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Agenda ltem 6

Item No: Classification: Date: Meeting Name:
6.1,6.2 Open 6™ July 2021 Planning Committee
Report title: Addendum report

Late observations and further information

Ward(s) or groups affected: St Giles, Camberwell Green, Faraday, North
Walworth, St George’s

From: Director of Planning and Growth

FINAL report issued on

PURPOSE

To advise members of observations, consultation responses and further information received
in respect of the following planning applications on the main agenda. These were received
after the preparation of the report and the matters raised may not therefore have been taken
in to account in reaching the recommendation stated.

RECOMMENDATION

That members note and consider the late observations, consultation responses and
information received in respect of each item in reaching their decision.

FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION

Late observations, additional information and revisions have been received in respect of
the following planning applications on the main agenda:

Item 6.1 21-23 Parkhouse Street, London, SE5 7TQ

Ecological Enhancement

The original report identified at paragraph 179 that this development would contribute
towards a strategic habitat bank to be created in Burgess Park. A potential project has now
been identified and costs calculated. The applicant has agreed to a proportion of the total
cost including maintenance and management. Consequently a sum of £16,038 would be
secured in the s106 legal agreement.

Carbon Offset Fund

In paragraph 250 of the committee report it is stated that a contribution of £96,140 would be
required towards the carbon offset fund (1012 tonnes shortfall x £95). Since the publication
of the report is has become apparent this is incorrect. There is a need to offset 453.53
tonnes not 1020 and therefore the correct calculation should be 454.53 tonnes shortfall x
£95 = £43,180



Additional Representations

Since the publication of the committee report 3 additional letters of objection have been
submitted including 1 from Friends of Burgess Park (FOBP).

The two comments from local residents raise similar issues to those already set out and
discussed in the committee report (concern over height/scale/impact on ecology and the
park).

The representation from FOBP reiterates their concerns with the proposal and also sets out
their views on the committee report. The following points are raised:-

Overall the report does not adequately address the issue of cumulative impact of all the
planned developments across the NSP22 Burgess Business Park site. The cumulative
impact will be heights, impact on the park edge, openness and amenity, impact on St
George's Church to enhance or conserve the historic and townscape character.

Officer Response: These matters are covered within the relevant design and ecology
sections of the report.

The inter-relationship of the new proposals for the NSP22 Burgess Business Park site and
the emerging context needs to be considered as a whole in a comprehensive way as set out
in the London Plan D9 Tall buildings policy.

Officer comment: The application has been assessed against Policy D9 in the full report
(paragraphs 125-143).

Camberwell Union heights are taller than the chimney (this was suggested as the maximum
height in the LDS). The Camberwell Union scheme then acts as a benchmark for the
emerging context. Creating the scaling for higher buildings across the other NSP22 sites.

Officer comment: The purpose of the LDS, is to promote a design strategy for development
for the Parkhouse Street area in order to co-ordinate developer activities and encourage a
cohesive proposal across landownerships. It is a useful tool for guiding developers.

This scheme has sought to address a number of the suggestions in the LDS (set back from
park boundary/shoulder height along Parkhouse Street/increase in height of buildings
towards rear of the site/range of uses/public realm/opportunities to enhance biodiversity)

The Camberwell Union scheme is still subject to consideration and will be assessed on its
merits in terms of height/scale.

The scaling of height and mass across the schemes does not appropriately step down at the
park edge (with 10 and 11 storeys) or the Cottage Green edge with four rising to 7 storeys.

Officer comment: The height/scale/massing of the proposal is considered to be acceptable
for the reasons set out in the committee report (paragraphs 125- 142).

Impact on the listed building St George’s Church for short, medium and long views across
Burgess Park of the cumulative impact of all the developments.



Officer report: The impact of the proposal on heritage assets is discussed in the committee
report (paragraphs 145-152).

The height relationships across the scheme do not conserve and enhance listed buildings;
Collingwood House, St George's Church - the impacts of the scaling and height across the
scheme.

Officer report: The impact of the proposal on heritage assets is discussed in the committee
report (paragraphs 145-152).

The cumulative impact assessments do not consider the scaffolding yard site (Southampton
Way/Cottage Green). The daylight sunlight implications across the schemes cumulative
impacts are significant and multiple for immediate residential properties.

Officer comments: The daylight/sunlight assessments submitted consider the impacts of all
relevant schemes that have been submitted for planning at this point in time. The impact on
relevant neighbouring sites is covered in paragraphs 200 — 205 of the committee report. The
properties most affected by this proposal will be those subject to current planning
applications.

