
  

  

 

 

 

 

 

Dear Rositsa Malinova 
 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London 
Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 
 

36-46 Albert Embankment, London SE1 7TL 
Local Planning Authority reference: 19/03500/FUL 
 
I refer to your letter of 19 March 2020 informing the Mayor that Lambeth Council is 
minded to grant planning permission for the above planning application. I refer you also 
to the notice that was issued on 20 March under the provisions of article 5(1)(b)(i) of the 
above Order. 

The Mayor has delegated his planning powers to me and having now considered a 
report on this case I am content to allow Lambeth Council to determine the case itself, 
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and do not therefore wish to 
direct refusal or to take over the application for the Mayor’s determination. 

Yours sincerely 

 
Jules Pipe 
Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills 
 
cc Florence Eshalomi, London Assembly Constituency Member 
 Andrew Boff, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee 
 National Planning Casework Unit, DCLG 
 Lucinda Turner, TfL 
 Gillian Nicks, Associate Director, CBRE Ltd 

Rositsa Malinova  
Senior Planning Officer 
Borough of Lambeth    
Lambeth Civic Centre 
6 Brixton Hill 
Brixton 
London SW2 1EG                           

Our ref:  GLA/2106b/02/RH 

Your ref: 19/03500/FUL 

Date: 30 March 2020 
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planning report GLA/2106b/02  

30 March 2020 

36-46 Albert Embankment 
in the London Borough of Lambeth 

planning application no. 19/03500/FUL 
  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 
and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 

Demolition of all structures associated with the petrol filling station and redevelopment 
of the site to comprise the retention and refurbishment of Vintage House with office 
floorspace and development of ground plus 24 storeys in the form of two towers, linked 
at ground to fifth floor, and consisting of hotel accommodation (up to 600 bed spaces) 
together with ancillary restaurant, bar and hotel and car and bicycle parking and all 
necessary ancillary and enabling works.  

The applicant 

The applicant is Hotchkiss Ltd, and the architect is Jestico and Whiles.  

Key dates 

Stage 1 reporting: 16 November 2019. 

Planning Committee: 21 January 2020. 

Strategic issues 

Principle of development: The principle of office and visitor infrastructure 
development on this site is supported. 

Urban and inclusive design: The reduction in disabled parking spaces and the 
external foyer management plan are supported. A detailed fire statement in compliance 
with the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D12 is secured by condition. 
10% of the hotel rooms as wheelchair accessible is secured by condition. 

Environment: The applicant has resolved outstanding energy matters and has 
maximised the provision of PV. The urban greening factor score would be 0.4, which is 
strongly supported. 

Transport: Issues relating to active travel, contributions towards works on Albert 
Embankment, cycle docking stations, cycle parking, disabled parking, servicing and 
taxis have been resolved and appropriate contributions secured. A Full Delivery and 
Servicing Plan and Construction Environmental Management Plan are secured by 
condition and a Travel Plan is secured in the draft S106 agreement. The proposal is 
therefore acceptable in strategic transport terms. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Lambeth Council has resolved to grant permission subject to planning 
conditions and conclusion of a Section 106 agreement. 

Recommendation 

That Lambeth Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case 
itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not 
therefore wish to direct refusal. 
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Context 

1 On 12 November 2019 the Mayor of London received documents from 
Lambeth Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic 
importance to develop the above site for the above uses. This was referred to the 
Mayor under the following Categories of the Schedule to the 2008 Order: 

• 1B “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision 
of houses, flats, or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection 
of a building or buildings (b) in Central London (other than the City of London) 
and with a total floorspace of more than 20,000 square metres.” 

• 1C(a) “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building that 
is more than 25 metres high and is adjacent to the River Thames.” 
 

2 On 26 November 2019 the Mayor, considered planning report GLA/2106b/01, 
and subsequently advised Lambeth Council that while the application was generally 
acceptable in strategic planning terms, the application did not comply with the London 
Plan and the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 57 of the above-
mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out in that paragraph of that report 
could address these deficiencies. 

