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may have to consider some business in private. Copies of reports can be made available in
additional formats on request.

Barry Quirk
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Date 25 September 2007
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To elect the Chair for the meeting.
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Report Title DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS
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Declaration of interests
Members are asked to declare any personal interest they have in any item on the agenda.

Personal interests

There are two types of personal interest :-

(@) aninterest which you must enter in the Register of Members’ Interests*

(b)  an interest where the wellbeing or financial position of you, (or a “relevant person”) is
likely to be affected by a matter more than it would affect the majority of in habitants
of the ward or electoral division affected by the decision.

*Full details of registerable interests appear on the Council's website.

(“Relevant” person includes you, a member of your family, a close associate, and their
employer, a firm in which they are a partner, a company where they are a director, any
body in which they have securities with a nominal value of £25,000 and (i) any body of
which they are a member, or in a position of general control or management to which they
were appointed or nominated by the Council, and
(i) any body exercising functions of a public nature, or directed to charitable purposes or
one of whose principal purpose includes the influence of public opinion or policy, including
any trade union or political party) where they hold a position of general management or
control,

If you have a personal interest you must declare the nature and extent of it before the
matter is discussed or as soon as it becomes apparent, except in limited circumstances.
Even if the interest is in the Register of Interests, you must declare it in meetings where
matters relating to it are under discussion, unless an exemption applies.

Exemptions to the need to declare personal interest to the meeting
You do not need to declare a personal interest where it arises solely from membership of,
or position of control or management on:

(@ any other body to which your were appointed or nominated by the Council
(b) any other body exercising functions of a public nature.

In these exceptional cases, unless your interest is also prejudicial, you only need to
declare your interest if and when you speak on the matter .

Sensitive information

If the entry of a personal interest in the Register of Interests would lead to the disclosure of
information whose availability for inspection creates or is likely to create a serious risk of
violence to you or a person living with you, the interest need not be entered in the Register
of Interests, provided the Monitoring Officer accepts that the information is sensitive.
Where this is the case, if such an interest arises at a meeting, it must be declared but you
need not disclose the sensitive information.

Prejudicial interests
Your personal interest will also be prejudicial if all of the following conditions are met:
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@) it does not fall into an exempt category (see below)

(b)  the matter affects either your financial interests or relates to regulatory matters - the
determining of any consent, approval, licence, permission or registration

(c) a member of the public who knows the relevant facts would reasonably think your
personal interest so significant that it is likely to prejudice your judgement of the
public interest.

Categories exempt from being prejudicial interest

@) Housing — holding a tenancy or lease with the Council unless the matter relates to
your particular tenancy or lease; (subject to arrears exception)

(b)  School meals, school transport and travelling expenses; if you are a parent or
guardian of a child in full time education, or a school governor unless the matter
relates particularly to the school your child attends or of which you are a governor;

(c) Statutory sick pay; if you are in receipt

(d)  Allowances, payment or indemnity for members

(e) Ceremonial honours for members

() Setting Council Tax or precept (subject to arrears exception)

Effect of having a prejudicial interest

If your personal interest is also prejudicial, you must not speak on the matter. Subject to
the exception below, you must leave the room when it is being discussed and not seek to
influence the decision improperly in any way.

Exception

The exception to this general rule applies to allow a member to act as a community
advocate notwithstanding the existence of a prejudicial interest. It only applies where
members of the public also have a right to attend to make representation, give evidence or
answer questions about the matter. Where this is the case, the member with a prejudicial
interest may also attend the meeting for that purpose. However the member must still
declare the prejudicial interest, and must leave the room once they have finished making
representations, or when the meeting decides they have finished, if that is earlier. The
member cannot vote on the matter, nor remain in the public gallery to observe the vote.

Prejudicial interests and overview and scrutiny

In addition, members also have a prejudicial interest in any matter before an Overview and
Scrutiny body where the business relates to a decision by the Executive or by a committee
or sub committee of the Council if at the time the decision was made the member was on
the Executive/Council committee or sub-committee and was present when the decision was
taken. In short, members are not allowed to scrutinise decisions to which they were party.
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LEWISHAM GATEWAY SE13

Ward
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Contributors

John Miller and Emma Talbot
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1.

11
111

1.1.2

1.1.3

114

1.2
1.2.1

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of this Report

A report by the Head of Planning on the planning application for Lewisham
Gateway was due to be presented to the Strategic Planning Committee on
6" September 2007. At that time, the Environment Agency (EA) had
advised the Council informally that it was satisfied that the development
would not increase the risk of flooding in the area. However on the day of
the meeting the EA advised that it was unable to sign-off details of the
hydraulic modelling for the River Ravensbourne and as a consequence the
application was withdrawn from the agenda.

The following report:

i)  sets out progress in discussions with the EA and their formal response
on the application;

i)  sets out comments received from Lewisham’s Design Panel following a
meeting on 22" August 2006 which were inadvertently omitted from
the 6" September 2007 report;

i) advises on further representations received since the report for the 6
September 2007 meeting was finalised;

iv) advises on a planning application submitted for the River Quaggy east
of Lewisham High Street;

v) sets out the policy context (Appendix A3 of the 6™ September 2007
report) updated as a result of the Secretary of State’s recent direction
on saved Lewisham UDP policies.

Section 2 of this report sets out the recommendations on the determination
of the application including amended and additional conditions proposed by
the EA and LB Lewisham’s Environmental Health department.

The report prepared for the meeting on 6" September is presented in
Appendix 2 of this report.

Progress on Discussions with the Environment Agency

As indicated above, at the time of the 6" September 2007 Strategic
Planning Committee the EA had advised the Council informally that it was
satisfied that the development would not increase the risk of flooding in the
area. This advice was however qualified by the view that there may need to
be some minor adjustments to the modelling report and potentially the
channel designs to ensure there was no flood risk. Those matters were
being looked at by the EA at the time and the EA advised that it was likely to
recommend conditions requiring submission of further details and/or
amendments to the design of the culvert on the Ravensbourne. As at 6"
September, however matters had not been satisfactorily resolved with the
EA and, in the circumstances, officers considered that further discussions
should take place with the EA in an effort to resolve matters before
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1.2.2

1.2.3

1.3
13.1

members considered the application. Accordingly the application was
withdrawn from the committee agenda.

Following withdrawal of the application from the agenda there has been
further testing of the hydraulic modelling by the EA. The EA has now written
to the Council confirming that the model is robust, there is no increase in the
risk of flooding as a consequence of the proposed development and that the
submitted drawings are acceptable. The EA has requested certain other
conditions relating to such matters as details of planting within the river
channels, construction of the surface water drainage system, monitoring of
ecological enhancements within the river channel and measures to prevent
pollution to groundwater which, where not already covered by conditions
prepared by the Council are included in Section 2 of this update report.

In the circumstances, it is considered that this matter has now been
satisfactorily resolved.

Comments of Lewisham Design Panel

The application was considered by the Lewisham Design Panel on 22nd
August 2006. The following are the comments of the Panel:

o Location considered suitable for high buildings and general massing of
buildings thought satisfactory. Differentiation of heights important and
if the ultimate volume of development is reduced it's important that the
individual building heights change to reflect their particular positions
and roles on the site, and do not all end up the same height.

o Approach to the centre from Loampit Vale, facing onto a long row of
buses was considered poor, and the panel would have preferred to see
the buses concentrated nearer to the station drop off point. General
disappointment with the transport interchange and the distance
between modes. Need to see clearer details of modal split, whether
the capacity can be handled and how the interchange will work.

o Concern about lack of active frontages on west and east sides and on
east-west connecting routes, and the sort of intimidating environment
they may generate. Conditions of the west side may be made worse
by the harsh landscape and lack of planting associated with the bus
stops. Orientation and scope for dual aspect shops needs to be
carefully considered.

o Proposed mix supported, keen to see large scale public use of
buildings at ground/first floor levels.

o Considered important that works to the Quaggy are progressed and
integrated with the overall project.

o Parking at 0.5 spaces per unit considered high for the location,
creating further traffic in already congested streets. Consideration
could be given to lower parking levels and other measures such as a
car club.

o It is vital to maintain design quality as the scheme is taken forward.
Needs to be locked into agreement.

e  Successful connection at southern end into shopping centre and round
to town centre is very important. This is currently not apparent and
needs to be integrated with future plans by Land Securities.



1.3.2

1.4
14.1

Important to maintain a flexible framework to accommodate future
changes. Lacks sufficient renewables element at this stage.

The points raised have been noted and a number have been addressed in
discussions with the applicants since submission of the application. In
terms of the specific concerns raised by the Panel:

A differentiation in building heights is specifically addressed on the
Parameter Plans and supporting text in the Development Specification
document and is secured via conditions and the s.106 agreement.

The location of the main bus interchange on Molesworth Street and
alighting points on Station Road provides for a more efficient
arrangement than existing and also allows for passengers to access
the mainline train and DLR stations without crossing major roads. It is
considered that given the number of bus routes through Lewisham
Town Centre the proposed arrangements are acceptable and a major
improvement on the existing situation.

The Design Strategy identifies active frontages to most buildings and
this will be refined and developed during the detailed design stage.
Whilst the location of bus stops along the Molesworth Street frontage
will make this a busy location it is considered that the provision of
appropriately dimensioned pavements and canopies on the proposed
buildings will improve the street level environment for pedestrians.

The ground and first floors of the main route through the site and
around the new public spaces — Confluence Place and St Stephen’s
Square — will be predominately for public uses such as shops,
restaurants and leisure.

Works to the Quaggy to the west of Lewisham High Street including its
removal from the existing culverts and deep concrete channel form part
of the current application. An application for the Quaggy east of
Lewisham High Street has been received by the Council and will be
consulted upon shortly.

Parking provision is at a maximum of 0.5 spaces per unit and the
applicants will be required to submit a site-wide and individual building
Travel Plan aimed at encouraging non-car modes of transport.

The applicants are required to submit a Design Framework document
prior to commencement of the development to translate the general
design quality aspirations into specific proposals and measures and it
is also proposed that a Design and Access Panel for the scheme is
established.

