment Agency who would deal with such

hydrological issues. Likewise, the same is true of not providing space for individual or
communal food growing, but that is required as possible or appropriate. The scheme is
considered unable to respond to either. Similarly, the landscaping of the scheme has
been discussed elsewhere, but there are very limited opportunities for the development
to contribute to the Mayors target to increase tree cover across London by five per cent
by 2025 for instance.
11.7

The conclusions against meeting Code for Sustainable Homes level 4 and BREEAM
Excellent, against 2010 and 2008 standards respectively, being up to date at the time the
application was originally submitted, are considered sound. Whilst the requirements to
reach these standards may have altered in the intervening period, the policy
requirements have not, anticipating CfSH level 4, and BREEAM Excellent for nondomestic uses to be reached

11.8

Currently, the site is occupied by a tired and very energy inefficient building. The
proposal would deliver a highly sustainable and energy efficient development, that would
be a public benefit in reducing carbon dioxide emission levels and making best use of
renewable technology on-site so as not to draw off the national grade. The energy
efficiency of the scheme has been maximised to meet the BREEAM, CfSH targets and
GLA energy hierarchy principles. Overall, this aspect of the development is considered
to broadly align with the policy context today, despite the passage of time bringing
forward improved targets for carbon dioxide emissions. The justification for not
achieving this is considered adequate given the exceptional circumstances in which the
application finds itself.

12

Refuse and Recycling

12.1

As has been mentioned repeatedly elsewhere within the report, the design remains
unchanged since 2012. The provision of refuse and recycling across the development is
as it was reported in 2012 also. That was, 37.22 tonnes of waster per week were
projected to be produced by the development, with provision made for both commercial
and residential storage, separation and collection (see para 12.2 to 12.9). Streetcare
officers reviewed the submitted waste strategy raising no objection subject to condition.
These conditions remain unchanged within the recommendation. Yet, there have been
updates to the policy context on this issue.

12.2

The Waste and Recycling storage and collection requirements – Technical specification
for Architects and Developers October 2013 sets out the requirement for Major
Developments to submit a Waste Management Plan as part of the application. A waste
strategy was submitted in 2012 and is considered to address this requirement.

12.3

The Waste Strategy considered a number of options for movement of waste including:




Waste Chutes;
Vacuum driven waste ducts; and
Manual transport using goods lift.

The first two were discounted, given the nature of the development. The most
appropriate method of waste transfer between occupants and the centralised collection
points is manual transfer by building maintenance and cleaning staff. Three compactors
would serve the entire development and be accessible from both north and south

buildings. Two would be reserved for the disposal of general waste, and one for comingled recyclables. Whilst the 2013 guide notes that from January 2015 anyone
collecting waste must collect glass, paper, plastic and metals separately – but where
comingled done so in accordance with strict guidelines which are themselves in
development. Consideration is given to the varied needs across the commercial uses,
from office to retail and restaurants. Similarly, the need for bulky storage for residential
occupiers was also identified. These accord with the expectations in the 2013 guidance.
Further, the provisions proposed allow for credits to be made against the BREEAM rating
to achieve ‘Excellent’, albeit the overall storage requirements have increased under the
2013 guide. It is important to note however that no objection to the scheme has been
raised under the 2014 consultation. Furthermore, and as was intended by the 2012, final
details of the storage provision and management shall be dealt with by condition.
However, as an update since 2012, the condition will require that as far as possible the
2013 guide be adhered to. In this instance, the proposal is considered to remain
acceptable and in broad alignment with the policy context in respect of waste and
recycling provision.
13

S106 and CIL

13.1

The development application, if approved and implemented, would be liable to pay the
Lambeth Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
The Lambeth CIL contribution is
estimated, on the basis of information supplied with the planning application to be
£12,853,651.50. Expenditure of the majority of a future CIL receipt will be put towards
Borough infrastructure needs contained in the published CIL Regulation 123 List, which
defines what CIL may be spent on. Twenty five per cent of any receipt, will be applied
towards local neighbourhood spend, in the Waterloo Cooperative Local Investment Plan
(CLIP) area which the development is located in. Local neighbour expenditure may be
spent on infrastructure in line with the CIL Regulation List, or anything else that is
concerned with addressing the demands that the development places on an area.

13.2

CIL expenditure allocation is not a matter required to be considered in determining
planning applications. Separate governance arrangements are being put in place for
Borough Infrastructure needs, and locally through the Cooperative Local Investment Plan
initiative

13.3

The London Mayors CIL would also be applicable, the estimated contribution would be
£3,000.000.00.

13.4

Lambeth Cabinet on 10 November 2014 agreed in accordance with Regulations 73A,
73B, and 74 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations that it would publish and
inform developers that the Council, at its discretion, would consider accepting
infrastructure payments as part of any CIL liability. CIL infrastructure payments are
direct infrastructure provision or works by a developer that address infrastructure
projects or types of infrastructure, that the Council has published in its CIL Regulation
123 List. The list effectively defining where CIL may be spent, and where by default
Section 106 planning obligations should be sought.

13.5

Lambeth Cabinet also gave the Strategic Director of Delivery delegated authority, in
consultation with the relevant Cabinet Member, to consider to accept infrastructure
payments as full or part payment of CIL Liability.

13.6

The CIL Regulation List includes under Public Realm Improvements: “The provision,
improvement, replacement, operation or maintenance of specific public realm projects in
Town Centre or area based public realm streetscape schemes/programmes…” Two
elements of public realm associated with the planning application have been identified by
Officers as falling into an area based approach to public realm schemes in Waterloo, and
are shown in Table 5 below:

Infrastructure Public Realm Estimated cost
Works
Waterloo
International £1,113,000
Terminal interface
Leake Street
£650,000
Table 5: Area based public realm schemes

13.7

If the current planning application for Elizabeth House was approved, the Strategic
Director of Delivery has the authority to accept the above infrastructure payments to be
met from the overall liability of £12,853,651. The confirmed value of the works and time
line for delivery would need be concluded in a separate infrastructure agreement, agreed
to prior to commencement or implementation of the Elizabeth House development

13.8

The following table sets out the changes due to the passage of time between what was
to be secured by the original recommendation as S106 obligation, and what can now be
secured with an improved viability, mindful of the development now being CIL liable and
the allowance for Infrastructure payments as discussed above.