The scheme most likely to affect existing residential properties will be the Burgess Business
Park redevelopment. That application will be required to demonstrate impact in terms of
daylight/sunlight taking into account cumulative impact from planned or committee schemes.

The Environmental Assessment gave both Burgess Park and Addington Square and
assessment of Townscape Value High. The only two aspects or features in the area to be
ranked High. However when the individual assessments are made of the views each is
classified as medium with no significant impact - this conveniently ignores the overall impact.

Officer comment: The impact of the proposal on heritage assets is considered to be less
than substantial for the reasons set out in the committee report (paragraphs 145-152).

The cumulative developments have a significant impact on the amenity value of Burgess
Park - as made clear by the number of comments which are concerned about the impact of
all the schemes on Burgess Park

Officer comment: Officers has fully considered the cumulative impacts of the proposal on the
park. This has been done by way of individual reports submitted with the application as well
as a separate cumulative impact assessment commissioned by the Council. The impact on
the park is discussed in detail in relevant sections of the committee report. Paragraphs 129-
133 deal with design impact and paragraphs 164 — 180 deal with ecological impact. To
mitigate the impact of the development on the park financial sums have been secured
towards landscaping of the park boundary wall, play facilities and ecology as set out in the
agreed s106 Heads of Terms.

The images on pages 54, 55 and 56 are not particularly clear, they show only the applicants
proposal and do not show the cumulative impact of all the developments. This information is
contained with the Peachtree/Camberwell Union application 21/AP/1342. These images



should be part of the information with images showing the cumulative impact from Albany
Road as well

Officer comment: Officers have been able to make a full assessment of the impact of the
proposal based on the plans and documents submitted.

The report says: This application proposes a small reduction of commercial floorspace
(99sgm/10% reduction) which has arisen out of the need to meet a number of competing
demands. The report recommends this is acceptable, but this then creates a precedent
across the other sites, Camberwell Union is not offering re-provision. The EIP requires
NSP22 in the new Southwark Plan re-provision by each individual NSP22 site

Officer Comment: The minor reduction in commercial floor space on this particular site is
considered to be acceptable for the specific reasons set out in the committee report
(paragraphs 47-71). Each planning application is determined on its own merits. A reduction
on this site would not set a precedent for other sites.

The report states Southwark’s Transport Policy Officers the accessibility of the site would
improve significantly with the Bakerloo Line extension. This is not reasonable when the
Bakerloo Line extension does not have an agreed timeline or funding. There will be a cap on
development for the Old Kent Road. So the BLE extension cannot be put forward as the
transport solution. It is also a 20 minute walk from Wells Way

Officer Comment: The Bakerloo extension is only one consideration and has not been used
to justify the proposal. The full transport and highways impacts have been duly considered in
the report and appropriate mitigation secured (paragraphs 220 — 234).

The shortfall of play space across this site and across others on NSP22 is a cause for
concern. It does not adequately address the point made in the planning inquiry about the
importance of play closer to home. Children have substantially reduced time for outside play
and this reduces year on year. The council is collecting S106 funds and some facilities can
be provided in existing green space but that does not respond adequately to the substantive
point about the importance of local places to play. Access to Multi use games provision is
an issue for the immediate area.

Officer comment: The proposal includes good, policy compliant provision for doorstep play
for 0-4 year olds. Given the size of the site and the need to deliver high quality residential
units as well as commercial floorspace with all of the requirements that go with that
(communal space/access/public realm/refuse/cycle storage) whilst responding appropriately
to the site context, it would be difficult to provide high quality, meaningful play facilities for
older children. However, the site is well located to enable older children to benefit from
excellent facilities in Burgess Park and a financial contribution has been secured to help
retain/maintain and improve those facilities. Furthermore as other sites come forward for
redevelopment there will be more opportunities for play/recreational facilities to come
forward which residents of this scheme will benefit from.

The report says: In terms of the appropriateness of the location for a tall building. Policy D9
states that Boroughs should determine if there are locations where tall buildings may be an
appropriate form of development. The site and the area (Burgess Business Park) is not
specifically identified in the Current Local plan or Core Strategy. However it is covered by the
new Southwark Plan which is close to adoption and which can therefore be afforded some
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weight. As outlined above, this suggest that tall buildings could be appropriate within the site
allocation. This statement in the report needs some qualification. The issue of locations for
tall buildings received considerable comments in the new Southwark Plan consultation,
further amendments are being required on this policy in the new plan and this will be further
consulted on.