Discussions regarding integration of the Gateway scheme with the
existing Riverdale Centre are ongoing and form part of the longer term
objectives for the town centre.

Although certain key development parameters are being established
through the current application, as an outline application there is
flexibility to refine the scheme at the detailed design stage. Further
information has been submitted regarding commitments to renewables
and sustainability which are considered acceptable and will be secured
through conditions and the s.106 agreement.

Further Representations

Following completion of the committee report for the Strategic Planning
Committee meeting on 6™ September further representations have been
received both in objection to and in support of the proposed development.
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In addition to one letter seeking clarification of detailed aspects of the
highway modelling these comprise:

8 letters of objection relating to:

the inadequacy of arrangements for access to public transport, in
particular the private car drop-off area for the mainline station proposed
on the south side of Loampit Vale

the other to concerns that traffic will get worse especially given other
planned developments- moving of the rivers and support for QWAG
proposals for improving the Quaggy- lowering of air quality- lack of
affordable housing- replacement of Metropolitan Open Land with a
busy road

pedestrian routes and convenience for accessing the station via
shopping streets

lack of business case for more offices and shops

height of the buildings and associated micro-climatic conditions

lack of attention to creating a pleasant natural river environment
around the Quaggy and Ravensbourne

overcrowding on the rail network

‘prematurely’ of decision pending final adoption of the emerging Area
Action Plan for Lewisham Town Centre

2 letters raising no objection to the development of the town centre and
regeneration of Lewisham Gateway per se but objecting to the height
of the buildings and loss of green space

Two letters from Lewisham Environment Trust which congratulate the
Council on having brought forward proposals to replace the ‘ill-fated’
Lewisham 2000 roundabout scheme and supports the basic concept of
Lewisham Gateway including the provision of a wider range of town
centre uses and considers that the expansion of the town centre has
‘overwhelming public support’. The Trust accepts the Low H road
layout as a way of controlling private car use through ‘restraint by
congestion’ and that cyclist should be prepared to dismount at major
junctions. However in addition to concerns about the extent and timing
of reconsultation on the scheme the Trust is of the view that in the
‘rush to achieve’, serious flaws in the scheme may be ignored and
urges that in order to ensure that the expanded town centre is of the
highest possible quality a few weeks (or months) are devoted to further
discussion of the outline application in respect of the following:

strategic failure to join up the existing centres — consider the proposed
Rennell Street pedestrian crossing to be inadequate and a potentially
‘miserable environment’ which could be overcome by a high level
walkway between the Riverdale Centre and Gateway site. The Council
should also require the Gateway applicants and Riverdale Centre
owners to coordinate their proposals;

it is wrong to agree heights of blocks in advance of detailed design of
mass and space — the Trust considers that the fundamental design
problems with the scheme are not of height but mass;

inadequate provision for pedestrians — overcrowding and micro-climatic
conditions (windiness) which need further detailed consideration and
design response;



1.4.2

. inadequate open space provision and poor treatment of the rivers —
limited soft landscaping within the site, failure to maximise the benefits
of the river banks, extended culverting of the Ravensbourne and
impact on wild life and bio diversity;

e  sustainable construction — a lack of commitment to sourcing
sustainable building materials and, reduction of embodied energy in
both on and off-site construction processes and maximisation of
natural ventilation and renewable energy technologies within the
buildings;

o access to bus services is potentially confusing and recommend a
condition should be imposed requiring high quality signage throughout
the Gateway;

e A further letter from QWAG relating to an omission in the
environmental impact assessment in terms of the lack of assessment
of the impact of the proposed tall buildings on daylight and sunlight
reaching the rivers, and a ‘particularly misleading statements’ in the
Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental Statement in terms of
the description of the nature, extent and impact of works to the rivers.

e 1 letter in support of the regeneration of the town centre from a local
resident seeking to set up a small business.

o 18 letters supporting the Gateway development submitted to the
applicants by local residents

o 138 questionnaire returns from local residents attending an exhibition
organised by the applicants. The questionnaires include a range of
comments both positive and negative on the proposed development
and all ‘strongly agreeing’ or ‘agreeing’ with the statements that:

. Lewisham town centre will benefit from regeneration
e the proposals will make a positive contribution to Lewisham

) | am generally in favour of the proposals

It is considered that whilst the additional representations received do not in
general raise new issues that have not already been considered in Section
9 of the report of 6™ September 2007, whilst the support for the principles of
the gateway scheme expressed by the Lewisham Environment Trust is
noted new/additional concerns are raised that need to be addressed. In
terms of the link between the Gateway site and Riverdale Centre (including
proposals for a high level walkway between the Riverdale Centre and
Gateway site and need for the Gateway applicants and Riverdale Centre
owners to coordinate their proposals) at the time of preparing the Planning
Brief in 2002 the Council took the view that a crossing at grade (i.e. street
level) on Rennell Street was the preferred solution for linking the Gateway
site and existing town centre. Whilst the Planning Brief indicates that there
would be potential to link a department store on the Gateway site with the
existing shopping centre by bridge or basement routes it also refers to ‘new,
simple, direct pedestrian crossings’, and the Development Framework
(which formed the basis of the developer competition) shows at grade rather
than high level crossings. Based on alternatives presented during the
developer competition it was concluded that all crossings should be at
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1.4.3

1.4.4

1.5
151

1.5.2

grade. This is considered to provide a more direct and accessible route for
all people using the site. Whilst the Rennell Street crossing is currently
aligned with the service route to properties on Lewisham High Street this is
unlikely to be the long term situation and proposals submitted in recent
years for a new department store at the northern end of the Riverdale
Centre indicate the opportunities for new and improved links into the Centre
as well as improvements to the environment on Rennell Street. Whilst
those plans were not pursued, ongoing discussions with Land Securities
(the owners of the Riverdale Centre) indicate that a more comprehensive
approach to the development of the Centre is underway although delaying a
decision on the Gateway application until these are complete would
jeopardise the delivery of the Gateway scheme.

Policy LTC OPP2g in the emerging Lewisham Town Centre Area Action
Plan encourages the redevelopment of the corner site north east of the
Riverdale Centre which should respond positively to the Lewisham Gateway
development and it is considered that Officers should maintain the dialogue
with both LGDL and Land Securities (who are also in discussion about joint
interests and the interface between the Gateway scheme and Riverdale
Centre) to encourage a scheme that ‘completes’ this part of the town centre.

In terms of other points raised by the Environment Trust design, height and
massing are dealt with in para. 9.2 of the 6™ September report to the
Strategic Planning Committee; pedestrian comfort in para. 9.6 and 9.7; open
space provision and treatment of the rivers in para. 9.5; and sustainable
construction in para. 6.10 of that report. The issue of signage for bus
services is a matter that will be raised with London Buses to ensure the new
layout is clear for bus users.

River Quaggy

An application by Lewisham Gateway Development Limited for works to the
River Quaggy east of Lewisham High Street were received by the Council
on 5™ September 2007. The application proposes works to open up part of
the existing culverted section of the river immediately to the north of the
Police Station, widen and reform the river channel and provide new planting
within the channel, and resurface the road to the east to provide a shared
surface for pedestrians and vehicles adjacent to the river. The works are
between St Stephens Church and the proposed ‘Quaggy Café’ which forms
part of the main Gateway application. Whilst the main Gateway application
is not linked or dependent on the separate application for the Quaggy, the
submission of the application is something that the Council has been
seeking and is welcome, demonstrating that there is scope for significant
enhancement of this stretch of the river within the parameters set by existing
buildings and uses and the realigned Lewisham High Street as part of the
development of the Gateway site. Consultation is underway and the
application will be considered and reported in due course.

The proposals have been drawn up in consultation with the Environment
Agency and there has also been consultation with the Police and LB
Lewisham Transport regarding road safety issues and access to/from the
Police Station for police vehicles. LB Lewisham was also involved in the
consideration of early proposals for the river where a range of options from
effectively ‘do nothing’ to extensive proposals by QWAG were discussed.
Whilst the proposals do not reflect the aspirations of QWAG for this stretch
of the Quaggy the proposals do nonetheless represent an improvement to
the river corridor and one that is welcome as part of the improvement of the
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16.1

1.6.2

environment in the town centre. Discussions regarding funding are
underway, including via the EU INTERREG programme which links similar
projects across Europe and it also proposed that part of the financial
contribution from the main Gateway application is used to part fund the
works to the Quaggy.

Policy Context

The Adopted Lewisham UDP (July 2004) will be replaced by a variety of
Development Plan Documents (DPDs) that will form the new Local
Development Framework (LDF) for Lewisham. Since the preparation of the
report for the Strategic Planning Committee meeting on 6th September
2007 the Council has been Directed by the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government concerning those policies from the
UDP that have been ‘saved’ until they are replaced by the new DPDs.
Planning policies relevant in the determination of this application referred to
in the 6th September report but that have not been saved are listed in
Appendix 1 to this update report. In the circumstances the London Plan and
those UDP Policies which have been saved are subject to section 38 of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase act 2004 and other policies in the
emerging DPDs are now material considerations to be taken into account in
the determination of planning applications

Policies not saved but referred to in the 6™ September 2007 report are:

. STR.STC1 (Town Centres) which is a general policy to sustain and
promote the vitality and viability of existing shopping centres.
STR.STC2 and 3 (relating to town centres being the preferred location
for large scale retail development and to seek improvements to the
attractiveness, accessibility and environment of shopping centres
remain. In addition Policy STC1 relating to the improvement of the
function and character of the established shopping hierarchy remains.
In the circumstances It is considered that the deletion of Policy
STR.STC1 does not materially affect the determination of the current
application.

o HSG17 (Sustainable Living Areas) which stated that when considering
applications for residential development in these areas the Council
may, subject to other policies in the Plan and the quality of the design
of the proposed scheme, apply density, parking and other planning
standards more flexibly. However, London Plan policy on density and
parking (Policy 4B.3: Maximising the potential of sites) remains
applicable. This policy seeks to ensure that development proposals
achieve the highest possible intensity of use compatible with local
context, the design principles set out elsewhere in the London Plan
and with public transport capacity. The associated density matrix
(Table 4B.1 of the London Plan) indicates densities of 650-1100hrh
(and car parking at less than one space per unit) in central locations.
Policy LTC HSG6 (Housing Density) in the Draft AAP states ‘that for
guidance, the Council will consider Lewisham Town Centre a ‘Central’
setting when referring to the London Plan Density Matrix’. In the
circumstances it is considered that the policy basis for the high density
development proposed exists in the London Plan and emerging AAP.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION (A)

To agree the principle of development and to refer the application and this
report to The Mayor for London (Greater London Authority) under Article 4
of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2000.