Head of Term

2012 PAC
resolution

Proposed CIL/S106
package 2014

Officer comment

Children and Young
Persons contribution
Community Facilities
Contribution
Education
Contribution
Open
Space
Contribution
Travel Plan

£32,452.00

Covered by CIL

n/a

£542,445.00

Covered by CIL

n/a

£459,423.00

Covered by CIL

n/a

£19,680.00

Covered by CIL

n/a

£1000.00

Local
Labour
in
Construction
General Employment
and
Training
Contribution
Subway Connectivity
Contribution

None

£1000
S106 n/a
payment
£1,029,592.33 S106 n/a
Payment
£1,822,031.00
n/a
S106 payment

Bus Stop Contribution

£600,000.00

Nil (calculated post £250,000.00
PAC
resolution
following Network
Rail/TfL request)
£10,000.00
£10,000.00
payment

n/a

S106 Stage
2
GLA
request in 2012

Cycle Hire Docking £205,000.00
Station Contribution
Legible
London £20,000.00
Signage Contribution
Milk Passage
£100,000.00
Tree Contribution

£150,000.00

WIT interface works

£940,000.00

Waterloo
Station
Access Works
Victory Arch Square
York Road
Leake Street

£5,500,000.00

Victory Arch

£580,00.00

£3,516,000.00
£930,000.00
£610,000.00

Payment
in
lieu None
towards
Affordable
Housing
Monitoring Fee
£100,000.00

£205,000.00 S106
payment
£20.000.00
S106
payment
£100,000.00 S106
payment
£150,000.00 S106
payment
Works
in
kind
covered by CIL
(Value:
£1,113,000.00)
£5,500,000.00

As above

£179,381.00

5% of total S106
monies
(separate
monitoring fee within
CIL
payment
is
already accounted
for)

As above
n/a
n/a
Infrastructure
payment

Payment to Network
Rail
£3,579,000.00
Works in kind
£1,028,000.00
Works in Kind
Works
in
kind Infrastructure
covered by CIL
payment
(Value:£650,000.00)
£633,000.00
Works in kind or to
be payment to NR.
£947,299.00 S106 n/a
payment

Table 6: Breakdown of S106 and CIL contributions

13.9

The development would deliver the following s106 obligations:
Affordable Housing
· The developer shall secure the provision of 12 one-bed intermediate units on the
application site with affordable service costs;
· The developer shall secure the provision of 23 affordable rent units (one, two and three
beds) on land at 10 Leake Street with affordable service costs;
· Prior to occupation of any Open Market housing unit the developer/landowner to make
a payment in lieu contribution of £947,299.00.
· Not more than 50% of the open market housing units on the application site shall be
occupied until 23 affordable rent units on 10 Leake Street have been completed and the
developer has entered into and exchanged an agreement for sale or an agreement for
lease (with a leasehold interest of not less than 125 years) of the 23 affordable rent units
on 10 Leake Street, with a registered provider of social housing, being one of the

Council’s preferred partners;
· A review of the scheme GDV generated by the entire development (including both the
commercial and residential component) on the sale of the 91st unit (equal to 70% of
units), should demolition or other commencement of works not commence within 18
months starting from the date of the permission, to provide a financial contribution of up
to an agreed cap [Members are advised that the final figure will be reported by way of
published addendum], which is calculated to be the financial sum that is equivalent to the
additional affordable housing required to allow the 40% policy target, with 70:30 tenure
split, to be achieved.
Transport and Highways
· Submission of full Travel Plan for the development as a whole together with a
contribution of £1,000.00
· Highways and/or public realm improvements to York Road, estimated at £988,000.00.
· Highways and/or public realm improvements to Victory Arch Square, including Cab
Road and Mepham Street, estimated at £3,579,000.00
· Payment by the landowner/developer of £150,000.00 towards the provision of trees on
York Road and associated servicing works.
· Payment by the landowner/developer of £100,000.00 towards works to Milk Passage
· Payment by the landowner/developer to TfL of £10,000.00 as a bus stop contribution
·Payment by the landowner/developer to TfL of £205,000.00 as a cycle hire docking
station contribution
·Payment by the landowner/developer to TfL of £20,000.00 as a legible London signage
contribution
· Payment and/or works of £250,000.000 towards Subway connectivity contribution
·Payment and/or works by the landowner/developer to Network Rail for the provision of
the following works (total contribution of up to £5,500,000.00):
· Prior to the removal of the existing high-level pedestrian walkway, works shall be
carried out to the Victory Arch entrance to alleviate pressure from additional
passenger numbers. This work will include removal of the lift and stairs to the
IMAX tunnel with decking over subject to agreement by IMAX and Network Rail;
· Removal of the pedestrian walkway and making good to the station following its
removal; “re-provision of entrance to the station following the removal of the
footbridge
· The provision of a connection between Victory Arch Square level and the main
station concourse. If an internal solution cannot be achieved the works are to be

provided externally.
· The re-facing of the west façade of Victory Arch at an estimated cost of £633,000.00.
· Developer/Landowner to pay to the Council all under spent Section 278 works against
the minimum estimates to be spent on other works in the vicinity of the site.
· No business or residential parking permits.
· Car club membership for a period of 5 years and the provision of 2 spaces on-site in
perpetuity.
· Pedestrian management plan
· Delivery and servicing management plan
· Waterloo Maintenance group
· A maximum of 29 spaces should be allocated to the residential units and a maximum of
44 spaces allocated for the office accommodation.
· There should be no sub-leasing of the parking spaces within the development.
· The allocation of the parking spaces for the office accommodation shall be based on
the number of employees the company employs.
· A parking management plan is required.
Architect, Open space, Public Art, Play space and Biodiversity
· Retention of David Chipperfield Architects Ltd as architect to construction of North and
South building or alternative architectural firm as to be advised in writing.
· Retention of landscape Architects West 8 or alternative landscape architectural firm as
to be advised in writing
· Best endeavours to be demonstrated towards achieving ‘Secure by Design’
certification.
· Temporary interface with WIT open space strategy
· Site hoarding strategy
· Public art strategy for the site
· WIT/Elizabeth House design and planning group
· Estate management plan to be submitted to contain details of:
· 24/7 unrestricted public access through site;
· cleaning and maintenance plan; and

· security management plan.
Accessibility
· All residential units to be built to Lifetime Home Standards
· At least 10% of units provided shall be wheelchair accessible standard.
Construction and Employment
· Payment by the landowner/developer of a general employment training
Contribution of £1,822,031.33
· Payment by the landowner/developer of a Local Labour in Construction Contribution of
£1, 029,592.33
· Onsite operatives to include 15% as local labour and 10% as local apprentices during
the course of construction and placed through liaison by a named individual from the
developer with Lambeth Working
·Employment strategy for completed development to include provision of at least twenty
per cent of all retail, building maintenance, facility management and security employment
to be available for local residents through the Councils nominated brokerage service
(Lambeth Working)
·Early notification of all entry level jobs through the lifetime of the development to the
Council’s nominated brokerage service (Lambeth Working)
· Skills and Employment plan
· Considerate Contractor Scheme – the applicant to carry out all works in keeping with
the National Considerate Contractor Scheme
· Community working group
· Waterloo Construction Co-ordination strategy
· Undertaking of an interference study in relation to TV and radio reception
Energy and Sustainability
· Safeguarding for provision for connection to a decentralised energy system.
Other
· Ground floor gallery/retail and public use strategy including details of public access
throughout the day, being a minimum between 07:00 to 20:00 hours. The strategy
should see the involvement of local stakeholders, together with a program for a (rolling)
exhibition selection.