Officer Comment: The site allocation NSP22 identifies that the site could be suitable for
taller buildings subject to full assessment on character, heritage and townscape. A full
assessment has been made as set out in the committee report at paragraphs 125-142.

There has been no indication from the inspectors that they have any issue with our tall
building policy, or this site allocation and the only minor modifications likely to be made to
the allocation relate to the change in use class definition commercial and light industrial
space from Class B to class E to reflect the Use Classes Order 2020. A condition is
recommended restricting the commercial floorspace within this development to Use Class E
G (ii) and E G (iii).

Agent of change - Noise from the BMX track including amplified music, announcements and
commentary, and associated large events should be noted as an existing factor which new
developments along Parkhouse St facing the park need to be aware of and design
appropriate mitigation.

Officer comment: This development has been designed to take account of the fact that there
will be residential occupiers living alongside commercial uses both on this site and if
neighbouring sites are redeveloped. Appropriate sound proofing measures have been
incorporated into the design and will be controlled by the EPT recommended conditions
(conditions 13 and 20). This will be sufficient to also ensure that any impact from use of the
park and BMX track is not detrimental.

Late submission in respect of Parkhouse Street received after the committee deadline

This submission from WWTRA was received on Sunday 4 July after the committee deadline.
The issues its raises including cumulative impacts, tall buildings and impacts on heritage
assets have been largely covered in the main report and in this addendum.

WWTRA has read the planning officer's report and would like to record the following
comments.

Page 12: Whilst not identified as a tall building site in current development plan policies, the
emerging NSP site allocation does suggest that tall buildings may be appropriate. The tallest
block on this site would be 38m high” The tallest block would be 38.9m, not 38m. NSP22
refers to ‘taller’ buildings rather than ‘tall buildings’. It is unclear what ‘taller’ means - it is a
relational term rather than an absolute. NSP22 has been the subject of representations to
the examination in public of the New Southwark Plan.

Page 10: “a cumulative assessment of the impacts of this and neighbouring schemes was
commissioned by officers.” Local amenity groups have commissioned their own report from
the London Wildlife Trust. When it is available we would like the planning committee to take
the LWT report on board for this and other planning applications bordering Burgess Park.



Page 14: “There are planned improvements to transport infrastructure in this area.” Please
tell us what improvements are planned, we are unaware of them.

Page 29: “the accessibility of the site would improve significantly with the Bakerloo Line
extension.” The proposed OKR station will be a 20-minute walk from the site, and there is no
bus route to OKR from here.

The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation guidance on walking catchments
(“Planning for Walking”, section 6.4) says: “The power of a destination determines how far
people will walk to get to it. For bus stops in residential areas, 400 metres has traditionally
been regarded as a cut-off point and in town centres, 200 metres...People will walk up to
800 metres to get to a railway station, which reflects the greater perceived quality or
importance of rail services.”

Even if the new OKR Bakerloo line station goes ahead, it will not be within the walking
catchment. Most local residents are likely to continue to use local buses to get to E&C

Page 37: “Buildings that are just tall enough to fall into the definition of tall buildings (as
proposed) will not impact upon the Park’s sense of openness or unduly upon its general
character.” The tallest part of this development will be 38.9m — this does not just scrape into
the definition, it is clearly a tall building.

Page 38 (about views from the park): “The whole would function and would be read, as new
neighbourhood which is large enough to create a new character for the area.” It’s the first
time we've seen a candid admission that a new character is being created. But we don’t
necessarily see this as a positive. We've repeatedly expressed concern that the character of
our area will be fundamentally changed by the BBP developments. Many of us have chosen
to live in a low-rise neighbourhood. It feels that a planning department has unilaterally
decided to radically change the character of our area, and market it to potential developers,
no doubt using its proximity to the park as a selling point (think of the views from the upper
floors!)

We have long been concerned about the cumulative views from the park. We have made
repeated requests for 3d modelling using the Vu City system. And while we accept that the
LDS laid down some urban design rules, it was produced AFTER planning applications had
been submitted for 5 of the BBP sites. It feels like a retrospective project to justify what the
planning dept and the developers had already agreed between themselves.

Page 40, 41, 42: Impact on the setting of St George’s Church and Wells Way Baths “the
scheme in itself will have little impact on an appreciation of these landmarks and will be
subservient to them” The images in the planning officer’s report are very poor quality, the
planning committee deserves to be shown better quality and clearer images. They also need
to be able to assess the cumulative impact of all the proposed developments.

