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Planning report D&P/3506a/02 

18 December 2014 

Higgs Industrial Estate, Herne Hill Road  

in the London Borough of Lambeth  

planning application no. 14/04826/FUL 

  

Strategic planning application stage II 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 

Two applications for: 

 
Application one: demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site to provide five 
new buildings ranging from six to ten storeys in height, comprising 143 residential units and 3,800 
sq.m. of commercial floorspace, together with associated open space and landscaping; and 
 
Application two: refurbishment and extension of existing community centre to provide an increase 
in floorspace from 1,058 sq.m. to 1,526 sq.m as well as five flats. 
 

The applicant 

The applicant and architect for application one is Parritt Leng. 

The applicant for application two is Sureway International Christian Ministries and the agent 
is Parritt Leng. 

Strategic issues 

Lambeth Council has resolved to refuse permission for this application.  The Mayor must consider 
whether the application warrants a direction to take over determination of the application under 
Article 7 of the Mayor of London Order 2008.   

Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the committee report and 
the Council’s draft decision notice there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to 
intervene in this particular case and therefore no basis to issue a direction under Article 7 of the 
Order 2008.  

Should the scheme be considered at appeal or a revised application submitted the applicant 
should have regard to the following matters: housing; urban design; inclusive access; climate 
change; transport; and noise. 

 

The Council’s decision 
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In this instance Lambeth Council has resolved to refuse permission. 

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 
that he is to be the local planning authority.  

 

Context 

1 On 26 September 2014 the Mayor of London received documents from Lambeth Council 
notifying him of planning applications of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.  Individually, the applications would not be referable, however as the sites are 
adjoining, both applications were referable under paragraph two of the Schedule to the Order 
2008:  

“if the local planning authority receive an application for planning permission for development, 
which they consider forms part of more substantial proposed development, on the same land or 
adjoining land, they must for the purposes of this Schedule treat that application as an application 
for planning permission for the more substantial development”. 

2 Taken together, according to paragraph two of the Schedule to the Order 2008, the 
proposals were then referable under Category 1B (c): 

“1. 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 –  

(c) outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square metres”. 

3 On 5 November 2014 the Mayor considered planning report D&P/3506a, and subsequently 
advised Lambeth Council that while the proposals were generally acceptable in strategic planning 
terms, the matters set out in paragraph 68 needed further discussion before it could be confirmed 
that the proposals comply with the London Plan. 

4 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.  On 25 November 2014 , Lambeth   
Council resolved to refuse planning permission for the applications and on 5 December 2014 
advised the Mayor of this decision. Lambeth officers had recommended the scheme for approval 
and the recommendation was overturned by committee. 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, or issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning 
authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected application. The Mayor 
has until 18 December 2014 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction. 

5 The Council’s draft decision notice includes the following reason for refusal for application 
one: 

 The proposed development is unacceptable, by reason of its design (height, bulk, scale and 
massing) and layout and height would constitute overdevelopment of the site exceeding the 
London Plan’s density guidelines and result in an unacceptable level of amenity for prospective 
residential occupiers of the development by way of an undue sense of enclosure, unacceptable 
overlooking and poor quality children’s playspace contrary to Core Strategy policy S2, Saved UDP 
policies 33 and 50 and London Plan Policy 3.4. 
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6 The Council’s draft decision notice includes the following reason for refusal for application 
two: 

 Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposal would not 
have an unacceptable impact on pedestrian safety contrary to Saved UDP policy 9.  

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

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

8 The initial policy test regarding the Mayor’s power to take over and determine applications 
referred under categories 1 and 2 of the schedule to the Order is a decision about who should have 
jurisdiction over the application rather than whether planning permission should ultimately be 
granted or refused.     

9 The policy test consists of the following three parts, all of which must be met in order for 
the Mayor to take over the application:   

a) significant impact on the implementation of the London Plan; 

b) significant effects on more than one borough; and 

c) sound planning reasons for his intervention.  

10 As the application is, in effect, an island surrounded by railway lines and is not adjacent to 
the Borough boundary, it cannot be considered to have a significant effect on more than one 
Borough. As the application fails test (b), there is no basis for the Mayor to intervene in this case.   

11 In order for the Mayor to issue a direction that he is to be the local planning authority, all 
relevant policy tests must be met.  Given that the tests have not been met, there is no basis to 
issue a direction under Article 7.   

Outstanding Strategic Planning Issues 

12 At consultation stage, Lambeth Council was advised that application two is not of strategic 
significance in itself. The Council was advised that application one was broadly acceptable in 
strategic policy terms, however matters relating to housing, urban design, inclusive access, climate 
change, transport and noise required further discussion before application one could be confirmed 
to comply with the London Plan. 

13 Since stage 1, the proposals have been amended. The number of residential units in 
application one has reduced from 146 to 143,  and the amount of D2 floorspace in application two 
has reduced from 468 sq.m. to 413 sq.m. The Council’s committee report took account of these 
amendments. 

14 Should the scheme be considered at appeal or a revised application submitted, the 
applicant should have regard to the following matters in relation to application one. 
 

 
 
 
Housing 
 
Dwelling mix 
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15 At stage 1, officers considered that the application would provide a good mix of larger 
and smaller units, but that the Council would need to be satisfied that the proposed unit mix for 
both applications was based on local housing needs. As mentioned in paragraph thirteen, the 
number of units for the scheme has been reduced. The revised housing mix is set out below: 
 

 Private Affordable Total 

 Previous Revised Previous Revised Previous Revised 

1 bed flat 18 (20%) 15 (17%)  26 (45%) 23 (40%) 44 (30%) 38 (27%) 

2 bed flat 35 (40%) 33 (38%) 17 (29%) 19 (33%) 52 (36%) 52 (36%) 

3 bed flat 35 (40%) 38 (44%) 15 (26%) 13 (23%) 50 (34%) 51 (36%) 

4 bed flat 0 0 0 2 (4%) 0 2 (1%) 

Total 88 86 58 57 146 143 

 
16 The Council’s committee report sets out that the overall mix of dwelling types accords 
with the aims of Government policy regarding social cohesion and inclusion aims and sets out 
that the development would contribute significantly towards addressing Lambeth (and 
London’s) housing needs and demands. The committee report for application two also states 
that the scheme would contribute to meeting the residential needs of the Borough. It should 
also be noted that the affordable housing offer remained compliant with Local Policy. Officers 
are therefore satisfied that issues raised with regards to housing mix at stage 1 have been 
addressed. 
 
Density 
 
17 The density calculation submitted with application one set out that there were 890 
habitable rooms per hectare. Officers at stage 1 requested a net density figure to be provided 
for the proposals. In the Council’s committee report addendum, the net residential density has 
been clarified as 1,161 habitable rooms per hectare. The Council has acknowledged that the 
density exceeds London Plan guidelines and that the Mayor’s Housing SPG requires proposals 
made above the density range to be tested rigorously on the different aspects of the liveability 
of the scheme.  Throughout the committee report the Council has thoroughly assessed the 
different aspects of the scheme, such as quality of residential accommodation, amenity space, 
design quality and impact on neighbouring amenity and concludes that the high density of the 
proposals is acceptable with a minimal impact upon the surrounding amenities. As the site has a 
local allocation as a major development opportunity site for high density mixed-use 
development, and given the proposed residential quality, the amount of amenity space and the 
high quality of design, officers consider that the proposed density would be acceptable on this 
site. 
 