· Terrorism Protection Statement
· Monitoring Cost of £179,381.00
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Public Benefits that flow from the proposed development

14.1

Since 2012, the publication of the NPPG has provided a definition of ‘public benefit’
given its reference within the NPPF. It is explained that:
“public benefits may follow from many developments and could be anything that delivers
economic, social or environmental progress as described in the National Planning Policy
Framework. Public benefits should flow from the proposed development. They should
be of a nature of scale to be of benefit to the public at large and should 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.
Public benefits may include heritage benefits”.

14.2

Given the definition provided, it is appropriate to consider the public benefits that would
flow from this development and which deliver economic, social or environmental
progress. The rest of this section shall consider each in turn
Economic benefits

14.3

Whilst the development proposed is employment led, it is evident that in contributing to
the Waterloo Opportunity Area’s development potential, the significant increase in
employment floor space and the resulting creation of new jobs, both during construction
and the lifetime of the development, can not be concluded as other than substantial
planning benefits. They are exceptional. It would see a reversal in trend to this part of
London’s South Bank, that has fallen behind other areas of the wider South Bank where
employment opportunities’ and contributions to London’s strategic priority and function
as a World City has been frustrated.

14.4

The opportunities for local residents are far reaching given the range of construction and
development life jobs that would be directly available through the Council’s job brokerage
scheme: Lambeth Working. This would directly deliver economic progress. Therefore,
an additional public benefit is considered to flow from the creation of jobs, given the
secured allocation for local residents in addition to the overall jobs that would be
generated. This is further improved by the ‘knock-on’ impact of new residential
development, whereby an additional 55 jobs would directly flow from the 142 residential
units (not to mention the additional 23 off-site associated affordable units that would also
generate additional off-site jobs). These are considered to be of benefit to the public at
large.

14.5

As set out under the socio-economic Section above, the additional local spend in the
area will have a resulting benefit to local business. Not only will there be an absolute
minimum spend of £8.9 million on lunch from new office workers, further spending
comes from the new residential occupiers also.

14.6

The S106 would also deliver economic benefits that flow from the development and
would enhance local labour opportunities.
Together with a combined financial

contribution of £2,851,623.00 for local labour in construction and general employment
and training, a minimum provision of on-site operative local labour and local
apprenticeships of fifteen and ten per cent respectively would be secured. An
employment and skills plan would also secure opportunities for local business to
understand the procurement process and individual business needs of the developer, to
be best placed to secure on going contracts through the lifetime of the development. All
of this amounts to public benefits that are considered to be of a scale to be of benefit to
the public at large.
14.7

The NPPF also considers economic progress to relate to the provision of infrastructure
and the facilitation of growth. The public realm works, and how they complement
Waterloo Station are also exceptional. In short, the existing building is a blight on the
‘townscape’. It acts as a buffer to permeability within and around the station, and
Waterloo as a whole. The public realm works set out above under Section 8, flow
directly, and only from, the development. They would open up opportunities to create
new routes through to Lower Marsh, building on wider regenerative prospects for the
wider Waterloo Area. They complement the intended works to address capacity
constraints of Waterloo Station itself, the busiest station in the Country. Simply, this is a
once in a lifetime opportunity.

14.8

The new Victory Arch Square would provide an entirely new and improved, welcoming
and fully accessible approach to Waterloo, between the station and the South Bank. As
well as improving the legibility of this part of Waterloo, it would overhaul the permeability.
In revealing Victory Arch (see environmental benefits below), it would secure the
opportunity to offer step free access into Waterloo Station through a new entrance,
relieving pressure on the existing ‘Victory Arch’ stepped entrance. The footprint and
position of the proposed buildings allows the east elevation to open up towards the WIT,
and bring back West Road into the public realm, pedestrianising it and creating a sense
of place to this quarter of Waterloo. Improved access in and around the site and the WIT
and the South Bank is further enhanced by the provision of the new Central Square.
Indeed, access and use of the WIT is unlocked by the proposal leading directly to its
front door, and providing a level access across the public realm being established in the
Elizabeth House development. It opens up the development opportunity to that part of
the wider Waterloo Station. This allows for alternate routes away from the station,
further to the south out of the station, and on towards Westminster and the home of
Government. Similarly the S106 contributions allow for improvements to the subway
connectivity with the IMAX, again addressing the regenerative objectives for the area to
improve permeability and overcome the inherent mischief in land levels across the
forecourt to Waterloo as it fronts York Road.

14.9

In combination, these interventions amount to substantial public benefits that would flow
from the development and fulfil the economic role required of sustainable development.
Social

14.10 The social benefits of the development flow from the residential component of the
scheme. Whilst being a employment led development, the agglomeration of uses with
the provision of housing on top not only delivers a mixed use scheme, but contributes
additional benefits as set out under ‘economic’ above. The 142 residential units address
the housing targets for the Waterloo Opportunity Area. This helps Lambeth contribute to
the strategic function of the Central Activities Zone, providing a variety of housing to

meet both local and London wide needs.
14.11 In an area with a major transport hub, which includes the potential to realise additional
development potential at the Station by the redevelopment of the site, intensification of
the use of the site with housing engages fully with the development plan. It is a public
benefit of a social scale that would benefit the public at large.
14.12 The housing component includes the provision of twenty five per cent affordable housing
units, together with an additional payment in lieu of £947,299.00 that could secure a
number of additional units. Members are advised that Officers are awaiting further advice
from BNP Paribas regarding the issue, and further details will be provided by way of the
published addendum.
14.13 Again, these are public benefits that directly flow from the development and for the public
at large in addressing not just a housing need, but an affordable housing need. The
proximity of the ‘off-site’ component is such that it contributes to creating a mixed and
balanced community within this part of Waterloo. The review mechanism, were it
triggered, could potentially secure an additional monetary figure to be put towards
additional housing. Members are advised that further details of this figure will be
provided by way of the published addendum. These are additional benefits that flow from
the development and which are of a scale that would benefit the public at large
contributing further to the Boroughs and London’s housing needs.
Environmental (including heritage benefits)
14.14 The environmental benefits of the scheme flow from a number of different areas of the
development.
14.15 Firstly, the works to Victory Arch, in revealing the flank elevation will not only achieve
economic benefits in improving the permeability between the site, Waterloo Station and
the South Bank, but a full appreciation of the significance of Grade II listed Victory Arch.
Consequently, it is concluded that this would result in a public benefit flowing from the
scheme, and would only be capable of doing so by the proposal before the decision
maker given the existing relationship of the arch as it is attached to Elizabeth House.
14.16 The design of the development also delivers public benefits. As discussed in Section 8
the proposal responds to the immediate context, of both the South Bank Conservation
Area as well as marking the edge of Lambeth’s part of the Central Activity Zone through
additional ‘modern’ backdrop development to surrounding conservation areas. In so
doing, it provides the ‘front door’ to Waterloo.
14.17 The provision of active frontage around the site is also a public benefit the flows from the
development, engaging with the immediate environ and supporting the building of a
sense of place to this part of Waterloo. In contrast to the existing building which only
acts as a barrier to movement in and around Waterloo, the proposal will ensure that the
pedestrian experience will be a pleasurable one. There will be landscaping between the
site and WIT, buffered away from York Road by the North and South Building to allow for
a new dwell space within Waterloo, and that would be likely used by any office workers
during lunchtime hours.
14.18 Other public benefits of the scheme relate to the sustainability aspects that would flow