We are attaching two images taken from the Camberwell Union planning application —
baseline view, and cumulative/emerging view. We have edited the latter - rather than simply
showing the wireframe outline shapes, we have coloured them in. This gives a more realistic
visual, and is shown below.



The current view of the church is beautiful and special. We believe it would be severely
diminished by these developments.

The Planning Inspector’s report on the CU inquiry said “The distinctive ornate tower of the
listed church rises resplendent above the treetops.” She went on to say: “It is also to be
noted that the 10-storey building proposed on the Council’s site at 21-23 Parkhouse Street
would also be seen within this view... there would be a degree of harm to the existing
character of this edge of the park... it would be diminished to some degree by the
introduction of tall buildings within this vicinity.”

Again, Vu City modelling software should be used, and we are mystified that this hasn’t been
done. Policy D4 of the London Plan specifically states that 3d virtual reality models should
be used where possible. LBS is using VuCity for the OKR developments, so it is certainly
‘possible’.

Overall, we should make it clear that most of the residents we’ve spoken to are not opposed
to redevelopment of BBP in principle — far from it. But there is a strong view that we are
facing overdevelopment and over-intensification across the BBP site




11. The documents referred to above are available to view in full on the Councils website.

Item 6.2 Shopping Centre Elephant and Castle, 26, 28, 30 and 32 New Kent
Road, Arches 6 and 7 Elephant Road and London College of Communications
sites, London SE1

Update to paragraph 46 of the officer report

12.The applicant has submitted additional schedules showing the following residential
amendments as set out below.

Plot E2, Tower 1

Level 7 — replace 2 x 2-bed duplex units with 23 x 3 bedroom duplex units;
Level 7 - replace 1 x 3-bed with 2-bed unit;
Levels 7-8-27 replace 21 x 1-bed units with 2-bed units;

Level 18 —replace a 2-bed unit with a plant room;

Level 21 - replace a plantroom with a 1-bed unit;

Level 21 - replace 2x 1-bed units with a 3-bed unit;
Level 22 - replace 2x 1-bed units with a 3-bed unit;
Level 29-33 - replace 5 x 3-bed unit with 5 X 2-bed units;
Level 29-33 - 5 x additional 1-bed units.

13. All of the reconfigured units underlined above would comply with the minimum
floorspace requirements in the Residential Design Standards SPD, including for
storage space. The proposed unit mix, wheelchair housing, private amenity space,



communal amenity space, play space and aspect all remain as set out in the officer
report.

Correction to paragraph 49 of the officer report:

14.The area for ‘sui generis (LUL) within the land use table should be 9,049sgm.

Correction to paragraph 128 of the officer report:

15.The proposed amendments seek to reduce the amount of leisure floorspace in plot
E3E2, and to provide additional leisure space in plot E4E3 at basement levels Bl
and B2. This would result in an overall increase of 411sgm of leisure floorspace
which is welcomed. The consented leisure space in plot E3E2 was anticipated as
being used as a cinema, with up to 8 screens and circa 1,000 seats.

Environmental impact assessment (EIA) background information

16.Paragraph 148 of the officer report refers to appendix 2 which is a copy of the EIA
section of the officer report for the original permission (16/AP/4458). The appendix is
missing from the report and is therefore attached to this addendum as appendix 5. It
sets out the environmental impacts of the original permission and is for background
information. The environmental impacts of the current s73 application which
Members are being asked to consider are set out in full in the officer report, including
at paragraphs 148-157.

Further representations

17.Two further representations have been received from the 35% campaign objecting to
the application on the following grounds:

The viability information does not include the cash figure for developer profit which is
required by the Development Viability SPD (table 1, paragraph 23). The information
that an 11% IRR has been adopted for the appraisal will mean very little to anyone
who is not a development professional, and defeats the purpose of the SPD (para
24, 25) which is to make the key viability assumptions transparent. Request that the
cash figure for Developer Profit is published before determination.