RECOMMENDATION (B)

Subject to no direction being received from The Mayor for London, to refer
the application to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government as a departure from the development plan (Town and Country
Planning (Development Plans and Consultation) (Departures) Direction
1999) in respect of the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and under the
Shopping Direction (Town and Country Planning (Shopping Development)
(England and Wales) (No.2) Direction 1993) in respect of the retall
floorspace proposed.

RECOMMENDATION (C)

Subject to no direction being received from the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government, authorise officers to negotiate a
Section 106 Agreement to cover the following principal matters including
such other amendments as considered appropriate to ensure the
acceptable implementation of the development:

affordable housing — up to 20% and likely to be shared ownership
Lifetime Homes and wheelchair housing

construction management

highway works

bus layover

open space works

river alteration works

local employment

public access

open space maintenance

mechanism for delivery of a mixed use scheme

public art

CCTV

Travel Plan

Design and Access Panel

Renewable energy

Site servicing and management

Contribution to s.106 monitoring costs

Financial contribution to town centre projects (works to the River
Quaggy; a Waterlink Way fund; air quality monitoring; training for
employment, Town Centre Manager)

RECOMMENDATION (D)

Subject to the completion of a satisfactory Section 106 Agreement,
authorise the Head of Planning to GRANT PERMISSION subject to
conditions including those set out in Section 2.6 below and such
amendments as considered appropriate to ensure the acceptable
implementation of the development.
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2.5

2.6

RECOMMENDATION (E)

If the Committee resolve that planning permission be granted that the
Committee: -

(i) confirms that it has taken the environmental information into account
as required by Regulation 3(2) of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999 and

(i) agrees that following issue of the decision the Head of Planning should
place a statement on the Statutory Register pursuant to Regulation 21
of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 1999 containing the information required by Regulation 21
and that for the purposes of Regulation 21(1)(c) the main reasons and
considerations on which the Committee’s decision was based shall be
as set out in this report.

Conditions
Permission granted subject to the following conditions:-

Time Limit of Permission
(@)  Applications for approval of Reserved Matters must be made not later
than the expiration of 5 years beginning with the date of the grant of this
planning permission, and
(b)  The development to which this permission relates must be begun not
later than:-
(i) The expiration of 5 years from the date of the grant of this outline
planning permission, or
(i) If later, the expiration of 2 years from the final approval of the
Reserved Matters or, in the case of approval on different dates, the
final approval of the last such matter to be approved.

Reason
To comply with Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and
because of the scale and timescale of the development.

Reserved Matters/Details

No Phase of the development shall be commenced untl layouts,
plans/sections, elevations and other supporting material for that Phase
detailing:

(1) siting of the buildings and other structures;

i) design of the buildings (including floor areas, height and massing);

i) external appearance (including samples of the materials and finishes to
be used for all external surfaces and including but not limited to roofs,
elevation treatment, glazing);

iv) landscaping of all public and other areas.

have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the
development shall in all aspects be carried out in accordance with the details
approved under this Condition 2.
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Reason
In order that the local planning authority is satisfied with the details of the
proposed development.

Note: The means of access are shown on drawing 13902/200/10/01 Rev P9
are approved under this permission, as are details of the siting, design and
external appearance of Building Block F as shown on drawings PA-0001 Rev D
and PA-0002 Rev A.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details of the following
matters in respect of that Phase have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority:

i) on-site vehicle servicing and parking;

i) internal footpath layout, including all surface treatments;

iii) hard and soft landscaping and planting

iv) site boundary treatments

V) foul and surface water drainage, including on site and off site
connections/improvements;

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason
In order that the local planning authority is satisfied with the details of the
proposed development.

The Highway Infrastructure Works and River Alteration Works shall be in
accordance with the scheme shown in drawings 13902/200/10/01 Rev P9,
13902/270/001 Rev P5, 13902/270/002 Rev P4, 13902/270/003 Rev PS5,
13902/270/004 Rev P5 and 13902/270/005 Rev P5.

Reason
To ensure the satisfactory implementation of the planning permission.

The development (including demolition) shall not be commenced and no
Reserved Matters applications shall be submitted until a Design Framework for
the site containing the information required by the Design Framework
Specification has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. All Reserved Matters applications shall accord with the
approved Design Framework.

Reason
In order that the local planning authority is satisfied with the details of the
proposed development.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until full details of access
arrangements within that Phase for people with disabilities have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and,
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, any works
and other arrangements required by the approved details shall be carried out
prior to occupation of any building within the relevant Phase.
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10.

Reason
To facilitate accessibility and movement by those with mobility difficulties.

Scheme Parameters

The development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the Parameter
Plans and all Reserved Matters applications shall accord with the Parameter
Plans.

Reason

In order to ensure that the development is carried out satisfactorily and accords
with the parameters which have been subject to Environmental Impact
Assessment.

Phasing

The development (including demolition) shall not be commenced until details of
the phasing of the development have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved phasing, unless otherwise agreed in writing by
the local planning authority.

Reason

The local planning authority needs to be satisfied that development of the site is
undertaken in a coherent and comprehensive manner, and that the
development takes place within a reasonable timescale for the benefit of future
occupiers and other residents of the area.

Land Uses

The total built floorspace for the development shall not exceed 100,000 square
metres (Gross External Area) and the maximum permitted floorspace for each
use granted by this permission shall be (all figures Gross External Area):

. up to 57,000 m2 residential (C3)

up to 12,000 m2 shops, financial & professional services (Al & A2)

up to 17,500 m2 offices (B1)/education(D1)

up to 5,000 m2 leisure (D2)

up to 4,000 m2 restaurants & cafés and drinking establishments (A3 &
Ad)

up to 3,000 m2 hotel (C1)

. up to 1,000 m2 hot food takeaways (A5)

J up to 500 m2 health (D1)

Reason

The development of the site has been the subject of an Environmental Impact
Assessment which has been taken into account by the local planning authority
in determining the application and any alteration to the scheme content may
have an impact which has not been assessed by that process.

Building Block F (which is permitted for Class A3/A4 use) may be used on a
temporary basis as a marketing and business suite in relation to the marketing
of the development (the ‘temporary use’). The period of any such temporary
use shall not exceed 3 years from the date of first occupation for such
temporary use. At the end of such 3 year period the temporary use shall cease
and thereafter, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority (and subject to any requirement for planning permission), Building
Block F shall not be used other than for Class A3 or A4 purposes.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Reason:
To enable use of accommodation within the development in order to market the
development.

Restrictions on use
Not more than 2,000m2 (Gross External Area) shall be provided for Class A2
purposes, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason
In order to ensure the development contributes to improving the vitality and
viability of the town centre as a major retail centre.

Not more than 1,500m2 (Gross External Area) of the Class D2 floorspace shall
be used for purposes other than a cinema unless otherwise agreed in writing by
the local planning authority.

Reason
In order to ensure the development contributes to improving the vitality and
viability of the town centre.

Residential Amenity

No part of the Class D1, D2, Al, A2, A3, A4, A5 or B1 floorspace provided
within the development shall be open for customer business between the hours
of 24.00 and 07.00, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority.

Reason

To ensure that the proposed development does not prejudice the enjoyment of
their properties by residents within the development and neighbouring
occupiers and to comply with Policies ENV.PRO 11 Noise Generating
Development, HSG 4 Residential Amenity and STC 9 Restaurants, A3 Uses
and Take Away Hot Food Shops in the adopted Unitary Development Plan
(July 2004).

Details of the design of the basement car-parking areas (including normal and
emergency access/egress to/from them) within any Phase shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority prior to the
commencement of development within that Phase. Such details shall include
ventilation of the basement areas, including the location of outlets and
measures to attenuate noise and limit other airborne pollution to nearby
sensitive receptors, particularly residents, to acceptable levels. The basement
areas shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details. Unless
otherwise agreed by the local planning authority in writing, each basement area
shall be completed prior to occupation of the building of which it forms part.

Reason

To safeguard users and the amenities of occupiers of properties within the
vicinity of the car-park area and to accord with Policy HSG 5 Layout and Design
of New Residential Development in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004).

The rating level of the noise emitted from all fixed plant and premises shall be
10dB below the existing background level at any time, determined at the facade
of any noise sensitive property. No Phase of the development shall be
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16.

17.

commenced until a scheme (accompanied by measurements and assessments
in accordance with BS4142:1997) identifying how the rating level is to be
achieved and subsequently maintained have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the local planning authority. No Phase of the development shall be
occupied until the approved mitigation measures have been carried out.
Thereafter the mitigation measures shall be maintained in accordance with the
approved scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority.

Reason

To safeguard the amenities of residents and other occupiers in and around the
site and to comply with Policies HSG 4 Residential Amenity in the adopted
Unitary Development Plan (July 2004), and to ensure any impacts arising from
the proposed development (and any measures required to mitigate those
impacts) are consistent with those identified in the Environmental Statement
accompanying the application.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until a scheme for the
insulation of residential units against external noise which scheme when
implemented will result in noise levels not exceeding 30dB LAeq (night) for
bedrooms and 35dB LAeq (day) for other habitable rooms (in each case with
windows shut and other means of ventilation provided), together with details in
relation to the subsequent maintenance of such sound insulation scheme, have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. No
building shall be occupied until the approved sound insulation scheme has
been implemented in its entirety in relation to that building. Thereafter, the
sound insulation scheme shall be maintained in accordance with the approved
scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority.