from the development. These include carbon emission reductions, but also the provision
for connection to a decentralised energy system. This responds directly with the policy
objectives for Waterloo as set out within PN1 and the WASPD. The sustainability
credentials of the scheme would far outweigh the currently inefficient, tired and outdated
building that occupies part of the site today. To the contrary, the development would
optimise the potential of the site whilst sensitive to its surroundings and ensuring that
long term aspirations for Waterloo can flow from it for the public at large.
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Procedural Matters

15.1

In putting forward this recommendation, officers have taken into account the
Environmental Statement submitted under the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. Officers are satisfied that the
environmental information as a whole meets the requirements of these regulations and
that sufficient information has been provided to enable assessment of the environmental
impact of the application.

15.2

The application is referable to the Mayor under the provisions of the Town and Country
Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. The application has been referred to the Mayor
at ‘Stage 1’ under the 2014 consultation. Stage 1 and 2 responses were provided in
2012, with the Stage 2 response provided in Appendix IV. Before Lambeth can issue a
decision on this application it will need to refer the application again to the Mayor at
Stage 2; at which point the Mayor will have the opportunity to elect to become
determining authority, direct refusal, or allow Lambeth to proceed and issue the decision
in line with its resolution.

15.3

Given English Heritage’s objection, if Lambeth are minded to approve the scheme it will
first need to refer the application to the Secretary of State under the provisions of the
Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009 – the development
being ‘World Heritage Site Development’ as defined in that Direction. The SoS will
thereafter have the ability to call the application in for determination, if he so wishes.

16

Conclusion

16.1

The proposal results in redevelopment of the site for office led mixed-use purposes,
providing 88,649 sqm of new high quality office accommodation (uplift of 45,966sqm)
and 142 new homes, with a further 23 affordable rent units secured off-site at 10 Leake
Street. Further, the proposal would deliver 8,670 new office (B1a) jobs, together with an
additional 620 non-office associated jobs. There would be a total of 6,810 additional jobs
above the existing 2,480. This does not include a further 460 equivalent full time
construction jobs that would be achieved throughout the construction period. This clearly
accords with the land use strategies of the London Plan, the Core Strategy, UDP and the
Waterloo Area SPD.

16.2

With regards to conservation/heritage matters, the report has provided an expanded
Officer assessment over than contained within the original PAC report. Members have
been made aware that designated heritage assets are subject to specific policies that
require great weight to be given to their consideration in all decisions, and clear and
convincing justification for any harm to significance, however slight and whether through
direct physical impact or by change to the setting.

16.3

In having special regard to the significance of the numerous heritage assets, both
individually and cumulatively, Officers conclude that less than substantial harm would be
the resultant impact of the development on those heritage assets. In view of the less
than substantial harm, and following the tests set out in the NPPF, Officers are of the
view that the many and substantial public benefits which flow from the development
outweigh the resultant less than substantial harm identified.

16.4

The wider Economic, Social and Environmental public benefits of the development and
the physical and economic regeneration benefits are considered an important aspect in
the recommendation for approval and are discussed in significant detail throughout the
officer assessment The development would represent a once in a lifetime opportunity to
radically improve the state of the public realm in and around Waterloo, and unlock a long
recognised impenetrable environment provided by the existing building. Officers
envisage that this would act as a catalyst that would unlock the significant development
potential of the area and pave the way for additional schemes that will start to realise the
objectives of the Waterloo Opportunity Area Planning Framework.

16.5

The development would provide a high quality residential environment for all future
occupiers and would contribute significantly to meeting Lambeth’s and London’s housing
targets, All of the new dwellings have been designed to meet the Mayor’s London
Housing Design Guide and the Council’s SPD (Housing Development and House
Conversions) in terms of size and layout.

16.6

The proposal would deliver 35 affordable dwellings, comprising of 12 on-site
intermediate units and 23 off-site affordable rent units on the adjoining 10 Leake St site.
Officers consider that the proposal would result in the provision of high quality, affordable
housing that would meet locally assessed housing need.

16.7

The provision of a tall building on the site, within the context of strategic and local views
is considered acceptable by officers and sits within the policy requirements and design
aspirations of the Waterloo OAPF and Waterloo Area SPD. The use of high quality
materials and the creation of a significant area of public realm around the two buildings
would provide a suitable and positive edge to York Road and the WIT interface.

16.8

Although there are identified breaches of the BRE guidelines in terms of daylight when
the development is cumulatively assessed with the approved Shell Centre scheme,
Officers consider that the harm would not be of such significance to warrant refusal of
the application given the site context and the earlier findings of the Shell Centre decision

16.9

All reasonable reductions in total carbon dioxide emissions from the development would
be achieved within the framework of the Mayor’s energy hierarchy to satisfy the
Development Plan policy requirements. In addition, the development has been designed
in conjunction with advice offered by the Metropolitan Police’s Design Officer so as to
minimise the opportunity for crime as far as is practicable.

16.10 The development would be liable for the Community Infrastructure Levy and subject to a
comprehensive range of S106 obligations that would reasonably mitigate the otherwise
unacceptable impacts of the development upon local infrastructure. The Lambeth CIL
contribution is estimated, on the basis of information supplied with the planning
application to be £12,853,651.50.

16.11 Officers consider that the development would be in general compliance with the
Development Plan for the Borough and there are no material considerations of sufficient
weight that would dictate that the application should otherwise be refused. Officers are
therefore recommending approval of the scheme, subject to conditions and completion of
a Section 106 agreement in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development conferred upon Local Planning Authorities by the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
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17.1

Recommendation
Resolve to grant conditional planning permission and conservation area consent, subject
to the completion of a S106 Legal Agreement, and to any direction that may be received
following referral to the Mayor of London and the Secretary of State.
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1

Conditions
The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of five years beginning from the date of this decision notice.
Reason: To comply with Section 91(1) (a) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
plans listed in this decision notice, other than where those details are altered pursuant to
the requirements of the conditions of this planning permission.
Reason: Otherwise than as set out in the decision and conditions, it is necessary that the
development be carried out in accordance with the approved plans for the avoidance of
doubt and in the interests of proper planning

3

Prior to the commencement of works (with the exception of demolition) to submit for
written approval by the Local Planning Authority a construction sequencing plan for the
two main buildings and the pavilion buildings.
Reason: To ensure that the development sequencing and provision of detailed design
information occurs in a satisfactory order.