Officer response - The point in relation to the way in which developer’s profit is
expressed is addressed at paragraph 89 of the officer report. The development has
been valued on an internal rate of return (IRR) basis reflecting the target return for a
large scale mixed use development that would be delivered over a relatively long
timescale. This is different to the conventional build to sell model which assumes a
developer will sell (“realise’) their asset, and receive a capital sum for it. Build for rent
housing is assumed to be held as a long term asset, and therefore the return is
calculated on a different basis. An internal rate of return (IRR) target figure of 11%
was agreed as the baseline for viability Review 1 and Review 2 under the existing
permissions, and has been carried forward to the current s73 application. A profit
figure has been included in the FVA for the s73 application, and is given in the
Financial Viability Appraisal (FVA) appendix as £175,590,633. However, this figure is
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not absolute assumed profit, but has to incorporate the financing costs for the period
of the development.

The use of IRR is recognised in the Council’s Development Viability SPD, specifically
in Appendix 2 which relates to Financial Viability appraisal inputs. Under developer
profit it states that ‘The council will take Internal Rate of Return (IRR) into account if
requested by the applicant, provided the development programme and timings of
costs and values are fully justified. The cross-referencing exercise to market site
comparables will give a good indication of the profit levels assumed in the market for
schemes being built out supported by institutional funding’. Given the scale,
complexity, timescales and PRS proposal IRR is considered to be appropriate in this
instance and does not conflict with the SPD.

Request for clarification of the GLA grant funding situation. In 2016 this was
reported as £11.24m and secured in principal. It is now reported that £9,198,750
has been ‘provisionally allocated’ and, according to the FVA, this is for the west site
only. A further £9,200,000 has been ‘assumed’ for the east site, but ‘not yet
secured’. It therefore seems that there is no grant funding actually in place for either
the affordable housing on the west site or the affordable housing on the east site,
which would include all the social rented housing on the scheme. Would be grateful if
you would clarify the situation for each of the sites.

Officer _response - The position in respect of GLA grant funding is set out at
paragraphs 214 and 215 of the officer report. There is no confirmed grant funding in
place for either the east site or the west site. The applicant is in advanced
negotiations with the GLA regarding grant funding to deliver the consented east site
affordable units. In the officer report this is assumed to be £9,198,750, with there
being the potential for grant funding of £433,000 for the additional affordable units
sought under this current s73 application, but this is not confirmed or secured.

The FVA includes a sum of £9,585,000 grant funding for the east site, the sum being
slightly different and slightly lower than that in the officer report because it pre-dates
some recent discussions. No application has been made for grant funding on the
west site because it would need to be applied for closer to the point at which the
units would be built, and this is some 5 years away. However, the FVA does include
an assumed £9,280,000 grant for the west site. The grant for the west site is not
included in the officers report because it is not yet agreed, even in principle, by the
GLA because their funding programme has not been set out that far into the future.
However, the developer is committing to deliver the affordable housing regardless,
including the 116 social rented units which have already been consented on the west
site. If the negotiations with the GLA do not succeed and no grant funding is
secured, the affordable units would be delivered in any event and would be secured
through the s106 agreement. The consented social rented units would be delivered
on the west site, not on the east site as stated in the objection.

Question what the ‘Other Development Costs’ of £15,158,000 might be (Avison
Young appraisal (pg 43). AY advise that this was in the existing consent and will
have a neutral effect, but it is nonetheless a significant amount, almost as much as
the purported GLA grants. The officer report also notes that viability appraisals are
sensitive to marginal changes. For these reasons it should be further explained.

10
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Officer response — The ‘other development costs’ included in the appraisal relate to
Rights of Light compensation (east and west sites) and land interests which needed
to be acquired by the applicant before the east site buildings could be vacated and
demolished; this includes freeholds and leasehold interests. Some of this has now
been spent however, and it appears in both the appraisal for the original permission
and that for the current s73 application, and the effect is neutral.

Question what would happen to any GLA grant in the event of Southwark, or a
registered provider, having to build the social rented housing, should the applicant
exercise the option not to deliver them itself, under the terms of the s106
agreement? Question whether any grant would be automatically transferred to
Southwark or a registered provider.

Officer response - This relates to the 116 social rented units which already have
consent by virtue of the existing permissions, and not the s73 application Members
are now being asked to consider. However, the GLA has advised that protection
clauses would be included in the grant funding agreement.

Question whether the applicant can reaffirm that they will deliver the social rented
housing, even if no GLA grant is secured, which was a commitment given to secure
the current consent.

Officer response — The affordable housing proposed under this s73 application is not
contingent on GLA grant funding being obtained. If no grant funding is secured, the
affordable units would be provided in any event and would be secured through an
s106 agreement. The applicant’s agent has confirmed this in writing, and is the
same as for the existing permissions.

Conclusion of the Director of Planning and Growth

Having had regard to the additional information and representations received, officers
of the view that planning permission should be granted.