Children’s playspace 

 
18 While officers recognised at stage 1 that there was sufficient space to meet application 
one’s playspace requirements within the amenity spaces, officers suggested that the details of 
the playspace should be secured by condition. The Council’s committee report includes a 
condition to this effect. Details of playspace should either be provided with any revised  
submission or this condition should be included on any future planning permission. 
 
Conclusion 
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19 All housing issues raised at stage 1 have been resolved, subject to either details of 
children’s playspace or the inclusion of a condition requiring such details on any future planning 
permission for the proposals. 
 

Urban design 
 
20 At stage 1, officers broadly supported the design approach and considered that the 
design was generally well thought out. Officers requested further information on application one 
to demonstrate how the public routes through the site would be clearly delineated from 
residential areas in order to optimise the amount and quality of the residential amenity space 
within the courtyard of application one. The Council’s committee report includes a condition 
requiring a landscape and public realm strategy to be submitted prior to the occupation of the 
proposed development. The condition stipulates that this should include details of how the form 
and layout of the public realm would facilitate the predicted movement patterns through the 
development, and this condition would address officers’ concerns. 
 
21  At stage 1 officers also requested further details for application one regarding 
daylight/sunlight levels to the courtyard, suggesting that consideration should be given to 
maximising these. Lambeth’s officers had assessed the applicant’s overshadowing assessment, 
which demonstrates that the ground floor amenity area would see less than the recommended 
two hours of direct sunlight on 21 March. The officer committee report has, however, set out 
that this is typical of urban areas and that the roof top amenity areas would also be available to 
residents, which exceed the BRE guidance for sunlighting. The communal ground floor amenity 
area exceeds the guidance during summer. GLA officers are satisfied that the overall amenity 
space provision has maximised daylight and sunlight levels within the confines of the site. 

 
Conclusion 

 
22 Officers’ concerns regarding urban design from stage 1 have been addressed in the 
Council’s committee report and relevant details would have been secured through the draft 
conditions, which should be included in any future planning permission. 
 

Inclusive access 
 
23 At stage 1, officers requested confirmation that all apartments within application one 
comply with ‘Lifetime Homes’ standards, and that the employment uses are also accessible and 
inclusive in line with the Mayor’s Accessible London SPG. The committee report confirms that all 
of the new dwellings have been designed to meet the Mayor’s London Housing Design Guide 
and that all units would be designed and constructed to ‘Lifetime Homes’ standards, secured by 
condition. While this is welcomed, any revised application submission should include a schedule 
demonstrating that the proposals meet the standards set out in the Mayor’s Housing SPG, and 
should also set out how the employment uses would be accessible in line with the Mayor’s 
Accessible London SPG. 
 
24 Officers also requested that the wheelchair units for application one should be clearly 
marked on plan, and stated that the Council should be satisfied that the proposed split between 
private and affordable wheelchair housing is appropriate in line with local needs. While the 
Council has included a condition in the committee report stating that at least 10% of the 
residential flats should be constructed to be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable, officers 
consider that these units should be marked on plan as part of any  revised application 
submission.  

 
25 As set out in stage 1, the proposals include roof level amenity space. The applicant was 
requested to demonstrate how these spaces and the children’s playspace would be accessible to 
all. Clarification was also required for application one regarding the gradients of internal ramped 
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access to flats and communal cores from Herne Hill Road to ensure that they would be designed 
to be fully accessible. These concerns have been addressed through the suggested condition in 
the committee report for a landscape and public realm strategy, which includes a requirement 
for details of how the spaces facilitate access and inclusivity. This condition should be included 
as part of any future planning permission for the proposals. 

 
Conclusion 

 
26 The majority of officers’ concerns from stage 1 regarding inclusive access have been 
addressed through the draft conditions, which should be included in any future planning 
permission for the proposals. However, a schedule demonstrating that the units meet the 
standards in the Mayor’s Housing SPG should be provided as part of any revised application. The 
wheelchair units should be clearly marked on plan and the Council should confirm that the 
proposed split of wheelchair units between affordable and private units would be acceptable for 
any revised application. 
 

Climate change 
 
27 As set out at stage 1, the applicant has broadly followed the energy hierarchy.  The 
energy information sets out that the demand for cooling will be minimised through solar control 
glazing,  however further information should be provided for any appeal or revised application 
submission on how the demand for cooling and risk of overheating has been addressed following 
the cooling hierarchy in policy 5.9. 

 
28 The development is estimated to achieve a reduction of 28 tonnes per annum (12%) in 
regulated CO2 emissions compared to a 2013 Building Regulations compliant development. The 
applicant was requested at stage 1 to provide modelling which only includes the effect of energy 
efficiency measures (excluding air source heat pumps and CHP) to evidence the level of savings 
achieved. This information should be provided with any revised application submission. 

 
29 At stage 1, it was noted that the development would be designed to allow future 
connection to the proposed SELCHP district heating network in line with London Plan Policy 5.5. 
However, while the residential units would be connected to a site heat network, the offices would 
instead be heated by a variable refrigerant flow system, which would not allow them to be 
connected to the district heating network. The applicant was encouraged at stage 1 to connect the 
offices to the site heat network to allow all buildings to connect to a district heating network and 
to provide a drawing showing the route of the heat network linking all buildings on the site should 
be provided, and further information on the floor areas of the energy centre in the basement of 
Block A. These issues have not been addressed. Any revised application should commit to the site 
heat network for all buildings on site, including the offices, to allow for future connection to the 
district heating network. 

30 At stage 1, officers requested details of the fuel for the proposed CHP, however this has 
not been provided and should be submitted with any appeal or revised application submittion. 
Officers also requested monthly load profiles, which have been provided.  

31 Officers at stage 1 requested plans for managing any surplus electricity output and how any 
such sales would be managed.  The applicant has provided further information, stating that the 
exportation would be managed by either an EsCo (Energy Service Company), or a Facilities 
Management Company. Considering the scale of this installation, for any revised application the 
applicant should ensure the management options proposed are financially viable and will be able 
attract companies to operate the system. 

32 The proposed energy strategy would result in an overall saving of 37.5% regulated 
emissions compared to a 2013 Building Regulations compliant scheme. As explained at stage 1, this 
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exceeds the targets in London Plan Policy 5.2, which is welcomed, however applicant was asked to 
update these savings taking the stage 1 comments into account. This was not provided and any 
revised application submission would need to include the updated figures. 

Conclusion 

33 There are still a number of outstanding energy matters that have not been addressed 
following stage 1 comments. In particular, the offices and dwellings should all connected to a site 
heat network to allow future connection to the proposed extension to the SELCHP district heating 
network. Insufficient information has been provided to accurately assess whether other elements of 
the energy strategy would comply with the London Plan. The points raised above would need to be 
addressed as part of any revised application. 

Transport 
 

Car Parking 

34 At stage 1, officers stated that a car parking management plan should to be secured to 
ensure that the parking proposed effectively meets the needs of ambulant disabled residents and 
to ensure that the range of access routes and turning / loading areas within the site are not used 
informally for vehicle parking. This was proposed to be secured by condition, which addresses this 
concern.  