4

Design
Notwithstanding the details shown on the drawings hereby approved, full particulars of
the following shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in
writing prior to commencement of development (other than demolition) unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not be carried
out otherwise than in accordance with the details thus approved.
a. Mock up panels of typical elevation bays;
b. A sample board for all external materials;
c. Façade design and detailing at 1:20 and 1:5 scale to include details of the precast
concrete, reveal depth, glass, solar glare mitigation, mullion, transom and their
supporting structure, opening windows (or equivalent), the integration of the façade
cleaning rails and any external louvres, illustrating the different conditions over the
building;
d. Location and dimension details of all external pillars;
e. Details of building soffits;
f. Full ground and first floor detailed elevations of the buildings and retail pavilion

including details of entrance doors, canopies, fire escapes and service doors;
g. Details of basement ventilation strategy.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory and does
not detract from the character and visual amenity of the area along with setting of the
adjoining conservation and listed buildings in accordance with Policies 31, 33, 40, 45 and
47 of the Saved Unitary Development Plan along with Policy S9 of the Core Strategy.
5

Notwithstanding the details shown on the drawings hereby approved, full particulars of
the following shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in
writing prior to commencement of all works above ground unless otherwise agreed in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not be carried out
otherwise than in accordance with the details thus approved.
a. Finishing details to all external pillars
b. Details of louvers, PV panels, façade cleaning equipment, plant and machinery and
other excrescences at roof level
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory and does
not detract from the character and visual amenity of the area along with setting of the
adjoining conservation and listed buildings in accordance with Policies 31, 33, 40, 45 and
47 of the Saved Unitary Development Plan along with Policy S9 of the Core Strategy.

6

A detailed signage/advertisement strategy shall be submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority prior to commencement of all works above ground. All
signage/advertisement to be affixed to the building shall be in accordance with the
approved strategy unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the appearance of the development is satisfactory and does not
detract from the character and visual amenity of the area (Policies 33 and 37 of the
Saved Unitary Development Plan and Policy S9 of the Core Strategy).

7

Prior to the commencement of any relevant works, full details of a lighting strategy for
any lighting to be affixed to the building shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The approved lighting shall be installed before the
development is first occupied, or in accordance with an agreed implementation strategy,
and retained thereafter for the duration of the development in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason: To ensure that satisfactory attention is given to detailed design, to security and
community safety and to providing acceptable living environments for future residents of
the development (Policy 7, 32 and 33 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and
Policies S2, S9 and PN1 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

8

No plumbing or pipes, other than rainwater pipes, shall be fixed to the external faces of
buildings.
Reason: To ensure an appropriate standard of design (Policy 33 Lambeth’s Unitary
Development Plan and Policy S9 and PN1 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

9

A landscaping scheme, including hard and soft landscaping, street furniture and lighting,

illustrated on detailed drawings shall be submitted to and approved by the Local
Planning Authority, in writing, prior to completion to shell and core. Soft landscaping
details to include the planting of trees and shrubs showing species, type of stock,
numbers of trees and shrubs to be included and showing areas to be grass seeded or
turfed, planter profiles; all hard landscaping including all ground surfaces, seating,
lighting of all external public areas, refuse disposal points, designated smoking areas,
secure and covered cycle stands, bus stands and other structures, railway/basement
ventilation, vehicle crossovers/access points, any ramps or stairs plus wheel chair
access together with finished ground levels and site wide topographical levels; all
landscaping in accordance with the scheme, when approved, shall be carried out in
accordance with a timescale to be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority,
and shall be maintained to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority for a period
of ten years, such maintenance to include the replacement of any plants/trees that die, or
are severely damaged, seriously diseased, or removed, upkeep of ground surfaces and
hard landscaping features as well as cleaning schedule to include removal of
graffiti/chewing gum.
Reason: To provide a high environmental standard in the interest of the site and wider
area (Policies 31, 33, 39 of the Saved Unitary Development Plan and Policy S9 of the
Core Strategy).

10

Environmental Mitigation
Before any demolition commences full details of the proposed demolition methodology,
in the form of a Method of Demolition Statement, shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Method of Demolition Statement shall
include details regarding: consultation with neighbours regarding the timing and
coordination of works; the notification of neighbours with regard to specific works;
advance notification of road closures; details regarding parking, deliveries, and storage;
details regarding dust mitigation; details of measures to prevent the deposit of mud and
debris on the public highway; and other measures to mitigate the impact of demolition
upon the amenity of the area and the function and safety of the highway network.
Demolition shall not begin until provision has been made to accommodate all site
operatives', visitors' and vehicles loading, off-loading, parking and turning within the site
or otherwise during the demolition period in accordance with the approved details. The
details of the approved Method of Demolition Statement must be implemented and
complied with for the duration of the demolition process.
Reason: To minimise danger and inconvenience to highway users. (Policy 9 of the
Saved Unitary Development Plan and Policy S4 of the Core Strategy)

11

The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced (other than demolition) until
a detailed Design and Method Statement for all of the foundations, basement and ground
floor structures, or for any other structures below ground level, including piling
(temporary and permanent), has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority with prior consultation with London Underground.
a) provide details on all structures referred to above to be used in the construction of the
development;
b) demonstrate how the development works would accommodate the location of the
existing London Underground structures and tunnels;
c) demonstrate how the development works would accommodate ground movement

arising from the construction thereof; and
d) set out the proposed mitigation for the effects of noise and vibration arising from the
adjoining operations within the structures and tunnels.
Thereafter all structures and works shall be implemented in accordance with the Design
and Method Statement hereby approved. set out in the approved Design and Method
Statement shall be completed, in their entirety, as part of the relevant part of the
development and before any part of the building hereby permitted is occupied.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not impact on existing London
Underground transport infrastructure, in accordance with London Plan Policy 3C.4.
12

Before any development commences (other than demolition) full details of the proposed
construction methodology, in the form of a Method of Construction Statement, shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Method of
Construction Statement shall include details regarding: consultation with neighbours
regarding the timing and coordination of works; the notification of neighbours with regard
to specific works; advance notification of road closures; details regarding parking,
deliveries, and storage; details regarding dust mitigation; details of measures to prevent
the deposit of mud and debris on the public highway; and other measures to mitigate the
impact of construction upon the amenity of the area and the function and safety of the
highway network. The development shall not begin until provision has been made to
accommodate all site operatives', visitors' and construction vehicles loading, off-loading,
parking and turning within the site or otherwise during the construction period in
accordance with the approved details. The details of the approved Method of
Construction Statement must be implemented and complied with for the duration of the
construction process.
Reason: To minimise danger and inconvenience to highway users. (Policy 9 of the
Saved Unitary Development Plan and Policy S4 of the Core Strategy)

13

The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced (other than demolition) until
a detailed Design and Method Statement for all of the foundations, basement and ground
floor structures, or for any other structures below ground level, including piling
(temporary and permanent), has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority with prior consultation with London Underground.
a) provide details on all structures referred to above to be used in the construction of the
development;
b) demonstrate how the development works would accommodate the location of the
existing London Underground structures and tunnels;
c) demonstrate how the development works would accommodate ground movement
arising from the construction thereof; and
d) set out the proposed mitigation for the effects of noise and vibration arising from the
adjoining operations within the structures and tunnels.
Thereafter all structures and works shall be implemented in accordance with the Design
and Method Statement hereby approved. set out in the approved Design and Method
Statement shall be completed, in their entirety, as part of the relevant part of the
development and before any part of the building hereby permitted is occupied.