Reason

To safeguard the amenities of residents and to comply with Policy HSG 4
Residential Amenity in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004), and
to ensure any impacts arising from the proposed development (and any
measures required to mitigate those impacts) are consistent with those
identified in the Environmental Statement accompanying the application.

Residential amenity Space

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details of the
configuration and extent of the provision of communal and/or private residential
amenity space, including the provision of children’s play space, within that
Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. Such details shall also include a timetable for provision of such
communal and/or private residential amenity space and children’s play space
by reference to levels of occupation of buildings within the Phase in question
and unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the level
of occupation as identified in the approved timetable shall not be exceeded until
the communal and/or private residential amenity space associated with such
building has been completed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason

In order to ensure the appropriate provision of communal and/or private
residential open space and to comply with Policies HSG 5 Layout and Design
of New Residential Development and HSG 7 Gardens in the adopted Unitary
Development Plan (July 2004).
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18.

19.

20.

21.

Lighting

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until full details of lighting
and external illumination for that Phase have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. Lighting design will comply with CIBE
LG6, code for lighting and BS5489. The details shall be accompanied by a
programme for installation of the lighting and external illumination by reference
to the occupation of buildings within the relevant Phase and, unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the level of occupation of any
building as identified in the approved timetable shall not be exceeded until all
relevant lighting and external illumination associated with such building has
been installed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason

In order to safeguard the general amenities of the local area and to accord with
Policies HSG 4 Residential Amenity and HSG 5 Layout and Design of New
Residential Development in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004)
and to control light pollution of the night sky.

Microclimate

The development (excluding Building Block F) shall be designed using the
Lawson Criteria for Distress and Comfort as a guide to the appropriate
minimum level of amenity that needs to be achieved and this shall be reflected
in all Reserved Matters applications.

Reason

In order to ensure a suitable environment for visitors and residents and to
accord with Policy HSG 5 Layout and Design of New Residential Development
in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004) and to ensure that any
environmental impacts of the development do not exceed those assessed and
taken into account by the local planning authority when determining the
planning application.

All applications for Reserved Matters pursuant to Condition 19 shall be
accompanied by details (for approval) of the measures to achieve appropriate
minimum levels of amenity. No part of the development shall be occupied until
the approved measures have been carried out in relation to that part of the
development in accordance with the approved details and such measures shall
be retained in situ in perpetuity unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local
planning authority.

Reason

In order to ensure a suitable environment for visitors and residents and to
accord with Policy HSG 5 Layout and Design of New Residential Development
in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004) and to ensure that any
environmental impacts of the development do not exceed those assessed and
taken into account by the local planning authority when determining the
planning application.

Movement

Prior to commencement of any Phase of the development, a Parking
Management Strategy setting out measures to control access to and the
management of roads within that Phase shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The measures set out in the approved
Parking Management Strategy shall be implemented prior to occupation of the
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22.

23.

24,

25.

relevant Phase of the development and access and parking within the site shall
be managed and enforced in accordance with the approved strategy.

Reason

In order to safeguard the amenities of adjoining residential areas in compliance
with Policy TRN 21 Traffic Management in the adopted Unitary Development
Plan (July 2004). The development of the site is the subject of an
Environmental Impact Assessment and any material alteration to the proposed
uses may have an impact which has not been assessed by that process.

The site shall be serviced by 10m rigid vehicles or smaller, and vehicles shall
not enter the site between 0700 to 1000 hours and 1600 to 1900 hours, Monday
to Friday.

Reason

In order to ensure the efficient operation of the road network in compliance with
Policy TRN 9 Shopping Areas in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004).

The detailed layout of all buildings at ground level shall be modelled and
designed to ensure that the pavement width allows the free flow of pedestrians
through the site and does not prejudice pedestrian safety. All Reserved Matters
applications shall be accompanied by a statement demonstrating how the
design accords with these requirements.

Reason
In order to ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details of the provision
for cycle parking for residents, visitors and people working on the site, including
the numbers, type of cycle stands and their location for buildings within that
Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The cycle parking and cycle stands shall be provided in accordance
with the approved details prior to occupation of the relevant building and shall
be permanently retained for such purposes, unless otherwise agreed in writing
by the local planning authority.

Reason

In order to ensure that an adequate provision is made for cycle users in
accordance with the strategy submitted by the applicant and to accord with
Policies TRN 14 Cycle Parking and TRN 15 Provision for Cyclists and Walkers
in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

Prior to commencement (including demolition) of any Phase of the development
(including infrastructure works) the developer shall submit to the local planning
authority for approval a strategy to afford access at all reasonable times to the
site by archaeologist(s) nominated by the local planning authority and allow
them to observe the excavations and record items of interest and finds. The
strategy shall be implemented and complied with as approved

Reason

In order to safeguard the archaeological assets of the site and to comply with
Policy URB 21 Archaeology in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004).
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26.

27.

28.

Ecology

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details (including
location, design, dimensions and materials) of green and brown roofs for that
Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority,
the green and brown roofs required by this Condition shall be completed in
accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of the building of
which they form part.

Reason

To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with mitigation
measures identified in the Environmental Statement and to comply with Policy
OS 13 Nature Conservation in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004).

Landscape

Prior to the commencement of development within any Phase (excluding
demolition works) a scheme for the landscape works within and treatment of
the surroundings of that Phase (including both public and private areas of open
space and, as appropriate, incorporating any noise impact mitigation measures)
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Such a scheme shall include:

a. the position and spread of all existing trees to be retained and/or
removed,;

b. new tree and shrub planting including species, plant sizes and planting
densities;

C. means of planting, staking and tying of trees, including tree guards;

areas of hard landscape works including paving and details, including
samples, of proposed materials;

e. details of the treatment of the external boundary of the site;

f. details of how the proposed landscaping scheme will contribute to
wildlife habitat;

g. where the Phase encompasses rivers, planting with particular focus on

the entrance and exit of culverts and the river buffer zones;
h. timescales for implementation;

I. a management plan for future maintenance of landscaped areas.

Reason

To ensure a satisfactory development that enhances the visual amenity of the
locality and to comply with Policies URB 3 Urban Design and URB 12
Landscape and Development in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004) and further, in relation to Condition 27 i, to protect, restore or replace
natural features of importance within or adjoining the watercourses .

No part of the development shall be occupied until any planting, seeding or
turfing for that part of the development included in the details approved under
Condition 27 has been completed in accordance with the landscaping scheme
and programme approved under Condition 27. Any trees, shrubs, plants or
grassed areas which are removed or damaged, or which die or become
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29.

30.

31.

diseased within 5 years following the date of planting shall be replaced within
the next planting season with planting of similar species and size. Unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, all landscaping shall
be maintained in accordance with the landscaping scheme approved under
Condition 27 1.

Reason

To ensure a satisfactory appearance and setting for the proposed development
and to ensure that it enhances the visual amenity of the area and to comply
with Policies URB 3 Urban Design, URB 12 Landscape and Development in the
adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

Construction: Code of Construction Practice

The development (including demolition) shall not be commenced until details of
a Code of Construction Practice and Construction Method Statement
(CCP&CMS) for the entire site and details specific to each Phase have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
CCP&CMS shall include arrangements obliging the applicant, or developer and
their respective contractors to use all reasonable endeavours to minimise
disturbances including, but not limited to noise, vibration, dust and smoke
emanating from the site including from construction vehicles. The development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved CCP&CMS.

Reason
To limit the detrimental effect of demolition and construction works on adjoining
residential occupiers by reason of noise and disturbance.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until defined access routes
to the site for all vehicular modes relating to the demolition and construction for
that part of the development (including delivery of materials/removal of waste)
have been submitted to and approved in writing by local planning authority for
that part of the development. Such details shall be implemented in accordance
with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local
planning authority.

Reason

To ensure the appropriate routing of construction traffic to safeguard the
amenity of local residents and to ensure that the proposed development does
not prejudice the free flow of traffic or the conditions of general safety along the
neighbouring highway.

No Phase of the development (including demolition) shall be commenced until
details of the Air Pollution Risk Assessment (APRA) for the entire site and
details specific to the relevant part of the development has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The APRA shall include
arrangements obliging the applicant, or developer and their respective
contractors to implement the monitoring and control measures that correspond
to the risk rating for the site. The APRA shall be carried out in accordance with
the London Best Practice Guide: The control of dust and emissions from
construction and demolition (published in November 2006).

Reason

To limit the detrimental effect of demolition and construction works on adjoining
residential occupiers by reason of air pollution.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

The development shall not be commenced until details of the use, handling or
storage of any hazardous substances included in the Schedule to the Planning
(Hazardous Substances) Regulations 1992 have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason
To prevent pollution of the water environment.

Hydrology and Water Resources

The proposed measures set out in the Flood Risk Assessment submitted with
the application shall be implemented in full prior to commencement of the
relevant part of the development.

Reason

In order to ensure that appropriate flood attenuation measures are implemented
including the incorporation of Sustainable Urban Drainage measures as set out
in the Environmental Statement in full and to safeguard occupiers of the site
and surrounding areas.

Details of finished floor levels for all buildings within each Phase shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority before
development within that Phase commences. The development shall be carried
out in accordance with the approved detalils.

Reason
To reduce the risk of flooding to property.

Details of all ground levels and crest levels adjacent to the rivers within the site
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority
before the development is commenced.

Reason
To minimise the risk of flooding.

Prior to commencement of the development, a detailed scheme for the
maintenance and renewal of the river bed and banks including the
enhancement of the riverside, (and culverts and newly formed channels) as
stated within the Environmental Statement and associated drawings shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority in writing.
The scheme will include the design, method of construction, dimensions and
materials, and measures for the control of pollution and of invasive plant
species. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Reason

To protect and enhance the ecological value of the Rivers Ravensbourne and
Quaggy and to ensure adequate construction method statements are submitted
and suitable long term maintenance agreements put in place.