35 Officers requested that membership of the car club and account credits should be provided 
for residents of application one. This is confirmed within the committee report. Electric vehicle 
charging point provision for application one of 20% with 20% passive provision were also required 
at stage 1. While the provision of electric vehicle charging points has been included in a draft 
condition, this does not specify the 20% with 20% passive provision. Any future planning 
permission should include a condition to this effect. 

Cycle Parking 

36 At stage 1, a condition was requested regarding further details of the type of cycle stands 
used as well as access to and management of the cycle parking spaces.  This has been secured for 
both applications. At stage 1, officers noted that the revised plans showed different sized 
structures for the cycle storage, which appeared to overlap with parking spaces on some of the 
plans. The condition requiring the details of the cycle parking would address this, as would the 
Travel Plan which has also been secured by condition. 

37 At stage 1, officers supported that facilities for showers, changing and storage were shown 
to serve the B1 floorspace, however requested that these should be secured by condition. This has 
not been included in the committee report and should be included on any future planning 
permission for the proposals.  

 
 
Servicing and Construction 
 
38 As set out at stage 1, the development would a require a minor relocation of an existing bus 
stop on Herne Hill Road and the construction management and impact on the railway 
infrastructure would need to be carefully planned and coordinated with Network Rail. These matter 
would have been addressed through a draft condition requiring a construction 
logistics/management plan, and National Rail informative.  
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39 Officers stated at stage 1 that also stated that a delivery and servicing plan should be 
secured by condition or section 106 agreement. The draft conditions require a delivery and 
servicing plan, which is welcomed.  

Travel Plan 

40 At stage 1, officers welcomed that the applicant had submitted workplace and residential 
travel plans, prepared in line with TfL guidance, with the transport assessment. Officers stated that 
these should be developed and secured, enforced, funded and monitored as part of a section 106 
agreement.  The draft heads of terms in the committee report include a travel plan submission and 
monitoring fee, which would address this. 

Conclusion 

41 A number of the concerns from stage 1 have been addressed through the draft 
conditions and heads of terms for the section 106 agreement and these should also be secured 
on any future planning permission. Any future proposed planning permission should also secure 
additional conditions regarding: facilities for showers, changing and storage; 20% active and 
20% passive electric vehicle charging points; and specific performance levels for noise and 
vibration and different times of the day. 
 

Noise 
 

42 At stage 1, officers set out that the construction management plan should be secured by 
condition and this should include a noise assessment. While the construction management plan 
would have been conditioned, the draft condition does not make direct reference to the noise 
assessment. Any future planning permission should specify the noise assessment as a requirement 
of the construction management plan. 

43 Officers set out at stage 1 that plant noise should not exceed the existing background noise 
levels at the nearest sensitive properties and it was therefore recommended that the Council 
secured by condition that the plant noise should not exceed 10 dB below the existing background 
noise level. While there would have been a condition relating to background noise, the draft 
condition referred to L90 dB(A) 1 hour. This is a greater noise level than 10 dB and therefore any 
future planning permission should include a permission limiting plant noise to 10 dB. 

44 As set out at stage 1, the assessment of internal noise levels relied on double glazing and 
mechanical ventilation being provided and it was requested that the applicant should confirm that 
mechanical ventilation would be used as internal noise levels would not be achieved if open 
windows were required for ventilation, and it was requested that this should be secured by 
condition. In addition, the applicant was asked to provide an assessment of internal LAmax levels. 

45 The committee report addendum includes a number of noise mitigation conditions. One of 
these states that prior to the 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 Council’s required standards should be submitted. In addition, a draft condition was included in 
the committee report requesting noise measurement for a sample of residential units facing the 
railway prior to the occupation of the development. These conditions would address officers 
concerns as they would clarify how internal noise levels would be achieved, and would also 
demonstrate the actual internal noise levels for residential units facing the railway.  

46 As set out at stage 1, the acoustic report states that the target noise level for communal 
amenity areas, front and rear gardens and balconies is largely achievable for the development, 
although there are likely to be areas that will exceed this. While this was deemed acceptable in 
principle at stage 1, the applicant for application one was requested to quantify the areas that 
would or would not meet the targets so that an informed assessment of the external areas could be 



 page 9 

made. This has not been addressed and should the applicant appeal the decision or submit a 
revised application, this information should be provided. 

Conclusion 

47  Should the applicant appeal the Council’s decision or submit a revised application for the 
site, the outstanding noise issues set out above would need to be addressed through further detail 
or by condition. 

Response to consultation 

48 Application one was advertised by means of site and press notice for both the original 
scheme and then again for the revisions to it. In addition, 505 letters of consultation to 
neighbouring addresses were sent out for both the original and revised proposals. Five neighbour 
letters of support were received for application one. In addition, a letter was received in support of 
applications one and two from Pastor Steve from Sureway Ministries, and a letter was received in 
support of both applications from Family Mosaic. An additional twenty nine letters of support were 
received jointly for applications one and two. 

49 Six objections from amenity groups were received for application one, summarised as 
follows: 

 Herne Hill Society: applications are contrary to employment and housing policies in 
London Plan and Lambeth Plan and bear little relationship to the Framework Plan for 
Loughborough Junction; applications should not be approved until there is an adopted 
masterplan for Loughborough Junction; loss of light industrial to office use; present uses 
would not be able to return to redeveloped sites; proposed office use could be easily 
converted to residential; proposed residential would be in excess of London Plan density 
guidance which would be unsatisfactory for future residents, given proximity to railway 
arches. 

 Herne Hill Society (additional letter): Clarification required over density calculation; net 
residential density would be higher than 890 units per hectare; proposed density level is 
considered excessive and no improvements to public transport are proposed as required by 
saved UDP policies.  

 Brixton Society: loss of light industrial uses; ten storey building out of scale with 
surrounding development and is likely to be converted to residential; scheme should not go 
ahead if Site 2 application is omitted. 

 Ruskin on the Hill Residents Association: No heed to aspirations of LJAG and Lambeth 
Council masterplan. Contrary to policy PN10; architecture is generic and has no distinctive 
character; missed opportunity to enhance public realm through street level enhancement 
for pedestrians and cyclists or to provide community space; proposed building maintains 
existing narrow pavements. 

 Loughborough Junction Action Group (LJAG): contests the statement in the 
Community Consultation Document that LJAG supports the scheme. LJAG supports the 
redevelopment of the site in principle but have at no time stated that they support the 
proposed scheme. 

 LJAG (additional letter): consideration of the two applications should be withdrawn 
pending the production of the masterplan so that they can be considered in the wider 
context; excessive density will lead to uncomfortable relationship with proposed community 
uses; ten storey office block is visually intrusive and could be converted to residential; 
commercial provision will be unable to sustain arts and crafts uses; impact on transport 
capacity has not been taken seriously and many local users have highlighted the severe 
overcrowding at Loughborough Junction but this has been dismissed as TfL has not 
objected; need for additional educational, medical and retail facilities cannot be met 
through financial contribution; provision of green space and play space is not clearly 
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demonstrated and roof top provision will necessitate increased height for parapets and 
railings; impact of increase in deliveries, servicing and drop off due to car free nature of 
scheme is not reflected in parking and turning space provision and would exacerbate 
congestion in adjacent streets; two applications could be developed independently and 
could therefore appear incomplete; lack of consultation; poor information on matters such 
as significant slope to Herne Hill Road which is not shown on elevations. 
 