REASON FOR URGENCY

Applications are required by statute to be considered as speedily as possible. The
applications on this agenda have been publicised as being on the agenda for
consideration at this meeting of the Planning Committee and applicants and
objectors have been invited to attend the meeting to make their views known.
Deferral would delay the processing of the applications and would inconvenience
all those who attend the meeting.

REASON FOR LATENESS
The new information, comments reported and corrections to the main reports and
recommendations have been noted and/or received since the committee agenda

was printed. They all relate to items on the agenda and members should be aware
of the comments made.

11
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Item 6.2 Shopping Centre Elephant and Castle, 26, 28, 30 and 32 New Kent
Road, Arches 6 and 7 Elephant Road and London College of Communications
sites, London SE1

Appendix 5

EIA section of the committee report for permission 16/AP/4458 (the original
permission) — background information

Environmental impact assessment

Applications where an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is required will either
be mandatory or discretionary depending on whether they constitute Schedule 1
(mandatory) or Schedule 2 (discretionary) development in the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (as amended). In
this case the proposed development falls under Schedule 2, Category 10b ‘urban
development project’ of the EIA Regulations where the threshold for these projects is
development including one hectare or more of urban development which is not
dwelling house development, development including more than 150 dwellings, and
development where the overall area of the development exceeds 5 hectares. The
development would provide more than 1 hectare of development which is not
dwelling house development, and would provide more than 150 dwellings.
Notwithstanding this, an EIA is only required if it is likely to generate significant
environmental effects having regard to the criteria set out in Schedule 3 of the
Regulations, which include:

the characteristics of the development;
the environmental sensitivity of the location; and
the characteristics of the potential impact.

Prior to the submission of the application the applicant requested a formal ‘Scoping
Opinion’ under Regulation 13 of the EIA Regulations, to ascertain what information
the Local Planning Authority considered should be included within the Environmental
Statement (ES) (application reference 15/AP/4122).

Regulation 3 of the EIA Regulations precludes the granting of planning permission
unless the council has first taken the ‘environmental information’ into consideration.
The ‘environmental information’ means the ES including any further information,
together with any representations made by consultation bodies and any other person
about the environmental effects of the development.

The ES must assess the likely environmental impacts at each stage of the
development programme, and consider impacts arising from the demolition and
construction phases as well as the impacts arising from the completed and
operational development.

It is not necessarily the case that planning permission should be refused if a
development has the potential to have significant adverse impacts; it has to be

12
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decided whether any of the identified adverse impacts are capable of being
mitigated, or at least reduced to a level where the impact would not be so significant
or adverse as to warrant a refusal of planning permission.

It is noted that the EIA regulations were amended this year. However, the
amendments came into force on 16th May this year, and for planning applications
accompanied by an ES which were submitted before this date, the 2011 Regulations
continue to apply.

The submitted ES comprises the Main Text and Figures, Technical Appendices,
Townscape, Visual and Built Heritage Assessment, and a Non-Technical Summary.
It details the results of the EIA and provides a detailed verification of the potential
beneficial and adverse environmental impacts in relation to the proposed
development, including the following areas of impact (in the order that they appear in
the ES):

Socio Economics

Transportation

Noise and Vibration

Air Quality

Ground Conditions and Contamination

Water Resources and Flood Risk

Archaeology

Wind

Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing

Cumulative Effects

Townscape, Visual and Built Heritage Assessment (ES Volume 3)

In assessing the likely environmental effects of a scheme, the ES must identify the
existing (baseline) environmental conditions prevailing at the site, and the likely
environmental impacts (including magnitude, duration, and significance) taking
account of potential sensitive receptors. It further identifies measures to mitigate any
adverse impacts, and a summary of potential positive and negative residual effects
remaining after mitigation measures included in the ES in order to assess their
significance and acceptability.

The impacts of the proposed development are expressed as:

Adverse — detrimental or negative; and
Beneficial — advantageous or positive.

In terms of the significance of the effects, the ES describes these as:

Moderate or substantial effects are deemed to be ‘significant;

Minor effects are considered to be ‘significant’, although they may be matter of local
concern; and

Insignificant effects are considered to be ‘not significant’ and not a matter of local
concern.

13
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Local effect means affecting neighbouring receptors and wider effects are
considered on a district (borough) and regional (Greater London) level. Effects on
other parts of the country or England as a whole are considered as national level,
and abroad is considered as ‘international’ level.