Prior to commencement of development, a detailed scheme for the monitoring
(both pre and post development and including timescales for such monitoring
and the submission of results to the local planning authority) of ecological
enhancements within the river channels shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

approved and all monitoring results shall be submitted to the local planning
authority in writing in accordance with the approved timescales.

Reason

To quantify the ecological outcomes of the proposed scheme, monitor the
ecology of the existing and restored river habitats in the proposed development,
and to assess any changes from the existing situation and the success of the
proposed environmental enhancements to the river channels.

There shall be no light spill into the watercourses and the adjacent river corridor
habitat. To achieve this, and to comply with sustainability, all artificial lighting
shall be directional and focused with cowlings to light sources in close proximity
to the river corridor.

Reason
Artificial lighting disrupts the natural diurnal rhythms of a range of wildlife
using/inhabiting the river and its corridor habitat.

The development shall not be commenced until details of surface water source
control measures for the development have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The development shall be implemented
in accordance with the approved details, unless otherwise agreed in writing with
the local planning authority.

Reason
To prevent pollution of the water environment and increased risk of flooding.

Site Contamination

No Phase of the development (including demolition) shall be commenced until

each of the following have occurred:

0] a site investigation has been carried out to survey and assess the extent
and effect (on and off-site) of potential contamination; and

(i) a report comprising the results of that site investigation and
recommendations for treatment of any contamination (whether by
remedial works or not) has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the local planning authority.

If during the carrying out of any works at the site contamination is encountered
which has not previously been identified (“the new contamination”), then
Condition 41 shall apply to the new contamination, and no further development
shall take place until the requirements of Condition 41) have been complied
with in relation to the new contamination.

The development shall not be occupied until:

0] all measures or treatments identified in the report approved under
Condition 41 have been implemented in full.

(i)  areport (“closure report”) has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The closure report shall include details of
both the remediation (including waste materials removed from the site;
an audit trail demonstrating that all imported or reused soil material
conforms to current soil quality requirements as approved by the local
planning authority), and any post-remediation sampling, that has been
carried out.
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43.

44,

45,

46.

Reason

To ensure that the local planning authority may be satisfied that any site
contamination is remedied in view of the historical use(s) of the site, which may
have included industrial processes.

Waste

The development shall not be commenced until details of a site-wide Waste
Strategy (including, without limitation, long term objectives, management
responsibilities and measures for each Phase or part thereof) has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. All
measures for each Phase of the development shall be implemented in strict
accordance with the approved Waste Strategy. No Phase of the development
shall be commenced until the approved measures for any previous Phase have
been completed. In the case of the final Phase of development, the approved
measures shall be implemented within 12 months of completion, of that Phase,
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason
To minimise and manage the production of waste during the operation of the
development

Sustainability and Energy

The development shall not be commenced until a site-wide Energy Strategy has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Reserved Matters applications for each Phase of the development shall include
details of how the energy strategy and agreed development commitments will
be secured for that Phase and the development shall be implemented in
accordance with the approved scheme.

Reason
To ensure commitments made within the Outline Planning Energy Statement
(June 2007) are implemented.

Reserved Matters applications in respect of the design of relevant parts of the
development or part thereof shall be accompanied by an Independent
Sustainability Assessment in accordance with the Building Research
Establishment guidelines, on an individual building or land-use basis.
Residential properties within the development are to achieve at least an
indicative Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3 rating and other buildings a
BREAMM ‘“Very Good’ rating (or equivalent) on these design stage
assessments.

Reason
To provide an independent assessment of the standards of sustainable
development to be achieved by the scheme.

Prior to occupation of any residential properties within the development, a BRE
“Post-Construction Review” shall be submitted to the local planning authority on
the elements of the scheme as built to ensure at least a Code for Sustainable
Homes Level 3 rating was achieved for those residential properties and
BREAMM ‘Very Good’ rating (or equivalent) for other buildings.
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2.7

2.8

Al.

Reason
To ensure enforceability of conditions and obligations by verifying the standards
and measures achieved on-site.

Informatives:

Prior to the submission of reserved matters applications for buildings on the site
incorporating residential units the applicant is advised to consult the local
planning authority regarding options for the mitigation of noise conditions within
the residential accommodation with the priority being to minimise the number of
habitable rooms exposed to high noise levels.

The applicant is advised that details of the strategy for providing noise
insulation grants to eligible properties should be submitted to the Council prior
to the commencement of development.

The applicant is advised to consult with the Council’'s Environmental Health
regarding measures to control construction impacts (Conditions 29-32).

The Contractor is recommended to apply to the Council for Section 61 consents
under the Control of Pollution 1974 for each separate phase of construction.
The application should be submitted well in advance of the works in order to
allow Lewisham Environmental Health to give it due consideration within its
statutory 28 day determination period. Where possible, a draft application
should be submitted to the Local Authority to initiate discussions on the actual
application.

Definitions and interpretation

Where in this permission the following terms and expressions are used, they
shall have the following meanings: -

“Class” means a use class as specified in the Town and Country Planning (Use
Classes) Order 1987 (as amended);

“Design Framework Specification” means the design framework specification
annexed to this permission;

“Environmental Statement” means the environmental statement prepared by
Peter Brett Associates and submitted with the application in April 2006 together
with the Environmental Statement Addendum submitted in July 2007,

“Environmental Statement Addendum” means the Environmental Statement
Addendum submitted in July 2007,

“Parameter Plans” means the following drawings approved by this permission
and setting the parameters for the development. - AA39175/0P-0002A,
AA39175/0P-0003A, AA39175/0P-0004A, AA39175/0OP-0005A, AA39175/0OP-
0006A, AA39175/0P-0007A, AA39175/0P-0008A,;

“Phase” means a phase of the development as approved by the local planning
authority pursuant to Condition 6;
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A2.

AS.

“Reserved Matters” means the details required to be submitted to and approved
by the local planning authority pursuant to Condition 2;

“Gross External Area” means gross external area as measured in accordance
with the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors Code of Measuring Practice
(Fifth Edition or any edition superseded it).

References to the site are references to the application site as shown on the
approved site application drawing (13902-002/1.1)
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APPENDIX 1
SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL PLANNING POLICIES

The London Plan (February 2004 and Alterations December 2006) and
Further Alterations (September 2006)

2A.5: Town centres

The Mayor will promote the strategic importance of London’s Town Centres in
accommodating economic growth and improving the sustainability of development.
UDP policies should exploit and enhance the accessibility of town centres, provide
a full range of functions and seek to enhance vitality and viability.

3A.4: Housing choice

UDP policies should ensure new developments offer a range of housing choices
for all communities, built to ‘Lifetime Homes' standards and 10% wheelchair
accessible.

3A.7: Affordable housing targets

UDP policies should set an overall target for affordable housing based on an
assessment of housing needs and these should take into account the Mayor’'s
strategic target of 50% affordable provision.

3A.8: Negotiating affordable housing in individual private residential and
mixed-use schemes

Boroughs should seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing
when negotiating on mixed-use scheme taking into account their targets and the
need to encourage rather than restrain residential development. Targets should be
applied flexibly.

3D.9: Metropolitan Open Land
Boroughs should maintain the protection of MOL from inappropriate development.

4A.6: Improving Air Quality

Boroughs should implement the Mayor's Air Quality Strategy and achieve
reductions in pollutant emissions through various means including reducing the
need to travel by car, promoting sustainable design and construction and ensuring
the air quality is considered at a planning application stage.

4A.8: Energy assessment

Boroughs should request an assessment of the energy demand for proposed
major developments and developments should demonstrate proposed eating and
cooling systems have been selected in order of preference with passive design
most favoured and gas central heating least favoured.

4A.9: Providing for renewable energy
Major developments required to show how the development would generate a
proportion of the site’s electricity or heat needs from renewables.

4B.3: Maximising the potential of sites

Boroughs should ensure development proposals achieve the highest possible
intensity of use compatible with the local context, design principles and public
transport.
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4B.6: Sustainable design and construction
Boroughs should ensure developments meet the highest standards of sustainable
design and construction.

4B.9: Large-scale buildings — design and impact

All large-scale buildings should be of the highest design quality and take intro
account a number of elements including being suited to their wider context,
illustrate exemplary standards of sustainable construction, be sensitive to their
impact on micro-climate, be appropriate to transport capacity, provide high quality
spaces relating positively to water spaces and contain a mix of uses.

4C.20: Design — starting from the water

Boroughs should seek a high quality of design for all waterside development which
should reflect local character, meet the principles of good design and improve the
quality of the built environment.

4C.31: Rivers, Brooks and Streams
Boroughs should ensure that rivers are protected, improved and respected and
measures taken to improve their habitat and amenity value.

Lewisham LDF Core Strategy

CP1 Major Growth Corridor

The Council will support substantial new development that contributes to the
regeneration of the borough.

CP2 Lewisham and Catford town centres

The regeneration of Lewisham Town Centre will be guided by policies, proposals
and site allocations set out in the Area Action Plan. This includes proposals to
elevate the status of Lewisham to that of a Metropolitan Town Centre.

CP5 Conservation and Protection

Development required to protect or enhance the character of conservation areas
and will not be permitted if considered inappropriate in the context of open space
or biodiversity protection.

CP6 Sustainable Development

A sustainable pattern of development will be sought in Lewisham by encouraging a
mix of land uses focussed in areas with good public transport, ensuring
development at an appropriate scale and form in response to the context,
promoting sustainable design and construction and minimising the impact on the
natural environment.

CP7 Climate Change

Development required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through sustainable
design and construction methods, decentralised energy systems and renewable
energy generation and increased use of sustainable modes of transportation.

CP8 Water Management and Flood Risk

The Council will require development to minimise and control the risk of flooding
and conserve water resources.
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CP16 Housing Mix and Location
A mixed and balanced community will be sought through a range of dwelling types,
sizes and tenures.

CP17 Promoting Good Design — Development in Context and Density of
Development

The council will ensure that new development is provided at an appropriate urban
scale and form in response to the local context. Density will vary according to its
location, setting, public transport accessibility and capacity of the area. New
development should be well designed, improve urban design quality, deliver and
influence crime prevention, design for safety in town centres and provide clear
routes.