50 A letter of objection was also received from the Rt Hon Dame Tessa Jowell MP, summarised 
below: 

 Insufficient consultation with the local community by the developer; concerns over density, 
design and height of proposed developments; overdevelopment of site; ten storeys not in 
keeping with existing buildings in the area; concern about impact on local businesses, 
transport, amenities and school places; strategic plan is needed to ensure all projects work 
together to improve the area as a whole so that new homes can be delivered alongside 
space for enterprise and employment, therefore it would seem premature and ill-advised to 
approve these applications before this Masterplan is developed. 

51 As well as the objections above, 118 neighbour objections for application one were 
received, summarised below: 

 Transport and access: Concerns over capacity of already crowded Loughborough Junction 
Station; lack of consideration of new station within the site; parking stress; arches that are 
opened up should remain accessible with public rights of way; new access should be 
thoroughly lit; public bike stands are required; increase in trips; scheme is car free and there 
is no space for deliveries to the proposed residential units; only vehicles with modern safety 
vehicles should be allowed on and off site; site should include pedestrian and cyclist 
permeability between Hinton Road and Herne Hill Road. 

 Design: Ten storey building out of context with surroundings; would set height precedent; 
impact on conservation area; design is unimaginative; lack of amenity space and 
landscaping; number of units compromises the local green pockets; potentially could be a 
gated development; proposed residential would be poor quality due to proximity to railway 
line; scheme does not contribute to public realm; road safety issues due to inadequate 
pavement widths; useability of communal amenity space; sunlight and daylight, outlook and 
loss of privacy to 11 Hinton Road; wheelchair units are not provided for affordable housing, 
and wheelchair units are all in one block; proposed development should use high quality 
materials; quality of employment space; floor to ceiling heights are prohibitive of light 
industrial occupiers; lack of ground floor access to commercial units; limited hours of 
operation for commercial units due to residential properties; lack of yard space for 
commercial units. 

 Process: lack of public consultation; some proposed views are missing and others are 
inaccurate; scheme should be withdrawn awaiting new masterplan for Loughborough 
Junction; no definition of affordable housing; application needs to work with Network Rail’s 
investment in railway arches. 

 Proposed uses: lack of facilities such as shops, cafes, libraries and youth centres; concern 
that proposal would contain a supermarket; loss of B2 units and loss of existing businesses; 
potential for office space to be converted to residential under permitted development rights; 
concern that there would be loss of a place of worship. 

 Impact on neighbouring properties and businesses: impact on nearby independent 
businesses; impact on nurseries, schools and GP capacity; disturbance from construction; 
scheme will contribute to over population and surrounding streets are ‘streets under 
conversion stress’; potential contribution to existing litter and waste issues in area; hours of 
use for industrial element should be restricted. 
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 Sustainability: lack of environmentally sustainable features; proposed CHP is not feasible 
and there should be a condition stating that no work should commence until the CHP plant 
is connected to the infrastructure. 
 

52 Other statutory consultees responded to application one as follows: 

 Environment Agency: No comments 

 Natural England: No objection. Reference to standing advice 

 Network Rail:  No objections, subject to details regarding proposed demolition and 
construction to ensure that the development does not impact on Network Rail’s assets 

 Thames Water: Insufficient capacity of existing waste water infrastructure to deal with 
proposed development, therefore a condition to be attached for a drainage strategy. 
Installation of non-return valve or similar to avoid backflow of sewage recommended; 
surface water to be managed by the development and should not connect to the network 
for removal; no impact piling prior to approval of piling method statement; water supply 
capacity insufficient to meet demands of new development, therefore an impact study on 
capacity requirements must be provided. 

 English Heritage: the site is broadly hemmed in on three sides and can take a slightly 
more robust and larger scale design than would be appropriate on other sites in this area. 
The proposed design articulates the facades of the larger blocks in a way that reduces the 
monolithic appearance. Concern raised regarding the scale of building E due to the height 
and possibility that it would be visible from Loughborough Park Conservation Area. 

 English Heritage Archaeology: No archaeological evaluation has been submitted as part 
of the application. 
 

53 Application two was also advertised by site and press notices for both the original and 
revised applications, with 505 letters of consultation sent to neighbouring properties, again on 
both the original and revised applications. Seventeen neighbour letters of support were received, as 
well as the letters in support of applications one and two, set out in paragraph 44. 

54 There were five letters of objection from amenity groups, summarised as follows: 

 Loughborough Junction Action Group (LJAG): contests the statement in the 
Community Consultation Document that LJAG supports the scheme. LJAG supports the 
redevelopment of the site in principle but have at no time stated that they support the 
proposed scheme. 

 LJAC (additional letter): the opportunity to improve the public realm and in particular 
the congested and minimal pavement areas at the junction of Coldharbour Lane and Herne 
Hill Road has not been taken. The site provides no improved permeability particularly from 
Coldharbour Lane. 

 Herne Hill Society: objects to both applications. applications are contrary to employment 
and housing policies in London Plan and Lambeth Plan and bear little relationship to the 
Framework Plan for Loughborough Junction; applications should not be approved until 
there is an adopted masterplan for Loughborough Junction; loss of light industrial to office 
use and the need is for light industrial and business uses; present uses would not be able to 
return to redeveloped sites; proposed office use could be easily converted to residential; 
proposed residential would be in excess of London Plan density guidance which would be 
unsatisfactory for future residents, given proximity to railway arches. 

 Brixton Society: Objects to site one. With regards to site two, sites one and two should 
proceed together to avoid an over-dense residential scheme screened off behind an ugly 
and ad-hoc 1950s industrial building. 

 Ruskin on the Hill Residents Association: No heed to aspirations of LJAG and Lambeth 
Council masterplan. Contrary to policy PN10; architecture is generic and has no distinctive 
character; missed opportunity to enhance public realm through street level enhancement 
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for pedestrians and cyclists or to provide community space; proposed building maintains 
existing narrow pavements and adds doors opening on to the footpath; there should be 
recesses in the building frontage; refuse collection from the street is unacceptable; building 
set back at second floor would not change pedestrian experience of Loughborough 
Junction; expanded capacity of Sureway Ministries could increase traffic congestion; 
congestion on bus routes bottlenecking on feeder roads, illegal parking and pressure on 
residential streets; LJAG masterpla and Lambeth Council include enhancing experience of 
local community when walking and cycling round Loughborough Junction; vehicle traffic 
for Sureway Ministries would be better suited to out of town shopping centre. 
 