Reason: To ensure that the development does not impact on existing London
Underground transport infrastructure, in accordance with London Plan Policy 3C.4.

14

Residential Amenity
Prior to commencement of building works above ground, full details of sound insulation
for the residential units which shall show how the building has been designed to meet the
following standards, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority:
a) for living rooms, 35 dB(A) LAeq 16 hour between 0700 and 2300 hours;
b) for bedrooms, 30 dB(A) LAeq 8 hour between 2300 and 0700 hours; and
c) 45 dB(A) max for any individual noise event (measured with F time weighting)
between 2300 and 0700 hrs
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that no nuisance or disturbance is caused to the detriment of the
amenities of future occupiers (Policy S2 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

15

There shall be no amplified sound, speech or music used in connection with the
commercial premises hereby approved which is audible above background noise levels
when measured outside the nearest residential property.
Reason: To safeguard the amenities of future residential occupiers and the surrounding
area (Policies 7 and 29 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policy S2 of
Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

16

Prior to commencement of all works above ground, a strategy for the location of building
services shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that no nuisance or disturbance is caused to the detriment of the
amenities of future residential occupiers or of the area generally (Policy 7 and 29 of
Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policy S2 and PN1 of Lambeth’s Core
Strategy).

17

Prior to commencement of relevant works, full details of internal and external plant
equipment and trunking, including building services plant, ventilation and filtration
equipment and commercial kitchen exhaust ducting / ventilation to terminate at roof level,
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. All flues,
ducting and other equipment shall be installed in accordance with the approved details
prior to the use commencing on site and shall thereafter be maintained in accordance
with the manufacturers’ instructions.
Reason: To ensure that no nuisance or disturbance is caused to the detriment of the
amenities of future residential occupiers or of the area generally (Policy 7 and 29 of
Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policy S2 and PN1 of Lambeth’s Core
Strategy).

18

Noise from any mechanical equipment or building services plant shall not exceed the
background noise level when measured outside the window of the nearest noise
sensitive or residential premises, when measured as a L90 dB(A) 1 hour.

Reason: To protect the amenities of future residential occupiers and the surrounding
area (Policies 7 and 29 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policy S2 of
Lambeth’s Core strategy).

19

Public Safety
Prior to commencement of all works above ground, a crime prevention strategy shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with
the Police. The strategy shall demonstrate how the development meets 'Secured by
Design' standards and shall include full detailed specifications of the following:
1.) Secured by Design physical protection measures to be incorporated in both the
commercial and residential units.
2.) The internal walls separating the commercial units incorporate a steel mesh layer to
prevent easy access via the neighbouring property.
3.) External & Courtyard communal lighting be to BS 5489
4.) Full audio-visual access control measures are incorporated to all units.
5.) Monitored Alarm facilities should be provided to the commercial units.
6.) CCTV is recommended at the entrance and around the exterior of the site
7.) Plant rooms to be lockable with robust security rated doors
8.) Bin stores to be lockable
9.) Cycle stores to be lockable
10.) Security rated doors and windows for each unit
11.) Good lighting to achieve a minimum of 0.25 uniformity
Reason: To ensure that satisfactory attention is given to security and community safety
(Policy 32 of the Saved Unitary Development Plan).

20

Prior to use of the development commencing an Evacuation Plan for safe access from
the basement levels of the development to an upper level and a detailed flood warning
system is submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be operated in accordance with the plan thereafter.
Reason: To reduce the risk to people using the basement levels in case of flooding due
to breach or overtopping of the Thames tidal flood defences (Policy S6 of Lambeth’s
Core Strategy).

21

Water, Drainage and Waste
No development (other than demolition) shall commence on site until such time as
impact studies pertaining to the existing water supply infrastructure have been submitted
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The studies should determine
the magnitude of any new additional capacity required in the system, a suitable
connection point and measures for overcoming impact on the water supply infrastructure.
The development shall be implemented in accordance with details approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the water supply infrastructure has sufficient capacity to cope
with additional demand generated by the development (Policies S2 and PN1 of
Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

22

Development shall not commence (other than demolition) until a drainage strategy,
detailing any on and/ or off-site drainage works, has been submitted to and approved in

writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the sewerage undertaker
(Thames Water). The development shall thereafter be constructed in accordance with
the approved details. No discharge of foul or surface water from the site shall be
accepted into the public system until the drainage works referred to in the strategy have
been completed.
Reason: To ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to cope with the
new development; and in order to avoid adverse environmental impact upon the
community (Policy S6 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).
23

The development hereby permitted shall only be operated in accordance with a Waste
Management Strategy to be submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority prior to the use of the development commencing.
Reason: To ensure that adequate provision is made for the storage of refuse and the
provision of recycling facilities on the site and in the interests of the amenities of the
area. (Policies 9 and 33 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policies S8 and S9
of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

24

The development permitted by this planning permission shall only be carried out in
accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) by Waterman Transport
and Development Ltd (dated April 2012) and the following mitigation measures detailed
within the FRA:
• Provision of on site surface water runoff attenuation of 495 cubic meters
• Finished floor levels are set no lower than 4.11m above Ordnance Datum
(AOD)
The mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and subsequently
in accordance with the timing/phasing arrangements embodied within the scheme, or
within any other period as may subsequently be agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning
Authority.
Reasons: To prevent flooding by ensuring the satisfactory storage of/disposal of surface
water from the site; to reduce the risk of flooding to the proposed development and future
occupants. To ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to cope with the new
development; and in order to avoid adverse environmental impact upon the community
(Policy S6 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