CP18 Conservation of the Historic Environment
The Council will preserve or enhance listed buildings and their settings, the
character and appearance of conservation areas and archaeological heritage.

CP19 River Thames, Deptford Creek and the Ravensbourne River Network
Development should preserve and enhance the character of all the rivers in the
Borough. Development adjacent to rivers should contribute to their special
character by improving urban design quality and the vitality of river frontages,
improve access to the foreshore and naturalise flood defences where appropriate.

CP21 The Natural Environment

The Council will resist any inappropriate form of development which would detract
from the visual amenity, provision, quality, conservation role and any other
designation of the natural environment.

CP22 Deficiency of Open Space

The Council will seek to address areas deficient in open space through a
combination of the provision of additional space and enhancement of existing
spaces.

CP25A and B Walking and Cycling
The Council will provide, facilitate and encourage safe and convenient pedestrian
and cycle movement through innovative and tried and tested methods.

CP30 Role, Function and Character of Retail Centres

The role and function of the established retail hierarchy will be maintained. Projects
which seek to improve the character, vitality and viability of the borough’s retail
centres will be encouraged.

CP31 Uses Within the Major and District Town Centres
The Council will expect major retail development to be located within major and
district centres.

Lewisham Town Centre Area Action Plan

LTC OPP1: Lewisham Gateway Opportunity Area

Proposals required to be in conformity with policies set out within the AAP
including improved transport interchange, safe and convenient pedestrian
environment, commercial development befitting a metropolitan town centre, the
highest standard of design and improved links.
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LTC OPPla: General Principles for Lewisham Gateway

The Council strongly supports the principles behind the Lewisham Gateway
initiative. The Council will require the proposal to embody a number of objectives
set out with the AAP.

LTC SH1: Lewisham Town Centre

The Council will seek to increase the amount of retail floor space to support
Lewisham’s move from a Major Centre to Metropolitan Centre. It is anticipated that
some of this will be provided by Lewisham Gateway.

LTC SH2: Vitality and Viability

Development should sustain and enhance the vitality and viability of the town
centre. The Council will encourage public realm enhancements, mixed use
development and a greater component of residential development in the town
centre.

LTC SH7: Retail Character Areas

The retail character that should be aspired to in Lewisham Gateway is a mix of
retail and leisure uses. The creation of open space at the confluence of the rivers
provides opportunities for cafes, bars and similar uses.

LTC URB1: Tall Buildings in Lewisham Town Centre

Planning applications for tall buildings may be permitted in Lewisham Town Centre
subject to an assessment of their design which should be of the highest quality, the
degree to which a positive response is made to the urban setting and townscape.
Transport accessibility and impact, visual impact on views, effect on listed
buildings, conservation areas, MOL and other open spaces, relationship to other
tall buildings and the towns topography and the impact on the microclimate.

LTC URB2: Sustainability

Development should be designed to achieve the best possible outcomes in terms
of sustainable development through various means including high densities, mix of
tenures, the use of natural resources including rivers, renewable energy, SUDS,
flood risk protection, Air Quality Impact Assessment ad waste management plans.

LTC URB7: Enhancing Lewisham’s Waterways
New development in close proximity to rivers should be designed to address the
river positively, create attractive waterfront environments, respect and enhance
natural habitats and accommodate flood defences.

LTC HSG4: Affordable Housing
The Council will seek top secure 35% of new residential build as affordable
housing in a tenure mix of 70% social rented and 30% intermediate provision.

LTC HSG6: Housing Density
Housing densities will be expected to be appropriate to eth local setting in terms of
existing building form, massing and character.

LTC OS1: Retention of Metropolitan Open Land

In general, the open character of MOL will be protected, In exceptional
circumstances such as Lewisham gateway, the Council will consider the re-
provision and alteration of the boundary where the regeneration benefits make a
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significant positive contribution to the quality of MOL and the vitality of the town
centre.

LTC OS2: Waterlink Way and Celebrating the River Confluence

The Council will encourage the celebration of the confluence of the Rivers Quaggy
and Ravensbourne and the creation of Confluence Park within Lewisham
Gateway.

LTC ENV1: Protect and Enhance the Environs of the River

The Council will seek to protect and enhance the environs of the Rivers Quaggy
and Ravensbourne. New development on sites benefiting from river settings
should seek to maximise the contribution they make to the quality of the town
centre environment.

Relevant Deleted LB Lewisham UDP Policies (Adopted July 2004)
URB 7 Access to Buildings for People with Disabilities

HSG 3 Provision of Housing Sites

HSG 13 Affordable Housing

HSG 16 Density

ENV.PRO 19 Energy Efficiency

ENV.PRO 7 Environmental Impact Assessment

ENV.PRO 8 Air Quality Management Areas
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1.2.1
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123

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of this Report

In April 2006 the Council received an application submitted by Lewisham
Gateway Developments Limited (LGDL - a joint venture between Amec
Developments Limited and Taylor Woodrow Developments Limited) and the
London Development Agency for the comprehensive redevelopment of land
between Rennell Street and Lewisham railway station. This is a major
scheme with wide and significant implications for the town centre involving
major changes to the layout of the main road network and a significant scale
of development comprising up to 100,000m2 of residential, retalil,
commercial and leisure space together with realignment of the roads and
works to the Ravensbourne and Quaggy rivers.

This report considers the application in the light of relevant planning policy
and guidance, representations received and other material considerations
and makes recommendations on the determination of the application.

Background

Section 3 of this report sets out the context for this application however a
brief chronology of events is:

e July 2000 — LB Lewisham secures £15.9m SRB funding to regenerate
the town centre

e 2001 - Urban Renaissance in Lewisham (URL) the SRB funded
regeneration body is launched

e June 2002 - consultation on Lewisham Gateway redevelopment
options

e December 2002 — Lewisham Gateway Planning Brief approved by
Strategic Planning Committee and by Mayor and Cabinet in July 2003

e July 2003-April 2004 — public competition to select developer for the
Gateway scheme

e April 2004 — Lewisham Gateway Developments Limited appointed to
redevelop the Gateway site.

e April 2006 — planning application submitted

The proposals have been the subject of extensive consultation with local
residents, businesses and community groups as well as statutory
consultees both before and after the current planning application was
submitted. In accordance with the Council's Statement of Community
Involvement, following receipt of objections to the application a public
meeting has been held as well as two two-day exhibitions. In addition, and
independent of the Council’'s consultation, the applicants have undertaken
their own consultation and publicity. There have also been updates through
URL Newsletters on the emerging Gateway proposals, planning application
and wider town centre initiatives.

Given the scale of development and uses proposed the application
represents a strategic proposal under the Greater London Authority Act
1999 Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2000 and if the
Committee resolves to grant planning permission the application needs to
be referred to the GLA. In addition, due to the amount of retail floorspace
proposed and due to the application involving a departure from the
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2.2
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2.3

231

2.4

24.1

development plan (loss of Metropolitan Open Land), if the Committee
resolve to grant permission the application will also have to be referred to
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government under the
Shopping Direction (Town and Country Planning (Shopping Development)
(England and Wales) (No.2) Direction 1993) and as a departure from the
development plan (Town and Country Planning (Development Plans and
Consultation) (Departures) Direction 1999).

APPLICATION DETAILS

Registered Number/Case File Reference
DC/06/62375 and DC/06/62375B

LE/152/Z/TP

Application Date
The application is dated 26™ April 2006.

On 6 February 2007 the Council issued a letter under Regulation 19 of the
Town & Country (EIA) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 requiring
further information to be submitted in respect of the environmental impact of
the proposed development. Separately, additional information on transport
and access was requested including further modelling work. This further
information in respect of the Environmental Statement and other additional
information re%arding the application together with amended plans was
received on 4" July 2007. In accordance with the relevant Regulations
receipt of the information has been advertised and further consultation
undertaken.

Applicant

The application was submitted by RPS Planning on behalf of Lewisham
Gateway Developments Limited and the London Development Agency.

Proposals

The application is for the comprehensive mixed use redevelopment of the
site for up to 100,000 m2 comprising retail (A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5), offices
(B1), hotel (C1), residential (C3), education/health (D1) and leisure (D2) with
parking and associated infrastructure, as well as open space and water
features as follows:

up to 57,000 m2 residential (C3)

up to 12,000 m2 shops, financial & professional services (Al & A2)

up to 17,500 m2 offices (B1) / education(D1)

up to 5,000 m2 leisure (D2)

up to 4,000 m2 restaurants & cafés and drinking establishments (A3 &
Ad)

up to 3,000 m2 hotel (C1)

up to 1,000 m2 hot food takeaways (A5)

500m2 health (D1)

provision of up to 500 car parking spaces

8



e revised road alignment of (part of) Lewisham High Street, Rennell
Street, Molesworth Street and Loampit Vale and works to Lewisham
Road.