55 There were 67 neighbour objections received for application two, summarised below: 

 Transport and access: much of existing congregation travels by car which leads to 
parking issues; any expansion should only be allowed with appropriate mitigation against 
parking increases on Sundays; lack of permeability through the site immediately to the 
south of where the church is; overcrowded rail service is already over capacity; 
Loughborough Junction very congested and is nearest station to Oval Quarter development 
at Myatts Field, so this will only get worse; consideration should be given to look at 
relocating church to a place where there is adequate off site parking to meet needs, or to a 
more suited location on the wider Higgs Industrial triangle site, together with parking 
enforcement on a Sunday; would be wise as part of the redevelopment to consider whether 
an entrance to Loughborough Junction and/or lift be best placed in this vicinity; lack of 
turning point for deliveries and incoming vehicles would have to reverse onto Herne Hill 
Road; commercial viability of the Higgs development will be damaged unless there is 
permeability created from Coldharbour Lane to the western Higgs blocks. 

 Design: height of development out of keeping with the area; building will tower above and 
form a wall to railway line along length of platform; place of worship could be extended in a 
building with smaller proportions; addition of extra storeys to include residential flats is out 
of place; proposals do not go far enough to improve façade of the building; pavement 
widths around building are inadequate; footprint of the building should be reduced and 
pavements widened; a 3D model should be made available; lack of areas of enhancement 
such as increased public space. 

 Process: insufficient consultation; impossible to gauge overall scale of applications one and 
two as they are not shown together in planning documents; CGI misleading as the Sureways 
Ministries does not represent community or provide community resource; the application 
should be withdrawn to allow the forthcoming masterplan to be developed. 

 Proposed uses: loss of church; density of places of worship in this area. 

 Impact on neighbouring properties and businesses: impact on infrastructure; sites to 
expand new schools are limited; the existing church creates noise disturbance; existing lack 
of community space and a lack of green space. 
 

56 The other statutory consultees responded as follows: 

 Environment Agency: No comments 

 Natural England: No objection. Reference to standing advice 

 Network Rail: No objections subject to details regarding proposed demolition and 
construction to ensure that the development does not impact on Network Rail’s assets 

 Thames Water: No objection. Surface water to be managed by the development and 
should not connect to the network for removal.  No impact pilling to take place prior to 
approval of a piling method statement 

 English Heritage: Comments provided for sites one and two: the site is broadly hemmed 
in on three sides and can take a slightly more robust and larger scale design than would be 
appropriate on other sites in this area. The proposed design articulates the facades of the 
larger blocks in a way that reduces the monolithic appearance. Concern raised regarding the 



 page 13 

scale of building E due to the height and possibility that it would be visible from 
Loughborough Park Conservation Area. 

 English Heritage Archaeology: No archaeological evaluation has been submitted as part 
of the application. 
 

57 Council officers have thoroughly assessed the design and impact of the proposals in the 
Committee report and addressed the concerns raised by statutory consultees. The stage 1 reprot 
and this report have addressed the substantive land use, density and design issues which are all 
broadly considered to be acceptable. As set out in this report, a number of Stage 1 comments 
remain outstanding.  Any revised application submission should address these comments, and 
ensure that appropriately worded conditions, informatives and section 106 obligations are secured 
where necessary to address concerns raised in this report and from other statutory consultees. 

Legal Considerations 

58 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act 
as the local planning authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected 
application.  The Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority.  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 

59 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 

60 As the application fails test ‘b’ of the policy tests for the Mayor to take over and determine 
applications, there is no basis to issue a direction under Article 7 of the Order 2008. 

61 Should the application one scheme be considered at appeal or a revised application 
submitted the applicant should have regard to issues raised in this report on housing, urban design, 
inclusive access, climate change, transport and noise.  

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects): 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager (Development & Projects) 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895     email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Katie Walker, Case Officer 
020 7983 4976  email Katie.Walker@london.gov.uk 
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planning report D&P/3506a  

5 November 2014 

Higgs Industrial Estate, Herne Hill Road 

in the London Borough of Lambeth  

planning application no. 14/04826/FUL & 14/04835/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 

Two applications for: 

 
Application one: demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site to provide five new 
buildings ranging from six to ten storeys in height, comprising 146 residential units and 3,800 sq.m. 
of commercial floorspace, together with associated open space and landscaping; and 
 
Application two: refurbishment and extension of existing community centre to provide an increase 
in floorspace from 1,058 sq.m. to 1,526 sq.m as well as five flats. 

 

The applicant 

The applicant and architect for application one is Parritt Leng. 

The applicant for application two is Sureway International Christian Ministries and the agent is 
Parritt Leng. 

 

Strategic issues 

Strategic issues with respect to housing, inclusive access, urban design, climate change and 
transport should be addressed before the applications are referred back to the Mayor at his 
decision making stage.   

Recommendation 

That Lambeth Council be advised that while the proposals are generally acceptable in strategic 
planning terms, the matters set out in paragraph 68 need further discussion before it can be 
confirmed that the proposals comply with the London Plan. 
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Context 

On  26 September 2014 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.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 
the Mayor has until 6 November to provide the Council with a statement setting out whether he 
considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view. 
The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report sets out information for the Mayor’s use 
in deciding what decision to make. 

Individually, the applications would not be referable, however as the sites are adjoining, both 
applications are referable under paragraph two of the Schedule to the Order 2008:  

“if the local planning authority receive an application for planning permission for development, 
which they consider forms part of more substantial proposed development, on the same land or 
adjoining land, they must for the purposes of this Schedule treat that application as an application 
for planning permission for the more substantial development”. 

Taken together, according to paragraph two of the Schedule to the Order 2008, the proposals are 
then referable under Category 1B (c): 

“1. 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 –  

(d) outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square metres”. 

Once Lambeth Council has resolved to determine the applications, it is required to refer them back 
to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own determination; 
or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

The application site is located to the south of Loughborough Junction railway station and is 0.6 
hectares in total. It is roughly triangular in shape and is currently occupied by an industrial estate 
and community centre. The site is bounded to the north by the A3227 Coldharbour Lane and 
Loughborough Junction railway station.  The site is bounded to the west and south by railway lines 
and to the east by Herne Hill Road. 

The closest section of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) lies approximately one 
kilometre to the west (Brixton Road A23), and Denmark Hill is the closest point of the Strategic 
Road Network (SRN), some 900m to the northeast.  The site is served by six bus routes, 35, 45, 
345 (24 hour), P4, P5 & N35. The site lies within 60m of Loughborough Junction Rail Station, and 
the closest London Underground station at Brixton lies approximately 1.1km from the site.  The 
site has a public transport accessibility level of 3, where 1 is the least accessible by public transport 
and 6b is the most accessible. 

The site currently comprises industrial units, a number of which are vacant, as well as the existing 
community centre to the north of the site, subject to application two. The immediate surrounding 
context comprises mainly two – three storey commercial and industrial uses, with residential 
beyond. The site is locally allocated as a Major Development Opportunity Site in the saved policies 
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of the Council’s Unitary Development Plan.  The allocation is for high density mixed-use 
development that retains or relocates existing arts and crafts uses and contributes towards 
transport improvements. 

Details of the proposal 

The proposals for application one are for the redevelopment of the Higgs Industrial Estate for the 
demolition of the existing buildings and the redevelopment of the site to provide 146 residential 
units and 3800 sq.m. of Use Class B1/B2 replacement employment floorspace within five buildings 
ranging from six to ten storeys.  The proposals also include car parking, open space and 
landscaping. The Use Class B1/B2 units are envisaged to be appropriate for artists’ studios and 
SME start up units. 