Additional environmental information or ‘Further Information’ was received during the
course of the application and in accordance with Regulation 22 of the EIA
Regulations all statutory consultees and neighbours have been re-consulted in
writing, site notices have been displayed and an advertisement has been displayed
in the local press. The assessment of the ES and Further Information and the
conclusions reached regarding the environmental effects of the proposed
development as well as mitigation measures (where required), are set out in the
relevant section of this report, although cumulative impacts are considered below.

Alternatives

Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations sets out the information that is required for an ES,
which includes an outline of the main alternatives considered. The ES considers two
alternative options which are the ‘no development’ alternative and ‘alternative
designs’.

The ‘no development’ alternative

This option would leave the site as it currently exists. This was not considered to be
a preferable option by the applicant and the ES advises that without redevelopment,
the site would be likely to remain under-used and would result in a number of missed
opportunities for the site and the wider opportunity area including:

Continued deterioration of the existing buildings on-site and the site environment
over time;

No creation of a new and vibrant mixed-use neighbourhood on the site;
No provision of new homes including affordable housing on the site;
No job creation as a result of the provision of additional commercial floorspace;

No improvement to the public realm and pedestrian accessibility and no provision of
open space on the site;

No improvement in the provision of cultural and entertainment facilities; and
No improvement in public transport accessibility.

In light of this the ‘No development’ scenario has been discounted by the applicant.
Whilst it is noted that the existing shopping centre could be refurbished which some
neighbouring residents have suggested, it is unlikely that this would have been able
to address issues such as the need to improve access to the Northern Line station,
to provide strong retail frontages to the surrounding streets, and a significant
guantum of residential accommodation.
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Alternative designs

The ES advises that a number of alternative designs were considered as a response
to key site constraints, together with responses to formal consultation with key
stakeholders including with the council and the GLA. The initial proposals only
included the east site which was purchased by the applicant in 2013, and the west
site was incorporated mid 2015. Design changes made to the east site before the
planning application was submitted include changes to the location of the Northern
Line ticket hall which was initially shown in a more central position and relocation of
the proposed cinema from plot E3 to E2 to reduce overshadowing of The Court.

A number of servicing options were considered including servicing via the existing
ramp to the basement, through the basement of Elephant One, from Walworth Road,
and the current proposal. The ES advises that the current servicing proposal was
selected because it would be contained within the envelope of the new LCC building
and would not compromise the public realm. On the west site changes included the
extension of Pastor Street to the north, and provision of the cultural venue.

Alternative sites

The ES does not advise whether any alternative sites have been considered.
Officers note however, that the east site is a development site in the saved
Southwark Plan and the Elephant and Castle SPD, and both sites are within the
central activities zone, the opportunity area and the SPD central character area. The
SPD advises that within the central character area development provides the
opportunity of improving its appeal as a shopping area, and given the prominent
location of the east site above a tube station and which contains an existing
shopping centre, it is considered to be the most appropriate in the area for attracting
national comparison retailers. Moreover, the SPD identifies the east site as a
potential location for tall buildings.

Officers concur that there are a number of problems with the east site including poor
connections with the wider area and poor quality public realm. Refurbishment of the
existing site including the shopping centre would not address these concerns or
deliver the wider vision for the opportunity area. The proposal would contribute
significantly towards meeting the targets for new homes and jobs in the area. As
such, it is considered that the ES is satisfactory in demonstrating that alternative
options have been considered, and that the applicant has adequately addressed this
aspect of the EIA Regulations.

Cumulative developments

Chapter 16 of the ES considers the likely cumulative impacts of the development
during the demolition and construction and completed and operational phases of the
development. Two types of impacts have been considered; type 1 is the combination
of individual effects from the proposed development on a particular receptor, such as
noise, dust and visual impact, and type 2 is the combination of effects from the
proposed development and other developments in the surrounding area which when
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considered in isolation could be insignificant, but when considered together could
result in a significant cumulative effect.

The ES concludes that during demolition and construction a combination of effects
from noise, vibration and dust, together with visual and traffic effects arising from the
proposed development could be experienced. There are a number of other schemes
in the surrounding area and so similar construction work on the other sites combined
with the proposed development would be likely to result in temporary local adverse
impacts through increased traffic and noise. It is acknowledged that these impacts
may not necessarily be short term given the anticipated construction period, although
they would be minimised as far as possible through demolition and construction
management plans.