Application Documents

The application comprises information contained in the following:
Drawings(for approval)

Site Location Plan 13902-002/1.1

Existing Layout AA39175/0P-0001

Parameter Plans (revised)

AA39175/0OP-0002A - Proposed Layout: Ground Level
AA39175/0OP-0003A - Proposed Layout: Basement
AA39175/0OP-0004A - Building Blocks Plan

AA39175/0OP-0005A - Public Realm Plan: Ground Level
AA39175/0OP-0006A - Open Space Plan: Roof Levels
AA39175/0OP-0007A - Vehicular Circulation/Public Transport Plan
AA39175/0OP-0008A - Building Heights Plan

Detailed ‘Quaggy Café’ Drawings

AA39175/PA-0001RevD - Block F AA39175/PA-0002ReVA - Block F
Detailed Infrastructure Drawings (revised)
13902/200/10/01RevP9 - Highway General Arrangement
13902/200/10/02RevP3 - Highway Cross Sections (Sheet 1 of 2)
13902/200/10/03RevP3 - Highway Cross Sections (Sheet 2 of 2)
13902/200/10/04RevP3 - Highway Long Sections (Sheet 1 of 2)
13902/200/10/05RevP3 - Highway Long Sections (Sheet 2 of 2)
Detailed Rivers Drawings (revised)

13902/400/006 RevP1 - River Ravensbourne and River Quaggy Channel
Long Sections

13902/270/001 Rev P5 - River Ravensbourne & Quaggy Confluence Park -
Channel Long Sections & Cross Sections

13902/270/002 Rev P4 - River Ravensbourne Closed Culvert Section —
Sections and Details

13902/270/003 Rev P5 - River Ravensbhourne & Quaggy Confluence Park —
Open Channels Plan & Cross Sections

13902/270/004 Rev P5 - River Quaggy (Confluence Park) Plan and Long
Sections Sheet 1 of 2

13902/270/005 Rev P5 - River Quaggy/Confluence Park In Channel
Improvements Sheet 2 of 2

13902/270/008 Rev P2 - Rivers Quaggy and Ravensbourne Planting Strategy

Application Documents
. Application Form, Certificates, Schedules

. Environmental Statement and Addendum
. Environmental Statement Figures and Appendices
. Environmental Statement Non-Technical Summary and Update

9



252

253

2.6

26.1

. Transport Assessment and Supplementary
. Planning Statement

. Statement of Community Involvement
. Development Specification

. Sustainability Strategy

. Outline Planning Energy Statement

. Design Strategy
. Design Guidelines
. Verified View Montages and Artist's Impressions

An Environmental Statement (ES) comprising a Non-Technical Summary,
Main Text and Technical Appendices was submitted with the application
and further information in relation to the ES submitted in July 2007. The
original ES and further information has been consulted upon and assessed
by the Council in determining this application. This assessment and the
conclusions reached regarding the environmental effects of the proposed
development and mitigation measures are set out in Section 7 of this report.
The environmental impact assessment undertaken for the application is
based on a number of development parameters which are set out in the
Development Specification document and which establishes a number of
‘fixes’ for the scheme such as maximum building heights and building
footprints. It prescribes a maximum scheme that has been assessed as
well as an ‘optimum’ scheme — described as the floorspace the applicants
intend to develop — and a ‘minimum’ scheme.

The application also comprises a number of documents which explain
aspects of the proposals such as the overall development strategy,
approach to design and landscaping and sustainability issues. In addition
images to show how the development might look when built have been
submitted. Whilst these images are illustrative (i.e. they do not represent
what the completed development will definitely look like) they are a useful
guide to the scale of development proposed and have informed the
assessment of the application.

Scope of the Application

The planning application is part outline and part detailed and the Council is
being asked to grant planning permission:

In outline (i.e. the broad principles of the development) for the:

e mix and quantum of floorspace to be provided on the site

e maximum number of parking spaces (to be provided at basement level)

e |ocation of blocks and maximum height of development across the site
within each block

e extent of open space (hard and soft landscaped)

In detail (i.e. specific and detailed proposals) for the:

e road layout including junctions, pedestrian crossings and bus
lanes/stops

e site access/egress including to basement parking area and ground
level service area

e works to River Ravensbourne and River Quaggy

10
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3.1

3.11

3.1.2

3.1.3

e building east of Lewisham High Street (Block F — ‘Quaggy Café’)
e bus layover on Thurston Road

As already noted, the application documents include a Development
Specification document which incorporates a series of parameter plans
(revised in July 2007) which establishes a number of parameters for the
scheme and fixes in terms of maximum dimensions such as building
location and footprints, heights and extent of open space which represent
‘fixes’ on the proposed development for the purposes of the environmental
impact assessment. Other than for the proposed building to the east of
Lewisham High Street (Building F) the detailed layout and design of the
buildings (including materials, hard and soft landscaping etc.) will be
addressed through the Design Framework document and submission of
reserved matters applications should outline planning permission be
granted.

LEWISHAM GATEWAY

Urban Renaissance Lewisham

The regeneration of Lewisham town centre underpinned a bid for SRB
funding in 1999-2000 which acknowledged that Lewisham “suffers from
poor interchange facilities, a hostile environment and peripheral underused
sites and building. The bid proposes a bold and ambitious solution to this
significant problem....a landmark new interchange ... an improved urban
landscape and significant sites created by the realignment of the road
junction will attract new investment to enhance the retail, commercial and
residential offer of this strategic location”. The submission stated that the
“primary focus of the bid programme is the re-design and the redevelopment
of the transport interchange site. The key aims are to improve pedestrian
transfer efficiency between transport nodes and the town centre, release
land for commercial development and improve the environment for residents
and town centre users”. The SRB bid document included diagrams showing
the existing road layout and options for its reconfiguration including a
version of a ‘Low H’ scheme (see 3.14 below).

The SRB bid was successful and Urban Renaissance Lewisham a
regeneration partnership led by Lewisham Council was launched in 2001
and overseen by a Board initially made up of representatives from Transport
for London, Citibank, Oxenburghs Ltd, Quaggy Waterways Action Group,
Community Forum, Lewisham Bio-Diversity Partnership, London &
Quadrant Housing Trust, Transport for London (Street Management),
Environment Agency, Sundermead Residents and Tenants Association,
Transport for London (London Bus Services), Sustrans, Lewisham Primary
Care Trust, Slough Estates and the Metropolitan Police Service.

Following the award of the bid a consultation strategy for publicising and
seeking views on the redevelopment options was prepared, itself consulted
upon and finally approved by the SRB Board June 2002. The consultation
was managed by external consultants and reviewed with key stakeholders
and a range of community groups prior to the launch. The consultation
strategy laid out four stages:

e creation of an initial framework
e examination of development scenarios and evaluation
e developer selection

11
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3.15

3.16

3.2

3.21

4.1

41.1

e planning application and legal agreement

The road alignment and development options on which consultation was
undertaken in June 2002 were:

e retain the existing roundabout

e create a signalled crossing

e create a “Low H” layout — remove roundabout and create a new road
layout with development space in the central area thus released.

Consultations on layout options included detailed consultations with
stakeholders, 3 exhibitions, 17 public workshops, telephone survey with
1,600 residents, a survey of 500 commuters and meetings with several
dozen stakeholders around the town centre. Attendees at the public
exhibitions were asked to express a preference between the options with
the majority favouring the ‘Low H’ option and ‘comprehensive change’.
Progress reports on consultation were made to the SRB Board on 25 July
and 12 September 2002. Publication of the three layout/development
options was incorporated in the URL Newsletter of September 2002. The
findings of the consultation exercise were reported to SRB Board in October
2002 which was also presented with an assessment of each option against
four criteria: movement and environment, well being and business,
investment (each of which mirrored the SRB bid), plus programming
implications.

The report to the Board noted the strong support overall for the principle of
the ‘Low H‘ option for redevelopment and also that the environment
emerged as a key concern for consultees with a desire for more accessible
space in which to move about and enjoy the town centre and its rivers. The
‘Low H’ layout was agreed by the SRB Board as the preferred option and
was incorporated into the Planning Brief. The Brief was reported to and
agreed by the SRB Board in December 2002, LB Lewisham Strategic
Planning Committee also in December 2002 and Mayor & Cabinet in July
2003.

Developer Selection and Pre-Application Consultation

The process of selecting a development partner to deliver the Gateway
scheme was undertaken on the basis of the Planning Brief and aspirations
identified from the consultation exercises which were incorporated in the
Invitation to Negotiate issued to interested parties. Publication of the
Expression of Interest brochure with the Planning Brief and accompanying
technical information took place in July 2003 with Expressions of Interest
due by September 2003. Eight compliant expressions of interest were
submitted and of these four were short-listed. Following a thorough
evaluation of the submissions by a technical panel the Amec/Taylor
Woodrow consortium was selected and appointed in July 2004. Following
this, work commenced on preparing the planning application that was
submitted in April 2006 and is now before the Committee for determination.

APPLICATION, SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

Site Description

The application site is approximately 5.6 hectares extending principally from
Rennell Street in the south to the Lewisham-Blackheath railway line in the
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4.1.3

41.4

4.1.5

4.1.6

north, and bounded to the west by the Lewisham-Ladywell railway line and
to the east by Lewisham High Street east of the River Quaggy. The
application site also includes land to the south of Rennell Street (along
Lewisham High Street as far as the Clock Tower and along Molesworth
Street) as well as north and west of the railway lines (along Lewisham
Road/Lewisham Hill and Loampit Vale/Thurston Road) to encompass the
full extent of highway works, plus land on Thurston Road to accommodate a
relocated bus layover facility. The application site includes the DLR station
(though no works are proposed to it) but excludes the mainline railway
station.

The site is currently dominated by the roundabout at the junction of
Lewisham High Street, Molesworth Street and Loampit Vale and the bus
layover facility in front of the mainline rail station access road and DLR
station. The site includes a selection of Victorian buildings between Rennell
Street and the roundabout and pub north of the existing station access road.

Immediately south of the application site is the Riverdale shopping centre
and service access to commercial properties fronting Lewisham High Street.
The Citibank building (approx. 72m/22 storeys in height) is located opposite
the south west corner of the proposed Gateway development. To the east
is a terrace of five storey late-Georgian properties (predominantly in
commercial use but including residential), the Grade Il listed St Stephen’s
church and Police Station. Further east are residential streets leading
through to Belmont Hill. To the north of the site are residential properties on
Silk Mills Path and beyond that Tesco and its car park. To the west of the
railway is the recently completed Cornmill Gardens and Sundermead
housing estate.

The application site includes the confluence of the Ravensbourne and
Quaggy rivers which also flow from south to north through the site on the
western and eastern edge of the site respectively. There are two areas of
accessible public open space in addition to the footpaths and roads. Land
to the south west of the roundabout (bounded by Loampit Vale, Molesworth
Street and the railway line) — Charlottenburg Gardens — is designated as
Metropolitan Open Land and links under the railway to the recently
completed Cornmill Gardens. Quaggy Gardens to the east of the
roundabout is a semi-enclosed and more formal space with planting and
seating adjacent to the River Quaggy.