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The essentials of the case 
with regard to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant 
policies and guidance are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report. 
Since then, the application has been revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see 
below). On 21 January 2020 Lambeth Council decided that it was minded to grant 
planning permission for the revised application, and on 19 March 2020 it advised the 
Mayor of this decision. Under the provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, direct Lambeth Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a 
direction to Lambeth Council under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning 
Authority for the purposes of determining the application. The Mayor has until 2 April 
2020 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction.   

4 The decision on this case, and the reasons, will be made available on the GLA’s 
website www.london.gov.uk.  

Update 

5 At the consultation stage, Lambeth Council was advised that while the application 
was generally acceptable in strategic planning terms, the application did not comply with 
the London Plan and the draft London Plan for the reasons set out in paragraph 57 of 
that report, as set out below: 

• Principle of development: The mixed-use hotel redevelopment of the site is 
acceptable. The Council should confirm if affordable workspace is required. 

• Urban design: Given that the applicant is working within the parameters of the 
previously approved scheme, the massing and scale are considered acceptable. 
To ensure a safe pedestrian environment, the applicant should consider reducing 
the number of vehicle lifts to one and demonstrate that alternative arrangements 
have been tested. 

about:blank
about:blank
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• Heritage and strategic views: The proposal would cause no harm to the 
Outstanding Universal Value, integrity, authenticity or significance of the 
Westminster World Heritage Site or the listed buildings within it. Less than 
substantial harm is caused to the significance of the Albert Embankment 
Conservation Area, which is outweighed by public benefits including 
employment. The proposal would not detract from River Prospects 15A.2, 17A.2, 
18A.2 and 18A.3 and London Panoramas 2A.2 and 2B.1. However, the applicant 
should provide a verified view to assess the impact of the proposal on London 
Panorama 4A.2. 

• Inclusive design: The proposal would provide 10% of hotel rooms as wheelchair 
accessible, which is supported. The Council should secure this provision by 
condition. 

• Environment: Further information is required on the air source heat pumps, PV, 
overheating, district heating and waste heat recovery. The proposal meets or 
exceeds the London Plan and draft London Plan flood risk, drainage and water 
use requirements. The applicant proposes significant areas of green roof, which 
is welcomed. The applicant should provide the Urban Greening Factor score for 
the development. 

• Transport: The amount of Blue Badge car parking is excessive and should be 
reduced. Taxi and servicing access highway safety concerns should be 
addressed. Contributions to improve facilities to increase pedestrian and cycle 
trips in the vicinity of the site are requested. 

6 Since consultation stage GLA officers have engaged in joint discussions with the 
applicant, the Council and TfL officers with a view to addressing the above matters. 
Furthermore, as part of Lambeth Council’s draft decision on the case, various planning 
conditions and obligations have been secured. An update against the issues raised at 
consultation stage is set out below. 

7 Since consultation stage the Mayor has published The London Plan Intend to 
Publish Version (December 2019), which is now a material consideration which must be 
taken into account on the basis explained within the NPPF. 

8 On 13 March 2020 the Secretary of State issued a set of Directions under 
Section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (as amended) and, to the extent 
that they are relevant to this particular application, have been taken into account by the 
Mayor as a material consideration when considering this report and the officer’s 
recommendation. 

Principle of development 

9 At Stage 1 the applicant was required to confirm that the office floorspace would 
be flexible to allow for use by a small and medium enterprises in line with the Mayor’s 
intend to publish London Plan Policy E2. It is noted that the office floorspace is below 
2,500 sq.m; as such the provision of flexible workspace is not required. The Council has 
confirmed that the provision of affordable workspace in line with the Mayor’s intend to 
publish London Plan Policy E3 is not required as the office floorspace is the result of 
refurbishment of an existing building. As set out at Stage 1 the principle of the office and 
visitor infrastructure redevelopment of the site is supported. 
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Urban design 

10 At Stage 1 the applicant was requested to assess the impact of reducing the 
number of disabled car parking spaces on the number of vehicle lifts required and 
reduce the number of lifts accordingly. The applicant was also required to provide 
alternative arrangements that have been tested to demonstrate how the preferred 
option ensures the main entrance provides an experience that is inviting and safe for all. 