25

Prior to the commencement of development approved by this planning permission (or
such other date or stage in development as may be agreed in writing with the Local
Planning Authority), the following components of a scheme to deal with the risks
associated with contamination of the site shall each be submitted to and approved, in
writing, by the Local Planning Authority:
1. A desktop study, site investigation scheme and intrusive investigation, based on the
above report, to provide information for a detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors
that may be affected, including those off site. The desk study will identify all previous site
uses, potential contaminants associated with those uses, a conceptual model of the site
indicating sources, pathways and receptors and any potentially unacceptable risks
arising from contamination at the site. The site investigation scheme will provide

information for an assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including
those off site. The risk assessment will assess the degree and nature of any
contamination on site and to assess the risks posed by any contamination to human
health, controlled waters and the wider environment;
2. The results of the site investigation and detailed risk assessment referred to in (1) and,
based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the
remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken;
3. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to
demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (2) are complete and
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages,
maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.
Any changes to these components require the express consent of the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved and any required remediation
works completed prior to the commencement of development (other than demolition).
Reason: For the protection of Controlled Waters. The site is located over a Secondary
Aquifer and it is understood that the site may be affected by historic contamination from
past activities and current conditions. To ensure that sufficient capacity is made available
to cope with the new development; and in order to avoid adverse environmental impact
upon the community. To remove the risk of contaminated land in the interests of the
safety of residents and visitors (Policy 7.13 of the London Plan and Policy S6 of
Lambeth’s Core
Strategy).
26

If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at
the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local
Planning Authority) shall be carried out until the developer has submitted, and obtained
written approval from the Local Planning Authority for, a remediation strategy detailing
how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with. The remediation strategy shall
be implemented as approved and reported to the satisfaction of the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: Given the history of the site, there is a potential for unexpected contamination to
be identified during ground works, particularly during basement ground works. We
should be consulted should any significant contamination be identified that could present
an unacceptable risk to Controlled Waters. To ensure that sufficient capacity is made
available to cope with the new development; and in order to avoid adverse
environmental impact upon the community (Policy S6 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

27

Prior to occupation of the development, a verification report demonstrating completion of
the works set out in the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the
remediation shall be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Local Planning
Authority. The report shall include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in
accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site remediation
criteria have been met. It shall also include any plan (a ‘long-term monitoring and
maintenance plan’) for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and
arrangements for contingency action, as identified in the verification plan, if appropriate,
and for the reporting of this to the Local Planning Authority. Any long-term monitoring
and maintenance plan shall be implemented as approved.

Reason: Should remediation be deemed necessary, the applicant should demonstrate
that any remedial measures have been undertaken as agreed and the environmental
risks have been satisfactorily managed so that the site is deemed suitable for use. To
ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to cope with the new development; and
in order to avoid adverse environmental impact upon the community (Policy S6 of
Lambeth’s Core Strategy).
28

Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be permitted
other than with the express written consent of the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Environment Agency, which may be given for those parts of the site
where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk to
groundwater. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
Reason: The developer should be aware of the potential risks associated with the use of
piling where contamination is an issue. Piling or other penetrative methods of foundation
design on contaminated sites can potentially result in unacceptable risks to underlying
groundwaters. We recommend that where soil contamination is present, a risk
assessment is carried out in accordance with our guidance 'Piling into Contaminated
Sites'. We will not permit piling activities on parts of a site where an unacceptable risk is
posed to Controlled Waters. To ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to cope
with the new development; and in order to avoid adverse environmental impact upon the
community (Policy S6 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).
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Whilst the principles and installation of Sustainable Drainage Systems are to be
encouraged, no infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground is permitted other
than with the express written consent of the Local Planning Authority, which may be
given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant
unacceptable risk to Controlled Waters. The development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approval details.
Reason: Infiltrating water has the potential to cause remobilisation of contaminants
present in shallow soil/made ground which could ultimately cause pollution of
groundwater. To ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to cope with the new
development; and in order to avoid adverse environmental impact upon the community
(Policy S6 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).
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No impact piling shall take place until a piling method statement (detailing the depth and
type of piling to be undertaken and the methodology by which such piling will be carried
out, including measures to prevent and minimise the potential for damage to subsurface
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. To ensure that any piling works would not unduly impact upon the local
underground sewerage utility infrastructure. (Policy S6 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).

31

Heritage
No development (other than demolition) shall take place until the developer has secured

the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written
scheme for investigation which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The archaeological works shall be carried out by a suitably
qualified investigating body acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To allow adequate archaeological investigation before any archaeological
remains may (Policy 47 of the Saved Unitary Development Plan and Policy S9 of the
Core Strategy).

32

Waterloo Station interface
Details of works required to alleviate pressure on the Victory Arch entrance to Waterloo
Station as a result of the closure and removal of the high-level pedestrian walkway are to
be submitted to the Council for approval in consultation with Network Rail and BFI/IMAX.
This includes
(a) Temporary works to the IMAX access lift and stairs required during construction,
including a scheme for signage of alternative pedestrian access routes. The works
are then to be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior to the
closure of the high-level pedestrian walkway.
(b) Works of reinstatement or replacement for the IMAX access lift and stairs after
construction. These works are then to be carried out in accordance with the
approved details following the completion of the development.
Reason: To mitigate the effects of the closure and removal of the pedestrian walkway on
pedestrian flows in and around Waterloo Station (Policies 9 and 14 of Lambeth’s Unitary
Development Plan and Policy S4 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy and Waterloo SPD).

33

Details of the works required to the external elevation of Waterloo Station, resulting from
the removal and demolition of the high-level pedestrian walkway, shall be submitted to
the Council for their approval in consultation with Network Rail. The pedestrian walkway
shall not be closed until the details have been approved. The works are then to be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory and does
not detract from the character and visual amenity of the area along with setting of the
adjoining conservation and listed buildings in accordance with policies 31, 33, 40, 45 and
47 of the Saved Unitary Development Plan along with policy S9 of the Core Strategy.

34

Highways, Access and Parking
A Delivery and Servicing Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority prior to use of the development commencing. The Plan
shall require that no deliveries for the B1 or A1-A5 uses hereby approved shall be taken
to, or dispatched from, the site between the hours of 07:00 and 10:00 or 16:00 and 19:00
Mondays to Saturdays, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The measures approved in the Plan shall be implemented prior to the relevant
uses commencing and shall be so maintained for the duration of the relevant uses.
Reason: To ensure that the delivery arrangements to the building as a whole are
appropriate, to limit the effects of the increase in travel movements and to prevent
deliveries during peak periods and in order to maintain the free flow of traffic on the
adjoining highway. (Policies 9 and 33 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and