The blocks will be arranged around a central triangular space and would have the B1/B2 uses at 
ground floor level. Block AB would be six storeys plus a basement level and would be situated on 
the eastern boundary of the site, comprising 42 private units, a caretakers studio and meeting 
room space. To the south of block AB, also on the eastern boundary, would be block C. This would 
be six storeys and would comprise one B1 unit and 25 private flats as well as five car parking 
spaces. Block D would sit on the southern boundary of the site, adjacent to the railway line. It 
would be seven storeys and would comprise two B1 units, twelve shared ownership flats and 21 
private flats.  Block E would be next to block D and would comprise B1 and B2 uses over ten 
storeys. Finally, block F would be situated on the western side of the open space and would 
comprise three shared ownership and 43 affordable rented units and one B1 unit over eight 
storeys. 

Application two comprises the refurbishment and extension of the community centre immediately 
adjacent to blocks AB and F would increase the existing community centre provision from 1,058 
sq.m. to 1,526 sq.m over three floors as well as providing five flats on two upper floors. Application 
two raises no strategic issues by itself and is therefore considered where appropriate as part of the 
wider site. 

Case history 

There is no relevant case history for the site 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

 Land use principles London Plan  

 Housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and 
Informal Recreation SPG; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and 
Context SPG 

 Affordable housing London Plan; Housing SPG 

 Density London Plan; Housing SPG 

 Urban design London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context, 
SPG; Housing SPG; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal 
Recreation SPG 

 Transport London Plan;  

 Access London Plan; Accessible London SPG 

 Sustainable development London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; GLA 
guidance on preparing energy assessments 

 Blue Ribbon Network London Plan 
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For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the Lambeth Core Strategy 2011, the saved policies from 
Lambeth’s Unitary Development Plan (2007, saved 2010) and the 2011 London Plan.   

The following are also relevant material considerations:  

The National Planning Policy Framework and Technical Guide to the National Planning Policy 
Framework 

 The Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) 2014 
 

The Lambeth Local Plan pre-submission version documents (2013) 

 
Principle of development 
 
Principle of residential-led, mixed-use development 

The existing industrial estate contains 3,769 sq.m. of commercial floorspace, which would be 
replaced and slightly increased in the application one proposals to 3,800 sq.m.  The design and 
access statement accompanying the application sets out that this floorspace would be suitable for 
artists’ studios and SME start up units. This is in line with Policy 4.6 of the London Plan, which 
supports arts and culture uses, and Policy 4.2 which supports offices in mixed use developments. 
Application two would preserve the existing community centre on the site, in line with London Plan 
Policy 3.1.  

As mentioned above, the site is subject to a local allocation as a major development opportunity 
site for high density mixed-use development and therefore the principle of residential-led, mixed-
use development on the site is supported. 

Housing 
 
The combined proposals include 151 residential units.  Lambeth’s annual housing target as set out 
in table 3.1 of the London Plan is 1,195 units, which is increased to 1,559 units per year for 2015 – 
2025 in the Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP).  The proposed 146 units represent 
10% of this target, which is welcomed.  

Housing mix 

The proposed residential mix for application one is set out in the table below: 

 Private Affordable Total 

1 bed flat 18 (20%) 26 (45%) 44 (30%) 

2 bed flat 35 (40%) 17 (29%) 52 (36%) 

3 bed flat 35 (40%) 15 (26%) 50 (34%) 

Total 88 58 146 

 

Application two would provide five private flats: one x 1 bedroom flat, three x 2 bedroom flats and 
one x three bedroom flats. London Plan policy 3.8 ‘Housing Choice’ encourages a choice of 
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housing based on local needs.  The scheme provides a good mix of larger and smaller units. Council 
will, however, need to be satisfied that the proposed unit mix for both applications is based on 
local housing needs, taking into account local and London Plan policy requirements.  

Affordable Housing 

Policy 3.12 requires councils to seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing when 
negotiating on individual private residential and mixed-use schemes. The application one proposals 
would provide 58 affordable units, which equates to 40% by unit. This is compliant with Lambeth 
Council’s policy and is therefore acceptable. While 34% of the affordable housing is three 
bedroom, which is supported in line with London Plan Policy 3.11, there is also a large proportion 
of one bedroom affordable units (45%).  The Council should confirm that this is in line with local 
needs.  Policy 3.11 of the London Plan sets out that affordable housing should be provided at a 
ratio of 60:40 affordable rent to intermediate, however Lambeth’s policy requires a 70:30 split. The 
proposed tenure split is 74% affordable rented and 26% shared ownership, which is broadly in line 
with this. 

Application two has been submitted by a separate applicant and contains only five flats, all of 
which would be private. Lambeth’s core strategy requires affordable housing on sites of ten units 
or more, and therefore application two does not generate a requirement for affordable housing. 

Residential Quality and Standards 

The design statements for the applications set out that all of the residential units have been 
designed to meet or exceed the Mayor’s minimum space standards.  A small number of units would 
be accessed per core which is welcomed in line with the Mayor’s Housing SPG.   

Residential quality is generally well resolved, with the orientation and layout of blocks providing a 
high proportion of dual and triple aspect units which is welcomed. Of the 146 units in application 
one, 104 (71%) would be dual or triple aspect and 32 (22%) would be partly dual aspect. Only ten 
(7%) would be single aspect, and none of the single or partly dual aspects would be north facing. 
Floor to ceiling heights should meet a minimum of 2,600mm to optimise daylight penetration to all 
units.  All of the flats in application two would be either dual or triple aspect.  

Density 

The site is central in character and has a public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of three.  The 
London Plan sets out in table 3.2 that the appropriate density in this location is 300 – 650 units 
per hectare, or 65 – 240 units per hectare depending on the number of habitable rooms, although 
local policy specifies that high density development is appropriate for the site.  The application 
material states that the proposals for application one have a residential density of 890 habitable 
rooms per hectare. It is unclear, however, whether this calculation is based on total site area or net 
residential site area. The applicant for application one should provide a net residential density as 
set out in paragraph 1.3.47 of the Mayor’s Housing SPG, and should provide the density as both 
habitable rooms per hectare and units per hectare.  

 

 

 

 

Children’s play space 
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Policy 3.6 of the London Plan sets out that development proposals which include housing should 
make provision for children’s play space.  Using the methodology set out in the Mayor’s ‘Shaping 
Neighbourhoods: Informal Play and Recreation’ SPG, the proposals for application one would yield 
51 children, 28 of whom would be under five years old.  This would generate a requirement of 510 
sq.m. of playspace with 280 sq.m. to be provided as door step play for younger children.  

The application one proposals include 1,613 sq.m. of private amenity space as balconies, terraces 
and private gardens. In addition, 1,521 sq.m. of communal amenity space is provided as the central 
open space and roof terraces. The design statement accompanying the application sets out that 
the play space will be incorporated in the proposed communal amenity spaces.  While this allows 
ample space to provide the required playspace, details of the playspace should be secured by 
condition to ensure that it is provided, in particular dedicated playspace for under fives. If the 
private gardens are proposed as doorstep playspace for under fives, the applicant should provide 
an amenity schedule setting out the sizes of individual gardens.  

The proposals for application two would generate an anticipated child yield of one. The application 
provides communal gardens within which playspace would be incorporated, which is welcomed. 