11 The applicant has reduced the number of disabled parking spaces, as detailed in 
the transport section below. However, the two vehicle lifts remain. It is noted that this 
would maintain the usability of the disabled parking spaces should one of the lifts be out 
of service. An external foyer management plan with details of drop off and pick up, 
measures to ensure the safety of pedestrians, monitoring arrangements and disabled 
ramp access is secured by condition. Given the significant reduction in disabled parking 
spaces and the external foyer management plan, which are supported, testing of 
alternative arrangements is no longer required and the layout is considered acceptable. 

12 In accordance with the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D12, a fire 
statement was submitted and was reviewed by Council Building Control officers. 
Officers recommended a more detailed fire statement in full accordance with Policy D12 
was submitted by condition; this has been secured. 

Inclusive design 

13 A condition has been secured that requires 10% of the hotel rooms to be 
wheelchair accessible, which is acceptable. 

Environment 

Energy 

14 At Stage 1 the applicant was required to investigate further measures to: show 
that photovoltaics (PV) provision has been maximised; carry out a dynamic overheating 
analysis; show that the proposal is designed to allow future connection to a district 
heating network; and consider the potential for waste heat recovery. 

15 The applicant has provided further evidence that shows that a number of roof 
areas that have significant shading from other elements of the development, and as 
such these roofs do not offer the expected performance to justify the installation of the 
panels in those locations. It is further noted that other roof areas provide significant 
areas of roof terraces and extensively vegetated green roofs, which would be 
compromised by the provision of PV. The applicant is conditioned to provide a scheme 
showing the siting, size, number and design of the PV panels. The applicant has clearly 
demonstrated the constraints to the provision of further PV and so this is considered to 
be maximised. The application therefore accords with London Plan Policy 5.7 and the 
Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy SI2 on renewable energy. 

16 The applicant has provided an overheating analysis to TM52 and DSY1. This 
suggests that risk of overheating cannot be mitigated by passive measures alone and 
that cooling is required. The submission of an overheating assessment report showing 
that the risk of overheating has been reduced and passive measures have been 
reduced where possible is secured by condition. As such, the application now meets the 
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requirements of London Plan Policy 5.9 and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan 
Policy SI4 on managing heat risk and the cooling hierarchy. 

17 The applicant has provided evidence that demonstrates that a connection to a 
district heating network is not feasible. The applicant is conditioned to show the ability of 
the development to connect to a future district heating network prior to first occupation. 
Further details on the proposed air source heat pumps have been provided and 
monitoring of the performance of the air source heat pumps post-construction is 
secured by condition. The applicant is proposing two energy centres within the site. 
Further details on the proposed pipework to connect the two buildings is secured by 
condition; as such this approach is acceptable. The applicant has investigated and is 
now proposing waste water heat recovery and has calculated its impact on the 
proposed carbon emissions. The application now meets the requirements of London 
Plan Policy 5.6 and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy SI3 on the heating 
hierarchy and connection to district heating networks. 

Urban greening 
 
18 The applicant was required at Stage 1 to seek to ensure that the development 
would achieve an urban greening factor of 0.3, as set out in Policy G5 of the Mayor’s 
intend to publish London Plan. The applicant has since confirmed that the urban 
greening factor is 0.4, which exceeds the target for predominantly commercial 
developments and is strongly supported. Further details of the design and maintenance 
of the green roofs are secured by condition. 

Transport 

19 At Stage 1 the applicant was required to investigate relocating the existing utility 
cabinets on Albert Embankment, to reduce obstructions to pedestrian amenity in line 
with the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D8. Following discussions 
between the applicant, the Council and TfL, it has been agreed that the works to 
relocate the existing utility cabinets would be completed as part of the highways works 
secured in the draft S106 agreement. A S278 agreement for highways works between 
the developer and TfL is required to facilitate these works.  