Regarding cumulative impacts arising from the completed development, the ES
predicts that these would generally be minimal, with a number of notable exceptions.
There would be beneficial cumulative impacts in relation to job creation, the delivery
of additional housing, and reductions in surface water run-off. Moderate to
substantial long-term adverse impacts would be experienced by a number of
neighbouring properties in relation to daylight and sunlight, together with
overshadowing of a green space to the south of Albert Barnes House which is on the
northern side of New Kent Road, although this would primarily be due to the
consented development on the Heygate Estate.

The overall conclusion of the ES is that for the majority of environmental impacts, the
residual effects of the proposed development (demolition, construction, and
operational phases) following mitigation would be insignificant. However, there are
likely to be some adverse minor effects, particularly during the demolition and
construction phases and traffic related long-term effects from the completed
development. The impacts have been categorised as follows:

Adverse residual effects of minor significance of varying duration:

A loss of existing retail and leisure floorspace during demolition and construction
(temporary);

New access roads from the site would lead to increased traffic flows arising from
demolition and construction related traffic onto and off the site (temporary); As a
result of the increased population on the site there would be increased operational
development traffic flows on the surrounding local highway network from the
completed development (long-term);

There would be a local increase in disturbance of pedestrian and cycle routes during
the demolition and construction with effects of minor significance (temporary);

There would be a minor effect on public transport users as a result of the demolition
and construction phases causing temporary effects to local routes (temporary);

As a result of construction and demolition, under a worst-case scenario there would

be moderate, temporary increases in noise at adjacent sensitive receptors at Oswin
Street and Metropolitan Tabernacle (temporary);
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Temporary minor increases in vibration would be experienced, at worst, by sensitive
receptors on Oswin Street and the Metropolitan Tabernacle as a result of
construction and demolition activities (temporary);

A number of properties within close proximity to the site (Oswin Street and 1-84
Hayles building) would have reduced daylight and sunlight (effects ranging in
significance between Insignificant to substantial, long-term);

There would be a long-term minor increase in transient overshadowing as a result of
the Development;

The completed development would result in varying reduction in sun hours on
ground (0 to 40%-+) in the local area due to the increase in massing (effects ranging
in significance from insignificant to substantial, long-term);

There would be a minor to moderate effect for the majority of viewpoints from the
Development;

The new facades would reduce solar glare from the development with the effects
ranging in significance between insignificant to substantial).

Long-term beneficial effects of varying significance:

The development would result in the provision of an additional 979 housing units
including ‘build for rent’ and 36% affordable housing overall;

Improved population and labour market would provide a long-term benefit at both
district and local level (effects ranging in significance between moderate to
substantial beneficial);

There would be an estimated overall net gain in the number of full-time equivalent
jobs supported by the proposed development;

The development could generate additional household expenditure as a result of
jobs created in association with the site, enhancing the local economy, and
supporting further direct and indirect employment;

Increased sustainable travel as a result of the implementation of the sustainable
travel patterns commitment. This would include improved pedestrian permeability
and increased site wide cycle facilities and public realm improvements;

There would be reduced ground contamination and leaching into shallow
groundwater from the site, which would have a long-term minor beneficial effect;

The completed development would decrease pluvial (rainfall) and surface water flood
risk owing to a surface water drainage strategy, the result of which would be long-
term beneficial and of minor significance;

Wind conditions in thoroughfares across the site would be improved (effects ranging
in significance from Insignificant to minor beneficial). Conditions surrounding building
entrances would be acceptable(effects ranging from minor adverse to minor
beneficial); conditions would remain acceptable for cyclists and wind conditions
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would improve at bus stops (effects ranging in significance between Insignificant to
minor beneficial).

Temporary, short to medium term beneficial effects:

The creation of 1,230 construction jobs over the approximate 10-year construction
period.

Officers have taken into account the information in the ES, together with consultation
responses received following public consultation on the application.

The applicant has reviewed the ES in light of the amendments made to the proposal
and officers consider that the changes to the proposal would not give rise to any
new, additional or different likely significant effects from those already identified
within the ES including cumulative effects.

It is recognised that there would be adverse impacts upon neighbouring properties in
relation to daylight and sunlight. Officers also consider that there would be a major,
albeit beneficial, impact on the setting of the Elliott's Row Conservation Area, and
minor adverse impacts in relation to wind microclimate (although mitigation could be
secured by way of condition). These adverse impacts must therefore be weighed in
the balance with all of the other benefits and disbenefits arising from the application,
and Members are referred to the conclusion to this report which draws these issues
together.
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