Urban design 

The design is well thought out and introduces a simple layout that presents defined building lines 
to all public facing edges of the site. Commercial and residential entrance points are well 
distributed across the scheme to provide a high proportion of active frontage, with commercial 
units located to respond to the future activation of railway arches along the southern and western 
site boundaries. This approach is supported.  

The proposed blocks are arranged to create a communal courtyard which benefits from a degree of 
enclosure from Herne Hill Road and passive surveillance from surrounding residential units. The 
proportions and dimensions of this space offer the opportunity for a strong sense of communal 
focus for future residents. The applicant should provide further details within a landscaping 
strategy which demonstrates how public routes through the site are clearly delineated from 
residential areas in order to optimise the amount and quality of communal residential amenity 
space within the courtyard. Consideration should also be given to exploring means of maximising 
daylight/sunlight levels to the courtyard, given that it is likely to be largely overshadowed by the 
bulk and massing of Block E. 

The intention to encourage pedestrian activity along the railway edges is welcomed, however 
clarification is needed to demonstrate how this route can be opened up as a future strategy for 
when both sites have been built through. Further clarification on the hierarchy of public and 
private routes through the site should also be included for application one, including how 
communal residential areas can be secured from the public realm.  

Bin and cycle storage is well integrated into ground floor layouts of all blocks, minimising frontages 
to these areas and ensuring entrance to cores are prominent and positioned to provide good core 
to unit ratios.  

The scale and massing approach is generally supported and raises no specific strategic issues. The 
predominant six storey massing responds successfully to the existing and emerging context of the 
site, with taller elements introducing a formal composition and rhythm to the scheme’s principle 
Herne Hill Road elevation. The taller ten storey element is located towards the rear of the site, 
mitigating its massing impact on the generally low-rise scale of development along Herne Hill 
Road.  
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The simple and modulated architectural approach is welcomed as this enables individual residential 
units to be clearly articulated from each other, promoting a feeling of ownership for future 
residents, while also being delineated from the ground floor commercial uses. The use of recessed 
balconies provides a clean-lined edge to the blocks with high quality brick work contributing 
towards a human-scaled and domestic form of development, which is supported.  

Inclusive Access 

The design statement accompanying the application one sets out that the proposed apartments 
meet the housing requirements in the London Plan and the Housing SPG. The applicant should 
clarify whether all of the apartments comply with ‘Lifetime Homes’ standards, and should 
demonstrate that the proposed employment uses are also accessible and inclusive in line with the 
Mayor’s ‘Accessible London’ SPG.   

The design statement for application one sets out 10% of units will be wheelchair accessible or 
easily adapted for wheelchair users in line with Policy 3.8 of the London Plan. These should be 
clearly marked on plan. The Council should be satisfied that the proposed split between private and 
affordable wheelchair housing is appropriate in line with local needs. 

The proposals include a number of roof terraces as communal amenity space. The applicant should 
demonstrate how these spaces will be accessible to all. The applicant should also demonstrate how 
communal playspace will be inclusive for all users. In addition, clarification on the gradients of 
internal ramped access to flats and communal cores from Herne Hill Road is needed for application 
one, to ensure that they are designed to be fully accessible.     

Climate change 
 
Energy 
 
Application one is accompanied by an energy statement, in line with Policy 5.2 of the London Plan.  

For application one, a range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are 
proposed to reduce the carbon emissions of the proposed development. Both air permeability and 
heat loss parameters will be improved beyond the minimum backstop values required by building 
regulations. The demand for cooling will be minimised through solar control glazing. The applicant 
should provide information on how the demand for cooling will be minimised through compliance 
with policy 5.9 of the London Plan. The applicant should also provide modelling sheets for the CO2 
savings from energy efficient measures alone.   

The applicant has broadly followed the energy hierarchy and has identified that there is a proposal 
to extend the SELCHP district heat network to run approximately 500 metres to the north of the 
site and that the development will be designed to allow future connection to this, which is 
welcomed in line with London Plan Policy 5.5. However, while the residential units would be 
connected to a site heat network, the offices would instead be heated by a variable refrigerant flow 
system, which would not allow them to be connected to the district heating network. The applicant 
is encouraged to connect the offices to the site heat network to allow all buildings to connect to a 
district heating network. A drawing showing the route of the heat network linking all buildings on 
the site should be provided, and further information on the floor areas of the energy centre in the 
basement of Block A should also be provided. 

The applicant is proposing to serve the private dwellings with a Combined Heat and Power system 
(CHP). Details of the proposed fuel for the CHP should be provided. The CHP is sized to provide 
70% of heating for the dwellings. Monthly load profiles showing the proportion of heat to be met 
by the CHP should be provided, as well as installed capacity. Plans for managing any surplus 
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electricity output should also be provided, for example whether this would be exported to the grid 
and how any such sales would be managed.   

The applicant has investigated the feasibility of a range of renewable energy technologies. 
Photovoltaics would be the most suitable option, however the area on which these could be 
installed is limited due to the amenity space being provided on roof terraces and, as such, no 
renewable energy technologies would be provided. 

The proposed energy strategy would result in an overall saving of 37.5% regulated emissions 
compared to a 2013 Building Regulations compliant scheme. This exceeds the targets in London 
Plan Policy 5.2, which is welcomed. The applicant should, however, update these savings taking 
the comments above into account. 

While not of strategic concern by itself, application two is also accompanied by an energy 
statement in line with London Plan Policy 5.2. This sets out that the site will also be able to 
connect to any future district heating network, which is welcomed in line with London Plan Policy 
5.5. The energy statement also sets out proposed energy efficiency measures and renewable 
energy technologies for the proposed development.  

Transport 

Car Parking 

Application two does not propose an addition to the 5 parking spaces currently provided.  As with 
the present arrangement, these spaces would be accessed through application one, with an access 
formed onto the basement parking access for application one leading onto Herne Hill Road.  The 
application one development includes fifteen car parking spaces to serve the 146 residential units, 
all of which are accessible spaces.  They are all located at basement level within block A/B, and the 
wheelchair accessible housing lies within the same or the neighbouring block (C).  A car parking 
management plan should to be secured to ensure that the parking proposed effectively meets the 
needs of ambulant disabled residents and to ensure that the range of access routes and turning / 
loading areas within the site are not used informally for vehicle parking. 

The proposed parking ratio of 0.1 with 1:1 blue badge parking  is in accordance with London Plan 
Policy 6.13 and is supported. Residents, employees and visitors to the site, however, could make 
use of on street spaces in the currently unrestricted parts of Loughborough Road and 
Loughborough Park, a short distance to the west of the site.  It is understood that a contribution 
towards a review / implementation of local CPZ measures / extent would be sought by Lambeth 
within a section 106 agreement, which is welcomed.  A car club contribution is also proposed, 
though it is unclear whether any additional spaces would be provided.  An analysis of the use of 
the closest car club vehicle should be undertaken to determine whether an additional space is 
required.  Membership of the car club and account credits should also be provided for residents of 
application one. Electric vehicle charging point provision of 20% with 20% passive provision in line 
with London Plan Policy 6.13 should also be provided for application one. 