20 A contribution of £610,000, to be secured via the S106 agreement, was required 
towards the provision of segregated cycle lanes connecting with the wider cycle 
network, and improvements to pedestrian crossings and the public realm on Albert 
Embankment. Further discussions have been held with the applicant and Council and 
officers have agreed to remove the risk element from these costs, which reduces the 
total figure to £435,627; this is secured within the draft S106 agreement. 

21 To provide more capacity in the cycle hire docking stations at Albert 
Embankment and New Spring Gardens Walk, a contribution of £20,000 has been 
secured within the draft S106 agreement.  

22 At Stage 1 it was required that alternative access to the basement cycle parking 
should be provided if the single lift access were to be faulty. Sufficient lighting and 
security measures were also required to the access to the cycle parking at the rear of 
the building. The applicant has made alterations to the proposed layout, which are 
welcomed, and the proposed cycle access is now acceptable. Compliance with Secured 
by Design standards, which would address matters of lighting and security, is secured 



 page 5 

by condition and compliance with the London Cycling Design Standards is also secured 
by condition. 

23 The reduction of on-site disabled car parking from 16 spaces to 8 is strongly 
supported. A Parking Management Plan is secured by condition. Disabled car parking 
for the offices is available on Goding Street or Glasshouse Walk, which is acceptable. A 
condition requires that the proposed car parking provides 20% active and 80% passive 
electric charging points. 

24 At Stage 1 the applicant was required to explore options to allow entry and exit 
by servicing vehicles in a forward gear. It is accepted that the provision of a layby on 
Glasshouse Walk would require significant redesign of the proposed building. 
Furthermore, it is noted that the proposals for servicing and deliveries are not changed 
from the consented scheme. On balance, the proposed servicing arrangements are 
acceptable provided that measures to improve safety are set out in the detailed Delivery 
and Servicing Plan, secured by condition, including a restriction on deliveries during the 
peak hours. It is recommended that the Road Safety Audit is completed as part of the 
detailed design process. 

25 Confirmation that the use of the forecourt drop-off area will be restricted to 
licenced taxis, private hire vehicles and the disabled car parking only is supported. This 
will reduce the number of vehicles able to access the site, and limit the risk of vehicles 
queuing on Albert Embankment. The external foyer management plan and the Delivery 
and Servicing Plan will ensure the safe and clear provision of taxi rank space to deter 
use by other vehicles. Uniformed staff will manage the use of the forecourt, which would 
be included in the Delivery and Servicing Plan. 

26 A full Delivery and Servicing Plan and Construction Environmental Management 
Plan to be approved by the Council, are secured by condition. A Travel Plan is secured 
within the draft S106 agreement. 

Response to consultation 

27 Lambeth Council sent out notifications to neighbours, statutory and non-statutory 
organisations, posted a site notice and posted an advertisement in the local paper. The 
Council received 10 neighbourhood responses, with 4 responses in support, 1 neutral 
observation and 5 responses objecting to the proposed development. The 
neighbourhood responses are summarised below: The objections related to relevant 
material planning considerations are summarised as follows: 

• Lack of need for new hotel; 

• Dominant scale, height and massing; 

• Small scale shops and restaurants would be more appropriate; 

• Development would restrict light to and overshadow neighbouring buildings; 

• Development would block local views; 

• Development would reflect noise from the railway line; and 

• Impact of building servicing on road network. 
 
28 The one neutral observation was that employment and skills contributions would 
apply to the development. 

29 The letters of support are summarised as follows: 
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• The new hotel and entertainment venues would help serve the growing business 
population in Vauxhall; 

• The current site is an eyesore with a petrol station on top of it, which is a negative 
to the local community; 

• Replacement hotel and retail would bring significant benefits to local area; 

• Safety from further foot traffic in the area; 

• The size and height of the development is entirely in line with other buildings in 
the area; and 

• The development will improve the Albert Embankment and increase employment 
opportunities in the area. 
 