Policies S2 and S4 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).
35

Prior to commencement of development (other than demolition) full details of a car
parking scheme for the office and residential accommodation (comprising 44 office, 29
residential and 2 car club spaces), garaging, manoeuvring, and the loading and
unloading of vehicles shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority and be laid out in accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation
of the development hereby permitted and that area shall not thereafter be used for any
other purpose, or obstructed in any way.
Reason: To enable vehicles to draw off, park and turn clear of the highway to minimise
danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the adjoining highway (Policies 9 and
14 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policy S4 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy).
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No parts of the buildings hereby permitted shall be occupied or used until revised details
and specifications of the proposed cycle parking provision (including visitor parking) has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Cycle parking
levels shall endeavour to comply with the updated requirements as detailed in Table 6.3
of the London Plan Revised Early Minor Alterations (October 2013) unless a robust
justification has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The cycle parking shall be provided in accordance with the approved details
before the buildings hereby permitted are occupied or used 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 9 and 14 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development
Plan, Policy S4 of Lambeth’s Core Strategy and Policy 6.9 of the London Plan 2011 as
amended by Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan (October 2013)).
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No doors or gates shall be erected in a way that enables them to be opened over or
across the adjoining footways, carriageways and rights of way.
Reason: In the interests of public safety and to prevent obstruction of the public highway.
(Policies 9 and 14 of Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan and Policy S4 of Lambeth’s
Core Strategy).
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Sustainability
Prior to construction full Design Stage calculations for each dwelling and unit under the
Standard Assessment Procedure and National Calculation Methodology must be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, demonstrating the
development will be constructed in accordance with the approved documents and meets
the required 25% reduction in CO2 emissions on Part L 2010.
Reason: To ensure that the development makes the fullest contribution to minimising
carbon dioxide emissions in accordance with London Plan Policy 5.2 and Core Strategy
Policies S7 and PN2.

39

Prior to first occupation of the buildings evidence (e.g. photographs, installation contracts
and as-built certificates under the Standard Assessment Procedure and National
Calculation Methodology) should be submitted to the Local Planning Authority and
approved in writing to show that the development has been constructed in accordance

with the approved documents and meets the required 25% reduction in CO 2 emissions
on Part L 2010.
Reason: To ensure that the development makes the fullest contribution to minimising
carbon dioxide emissions in accordance with London Plan Policy 5.2 and Core Strategy
Policies S7 and PN2.
40

Within three months of work starting on site a Design Stage certificate and summary
score sheet under the Code for Sustainable Homes for the dwellings (or such equivalent
standard that replaces this) must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority to show that a Level 4 rating will be achieved.
Reason: To ensure that the development has an acceptable level of sustainability (Policy
35 of the London Borough of Lambeth Unitary Development Plan (20007):Policies saved
beyond 5 August 2010 and not superseded by the LDF Core Strategy January 2011, and
Policy S7 of the London Borough of Lambeth Core Strategy (January 2011).
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No later than three months post occupation of the residential component within the North
Building a Post Construction Review certificate and summary score sheet under the
Code for Sustainable Homes for the dwellings (or such equivalent standard that replaces
this) must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to
show that a Level 4 rating has been achieved.
Reason: To ensure that the development has an acceptable level of sustainability (Policy
35 of the London Borough of Lambeth Unitary Development Plan (20007):Policies saved
beyond 5 August 2010 and not superseded by the LDF Core Strategy January 2011, and
Policy S7 of the London Borough of Lambeth Core Strategy (January 2011).
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Within three months of work starting on site a Design Stage certificate and summary
score sheet under BREEAM Offices 2008 for office space (or such equivalent standard
that replaces this) must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority to show that an Excellent rating has been achieved.
Reason: To ensure that the development has an acceptable level of sustainability (Policy
35 of the London Borough of Lambeth Unitary Development Plan (2007):Policies saved
beyond 5 August 2010 and not superseded by the LDF Core Strategy January 2011, and
Policy S7 of the London Borough of Lambeth Core Strategy (January 2011).

43

No later than three months post occupation of the office component of the North Building
and prior to first occupation of the South Building a Post Construction Review certificate
and summary score sheet under BREEAM Offices 2008 for the office space (or such
equivalent standard that replaces this) must be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority to show that an Excellent rating has been achieved.
Reason: To ensure that the development has an acceptable level of sustainability (Policy
35 of the London Borough of Lambeth Unitary Development Plan (2007):Policies saved
beyond 5 August 2010 and not superseded by the LDF Core Strategy January 2011, and
Policy S7 of the London Borough of Lambeth Core Strategy (January 2011).
Conservation Area Consent

1

The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of five years from the date of this decision notice.
Reason: To comply with the provisions of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Section 91(1)(a) of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 and Section 51 of the Town and Country Planning Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

2

Following the demolition of that part of the existing high-level footbridge over York Road
within the South Bank Conservation Area the resultant debris shall be removed from the
site and the ground works and shall be made good to match the levels and surfacing of
the existing surrounding surfaces and appearance of any existing boundary walls in
accordance with details to be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority,
and thereafter be maintained until such time as building work commence in accordance
with an approved planning permission.
Reason: To protect the interests of maintaining the character and appearance of the
South Bank Conservation Area in accordance with Policy 47 of the Saved Unitary
Development Plan: Policies saved beyond 5th August 2010 and Policy S9 of the Local
Development Framework Core Strategy.

3

That part of the existing high-level footbridge over York Road within the South Bank
Conservation Area shall not be demolished before a contract for the works or
reparation/making good following its demolition has been made.
Reason: To ensure that premature demolition does not take place before development
works start in order that the visual amenities of the area are safeguarded (Policy 47 of
the Saved Unitary Plan and Policy S9 of the Core Strategy).

19

Informatives

19.1

The informative are as those previously reported in Section 18 of the original PAC report.
In addition the following additional informative should be included.

19.2

Thames Water requests that the Applicant should incorporate within their proposal,
protection to the property by installing for example, a non-return valve or other suitable
device to avoid the risk of backflow at a later date, on the assumption that the sewerage
network
may
surcharge
to
ground
level
during
storm
conditions.
Surface Water Drainage - With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of
a developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, water courses or a suitable
sewer. In respect of surface water it is recommended that the applicant should ensure
that storm flows are attenuated or regulated into the receiving public network through on
or off site storage. When it is proposed to connect to a combined public sewer, the site
drainage should be separate and combined at the final manhole nearest the boundary.
Connections are not permitted for the removal of groundwater. Where the developer
proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer
Services will be required. They can be contacted on 0845 850 2777. Reason - to ensure
that the surface water discharge from the site shall not be detrimental to the existing
sewerage system.
The applicant is advised to contact Thames Water Developer Services on 0845 850

2777 to discuss the details of the piling method statement.
Where a developer proposes to discharge groundwater into a public sewer, a
groundwater discharge permit will be required. Groundwater discharges typically result
from construction site dewatering, deep excavations, basement infiltration, borehole
installation, testing and site remediation. Groundwater permit enquiries should be
directed to Thames Water's Risk Management Team by telephoning 020 8507 4890 or
by emailing wwqriskmanagement@thameswater.co.uk. Application forms should be
completed on line via www.thameswater.co.uk/wastewaterquality. Any discharge made
without a permit is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under the provisions of
the Water Industry Act 1991.
The applicant is advised to contact Thames Water Developer Services on 0845 850
2777 to discuss the details of the piling method statement.

__________________________