 

Cycle Parking 

Application one includes provision for 440 cycle parking spaces, dispersed throughout the site 
buildings at basement and ground level.  TfL supports this increased provision above the 223 space 
minimum requirement set out by London Plan Policy 6.9, though it is noted that not all storage 
areas appear to have sufficient space to access all of the spaces shown.  The location of visitor 
spaces is not clear on the revised drawings.  Further details of the type of stands used and how 
access to and management of the cycle parking spaces should be secured by condition.  Facilities 
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for showers, changing and storage are now shown to serve the B1 floorspace, which is welcomed, 
and these should be secured by condition. 

The position of cycle storage within the rear parking area has been altered in the revised plans, 
though they show differing size structures which, on the main floorplans appears to overlap with 
and be obstructed by two of the car parking spaces to be retained.  The effectiveness of this 
secluded rear yard for use as visitor cycle storage will be reliant upon proper advertisement and 
management of this facility, which should be clearly set out and monitored within the Travel Plan. 

Trip Generation 

The application has provided revised trip generation calculations following initial comments raised 
by Lambeth.  TRICS and TRAVL survey data has been used for the different existing and proposed 
uses.  The analysis does include a limited number of out of date or less relevant inputs, though 
adequate conclusions can still be drawn from the resultant trip generation outputs. 

Public transport 

The development would a require a minor relocation of an existing bus stop on Herne Hill Road.  
This should be secured by s106 / s278 agreement. As noted below, the construction management 
and impact on the railway infrastructure will need to be carefully planned and coordinated with 
Network Rail, and mitigation measures will be required for railway noise and vibration. 

The combined increase in public transport trips from both developments does not require a 
mitigating contribution towards public transport capacity.  A range of transport improvements are 
sought locally in existing and developing borough policy documents, however Lambeth has 
indicated that the proposed development on this site would not inhibit those goals. The site is not 
within a cycle hire coverage area. 

Pedestrian Environment 

The scheme is accompanied by a PERS audit, which does not identify any necessary significant 
interventions.  It is noted that the immediate locality is currently the subject of a range of 
proposals intended to improve the quality of public realm.    

Servicing and Construction 

The proposals include on site servicing, which is welcomed. The application two site would be 
accessed through the application one site, which would also potentially provide access for railway 
embankment maintenance.  It is noted that the southernmost access point is considered to be 
deficient in regards to vehicle visibility splays. 

In line with London Plan Policy 6.3, a delivery and servicing plan and a construction logistics and 
management plan should be secured by condition or section 106 agreement. The construction 
logistics and management plan should take account of the need to not impact upon the function 
of the adjoining railway lines and station and the limitations on site access effected by the same 
enclosing elevated railway lines. 

Travel Plan 

The applicant has submitted workplace and residential travel plans, prepared in line with TfL 
guidance, with the transport assessment. This is welcomed and these should be developed and 
secured, enforced, funded and monitored as part of a section 106 agreement.   
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Particular attention should be given to encouraging visitors to cycle to the site and use the visitor 
cycle parking.  Clarification is required about car club spaces: the travel plans make reference to 
three car club spaces whereas elsewhere in the application documents state that no spaces would 
be required and that membership would be the main contribution to car clubs.  References to 
railway services and existing car club proximity also appear out of date and should be clarified.  

Mayoral CIL 

In accordance with London Plan Policy 8.3, the Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) came 
into effect on 1 April 2012.  All new developments that create 100 sq.m. or more of additional floor 
space are liable to pay the Mayoral CIL.  The levy is charged at £35 per square metre of additional 
floor space in Lambeth.  Lambeth Council has also adopted its own CIL. 

Noise 

As the site is surrounded by busy railway line, Policy 7.15 of the London Plan is particularly 
relevant. This relates to reducing noise and sets out that development proposals should seek to 
minimise the existing and potential noise impacts on or from development.  

The applicant has submitted an acoustic report for application one, setting out baseline conditions, 
the impact of and on the proposals, and mitigation measures. In terms of construction, no 
construction plan has currently been submitted so the noise impact of this phase is unknown. As 
set out above, a construction management plan should be secured by condition and this should 
include a noise assessment.  

Plant noise should not exceed the existing background noise levels at the nearest sensitive 
properties. It is therefore recommended that the Council secures by condition that the plant noise 
should not exceed 10 dB below the existing background noise level. 

The assessment of internal noise levels relies on double glazing and mechanical ventilation being 
provided. The applicant should clarify that mechanical ventilation will be used as internal noise 
levels would not be achieved if open windows were required for ventilation. This should be secured 
by condition. In addition, the applicant should provide an assessment of internal LAmax levels. 

The acoustic report states that the target noise level for communal amenity areas, front and rear 
gardens and balconies is largely achievable for the development, although there are likely to be 
areas that will exceed this. While this is acceptable in principle, the applicant for application one 
should quantify the areas that will or will not meet the targets so that an informed assessment of 
the external areas can be made. 

Local planning authority’s position 

The local planning authority’s position is currently unknown. 

Legal considerations 
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Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) 
Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement setting 
out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for 
taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the Mayor 
again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the 
application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

There are no financial considerations at this stage 

Conclusion 
 
 Application two is not of strategic significance in itself. Application one is broadly acceptable in 
strategic policy terms, however the matters set out below require further discussion before 
application one can be confirmed that the proposal complies with the London Plan: 

 Housing: the Council should be satisfied that the proposed housing mix is based on local 
housing needs; the density should be provided using the net residential site area; further 
information should be provided regarding children’s playspace provision and accessibility. 

 Urban design: Further details of the routes through the site should be provided; 
consideration should be given to exploring means of maximising daylight/sunlight levels to 
the courtyard.  

 Inclusive access: The applicant should demonstrate that all units have been designed in 
accordance with ‘Lifetime Homes’ criteria; the applicant should clearly mark on plan which 
units are proposed to be adaptable for wheelchair housing; the applicant should 
demonstrate that the employment units are accessible and that the roof terraces are 
accessible to all; clarification on the gradients of internal ramped access to flats and 
communal cores from Herne Hill should be provided.     

 Climate Change: The applicant should provide information on how the demand for cooling 
will be minimised ;modelling sheets for the CO2 savings from energy efficient measures 
alone should be provided; potential to connect the offices to the site heat should be 
explored;  a drawing showing the route of the heat network linking all buildings on the site 
should be provided; further information on the floor areas of the energy centre in the 
basement of block A is required; plans for managing any surplus electricity output should 
be provided.   

 Transport: A car parking management plan should be secured by condition; further details 
of car club spaces and membership is required; electric vehicle charging points should be 
provided;  details of access and management of the cycle parking should be secured by 
condition;  facilities for showers, changing and storage should be secured by condition; a 
delivery and servicing plan and a construction logistics and management plan should be 
secured by condition or section 106 agreement. 
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 Noise: The construction management plan should include a noise assessment; plant noise 
levels should be secured by condition; mechanical ventilation should be confirmed and 
secured by condition; internal LAmax levels should be provided; further details on noise 
levels for the external amenity space should be provided. 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Developments and Project Team): 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Development & Projects  
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895    email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Katie Walker, Senior Strategic Planner (Case Officer) 
020 7983 4976 email katie.walker@london.gov.uk 
 

 
 

 

 