Statutory and non-statutory organisations  

30 Responses from statutory bodies and other organisations: 

• Metropolitan Police – no objection, subject to a condition to ensure the 
development meets the secured by design standards, which has been secured. 

• Environment Agency – no objection, subject to conditions relating to flood risk, 
contaminated land and groundwater, flood resistance and resilience and piling; 
these conditions have all been secured. 

• Historic England – no comment. 

• London Fire Brigade – no objection. 

• Network Rail – no objection, subject to a condition requiring that a glare 
assessment is undertaken to ensure the development does not impede the safe 
operation of the railway; this condition has been secured.  

• Thames Water – no objection, subject to a condition ensuring that sufficient 
water pressure capacity is made available to accommodate the additional 
demand anticipated from the new development; this has been secured. 

• Veolia Waste Management – no objection. 
 
31 Issues raised by objectors have been considered in this report, the Mayor’s 
Stage 1 report, and the Council’s committee report of 21 January 2020. The Council’s 
Planning Committee granted the application for the reasons set out in paragraph 3 of 
this report.  

Section 106 agreement 

32 The draft S106 agreement includes the following provisions: 
 

• £86,775 for the implementation of local training and employment initiatives; 

• £435,627 towards the provision of segregated cycle lanes connecting with the 
wider cycle network, and improvements to pedestrian crossings and the public 
realm on Albert Embankment; 

• £20,000 to provide more capacity in the cycle hire docking stations at Albert 
Embankment and New Spring Gardens Walk; 

• £150,000 towards the improvement of walking and cycling infrastructure in 
Goding Street; 

• £6,000 towards a Legible London monolith sign; 

• £20,000 towards the implementation of the Council’s Low Traffic Neighbourhoods 
initiative; 
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• £35,920 S106 agreement monitoring fee; 

• Cycle Hire Membership for office occupiers; 

• Membership of the Considerate Constructors Scheme, signing of the Nine Elms 
Construction Charter and Construction Logistics Charter, and compliance with 
the Code of Practice for Construction Sites; and 

• A Travel Plan and associated monitoring fee of £3,500. 
 

Legal considerations 

33 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the 
local planning authority to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him 
under Article 4 of the Order. The Mayor may also leave the decision to the local 
authority. In directing refusal the Mayor must have regard to the matters set out in 
Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the Greater London 
Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and 
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames. 
The Mayor may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary 
to good strategic planning in Greater London. If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor 
must set out his reasons, and the local planning authority must issue these with the 
refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to direct that he is to be the local planning authority, 
he must have regard to the matters set out in Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the 
direction. 

Financial considerations 

34 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any 
subsequent appeal hearing or public inquiry. Government guidance emphasises that 
parties usually pay their own expenses arising from an appeal.  

35 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded 
against the Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from 
a planning authority unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal. A major 
factor in deciding whether the Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which 
he has taken account of established planning policy. 

36 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation. He would also be 
responsible for determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the 
Council to do so) and determining any approval of details (unless the Council agrees to 
do so). 

Conclusion 

37 The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to affordable 
workspace, urban design, inclusive design, environment and transport have been 
addressed, and having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the 
committee report and the Council’s draft decision, the application complies with the 
London Plan and Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan, and there are no sound 
planning reasons for the Mayor to intervene in this case. 
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for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit: 
Debbie Jackson, Director, Built Environment 
020 7983 5800 email: debbie.jackson@london.gov.uk 
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632 email: john.finlayson@london.gov.uk 
Allison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2820 email: alison.flight@london.gov.uk 
Kate Randell, Team Leader – Development Management 
020 7983 4783 email: kate.randell@london.gov.uk 
Reece Harris, Senior Strategic Planner (Case officer) 
020 7983 5802 email: reece.harris@london.gov.uk 
 

 