Rennell Street is a no-through road providing service access to commercial
properties on Lewisham High Street, access to a 50 space car park
(including 4 spaces for disabled and a Dial-a-ride drop off/pick up bay) and
pedestrian access to the Riverdale Centre and Molesworth Street. The
Thurston Road site was originally laid out as a site for travellers with 17
pitches of which 7 are currently occupied.

There are no listed buildings within the application site and the main
development site is not within a Conservation Area although a small part of
the site extends into the St. Stephen’s Conservation Area to the east. The
listed St Stephen’s church is located beyond the site boundary but within the
Conservation Area. The site is also visible, at a distance and to varying
degrees from other conservation areas principally from Belmont, and
Blackheath and Brockley which are in a more elevated position. None of
the trees within the site are covered by a Tree Preservation Order however
there are a number of mature trees around the perimeter of the site
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4.3.2

4.3.3

4.3.4

particularly adjacent to the Quaggy River (which by virtue of their location
within the St Stephen’s Conservation Area are protected) and along the
boundary with the railway line and younger street trees planted along
Loampit Vale, Molesworth Street, Rennell Street, Lewisham High Street and
around Quaggy Gardens.

Existing buildings on the site amount to approximately 4,300m2 comprising
commercial and retail space, pub and residential (14 units).

Planning History

There are currently no extant planning permissions for development of
relevance within the current application site boundary nor undetermined
planning applications.

Current Application

The application is for the complete redevelopment of the site with all existing
buildings demolished. The proposals are founded on the development
principles set out in the Lewisham Gateway Planning Brief published in
2002 which has been refined and developed in a masterplan by Arup and
which formed the basis of the LGDL bid to be the developer of the Gateway
site.

The application comprises three main elements.

e highway infrastructure works principally associated with removing the
existing roundabout and realigning the A20 through the site to form the
‘Low H’ layout and including works to the Ravensbourne and Quaggy
rivers;

e the newly created development site (bounded by two ‘arms’ of the Low
H road layout) between a realigned Rennell Street and the railway line
to the north;

e the new bus-layover site on Thurston Road

The highway infrastructure works comprise removal of the roundabout and
its replacement by a (two-way) road system (other than at the northern edge
of the site where a one-way road for buses and taxis is provided) with traffic
light controlled junctions around the perimeter of the development core.
The routing of vehicles is described in more detail in Section 8 of this report
which considers the Transport Assessment submitted with the application.
Bus stops are re-positioned around the development core (with the major
provision being on Molesworth Street) with the objective of rationalising and
grouping particular service routes together so as to increase ease and
simplicity of use. The bus layover facility to accommodate buses that are
not in service — currently north of the existing roundabout — is to be
relocated onto a site on Thurston Road. This will include a building for staff
(canteen, rest room etc.) of up to 200m2. A taxi rank and facilities for
disabled persons is provided on the road to the north of the development
site (adjacent to the railway line) and the existing taxi service at the mainline
station forecourt will remain in service. However it is proposed that private
car drop off will be moved to a location on Loampit Vale (westbound).

The works to the Ravensbourne and Quaggy rivers involve a combination of
culverting and de-culverting in order to accommodate the new road layout
but also remove the rivers from their existing concrete channels and create
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4.3.8

4.3.9

a new space at the confluence of the rivers. The Quaggy is to be moved
south to allow for the confluence of the two rivers in a new area of open
space towards the centre of the site and away from the railway. The
infrastructure (highway and river) works are submitted for approval in detail.

The development site is divided into six main blocks (plus a site at the
northern end of the Quaggy on the eastern side of Lewisham High Street)
with a principal pedestrian access route running more or less north-south
from the railway station to Rennell Street. Within the site two main public
spaces are created, one at the confluence of the Ravensbourne and
Quaggy rivers (and a linked space immediately to the south of the DLR
station) and another opposite St Stephen’s church (which is located outside
the application site on the eastern side of Lewisham High Street beyond the
Quaggy). Pedestrian routes through and around the site provide access to
bus stops and to the wider area. The application proposes a mix of uses
across the site with the intention of retail units fronting onto the main north-
south route through the site, restaurants and cafes focussed around the
new open space, and with leisure and other office uses above the shops.
The upper floors would generally be for residential use.

The building blocks vary in height as does the maximum height of blocks
across the site. Three taller buildings (from 54m up to a maximum of 77m in
height — approximately 18-22 storeys) are located at the north-west, north-
east and south-west corners of the main development site. A mid-zone of
development (34m up to 47m — approximately 10-16 storeys) is located
along the western and northern edges of the site and in two blocks running
perpendicular to Lewisham High Street. A third zone (14m to 28m -
approximately ground plus 3-7 storeys) provides the lower part of the blocks
and defines the pedestrian routes. The main part of the building on the east
side of Lewisham High Street is 9m in height (3 storeys).

The application proposes development of up to 100,000m2 of floorspace
comprising:

e Residential (C3) 57,000m2 — approximately 800 dwellings of which a
proportion would be affordable (shared-ownership) units

Offices (B1) / Education (D1) 17,500m2

Shops and Financial and Professional Services (Al, A2) 12,000m2
Restaurants and Cafés and Drinking Establishments (A3, A4) 4,000m2
Hot Food Takeaways (A5) 1,000m2

Leisure (D2) 5,000m2

Hotel (C1) 3,000m2

Health (D1) 500m2

up to 500 parking spaces (residential)

The application does not provide a detailed breakdown of the location, size
or number of units of the different uses across the site although the Design
Strategy submitted with the application indicates their likely location.

Given the scale and complexity of the development it will be built out over a
number of years in three principal phases: road infrastructure and river
works; the two northern blocks; the southern blocks. The ES assumes build
out over a five to six year period with an initial infrastructure phase of
approximately 18 months which will establish the new road network,
Thurston Road bus layover facility, river and services diversions. This is
followed by the main building works which are expected to commence
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44.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

immediately on completion of the infrastructure works. It is expected that
the two northern blocks adjacent to the DLR/railway and Confluence Place
will be the first phase of buildings followed by excavation of the basement
areas. Buildings south of the new open space and St Stephens Square will
form the next phase of development. The infrastructure works phasing
plans in the ES indicate that much of the new road layout can be
constructed off-line on land currently used for other purposes. This will
allow, as far as possible, disruption and diversions of the main road network
to be minimised during this crucial phase of works.

Environmental Impact Assessment

The application is an urban development project with a development area of
more than 0.5 hectare. It thus falls within paragraph 10 of Schedule 2 to the
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 1999 (EIA Regulations). As the project is likely to have
significant effects on the environment it is required to be subject to
environmental impact assessment. Regulation 3 of the EIA Regulations
precludes the grant of planning permission unless prior to doing so, the
Council has taken the ‘environmental information’ into consideration. The
environmental information means the environmental statement, including
any further information and any other information, any representations made
by any consultation bodies and any representations made by any other
person about the environmental effects of the development. The ES is
considered in Section 7 of this report and responses to consultations and
other representations are also referred to elsewhere in this report.

The Development Specification document (including parameter plans)
defines the scope of the application for the purposes of assessment under
the Town & Country planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England
& Wales) Regulations 1999 and which is presented in an Environmental
Statement (ES) that accompanies the application. The ES addresses the
following areas of impact (in the order they appear in the document):

e Socio-economic

e Transport and Access (covered in detail in a separate Transport
Assessment)

Air Quality

Noise and Vibration

Water Resources and Flood Risk

Archaeological Resources and Cultural Heritage

Ecology and Nature Conservation

Townscape and Visual

Wind

Daylight and Sunlight Availability

Land Quality

Other Issues

Impact Interaction, Cumulative Effects and Environmental Response

As an outline application (other than highway, river infrastructure and café
which are submitted in detail) for the purposes of the assessment of
environmental impacts and to comply with the relevant EIA Regulations the
applicant has prescribed aspects of the scope and form of the proposed
development such as the location of buildings and open space and
maximum building heights.  Should the scheme be approved these
parameters will be fixed and if the applicant brings forward proposals which
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alter the range of impacts identified and assessed in the ES and further
Information on which this current application has been determined they may
need to be reassessed and/or a new application submitted.

As well as undertaking its own appraisal of the ES the Council appointed
consultants to provide an independent audit of the ES and Technical
Appendices. This review, first conducted in June/July 2006, identified a
number of limitations in the submitted ES and concluded that it did not
demonstrate compliance with the minimum requirements under the relevant
Regulations. Further information and additional assessment work to enable
the Council to determine the application was identified and the applicant
was formally notified by way of a Regulation 19 letter of the additional
assessment work that was required. This was undertaken by the applicants
and submitted in July 2007. This has been re-appraised by the Council and
their consultants and it is concluded that the further information has
satisfactorily addressed the issues raised in terms of methodology, the
identification of impacts and mitigation measures. In addition, further
assessment has been undertaken in respect of transportation, noise and air
quality impacts in the light of a review of trip generation and further more
detailed highway modelling work.

Transport Assessment

The original Transport Assessment (TA) modelled and assessed impacts
based on particular assumptions about modal split, trip generation from the
development, town centre parking provision and increased bus stop
capacity. This was scrutinised by the Council (who appointed consultants to
advise) and by TfL and a number of issues which required clarification
and/or additional work were identified including modelling the highway
network using a more sophisticated technique. These matters are
discussed in more detail in Section 8 below.

CONSULTATION

Consultation Process

During the period between their appointment and the planning application
being submitted LGDL held a series of meetings with LB Lewisham, GLA,
Transport for London and the Environment Agency as well as with various
local interest groups. Exhibitions have also been held including at URL
Open Days. Details of these meetings — which were in addition to
consultation undertaken by the Council following receipt of the application —
are contained in Appendix F of the Statement of Community Involvement
submitted with the planning application. The scheme was also presented to
CABE’s Design Review Panel at pre-application stage by the applicant’s
team.

The Council commenced its statutory consultation on the planning
application in May 2006. This comprised sending over 6,000 letters to local
residents, businesses, and community and interest groups as well as a wide
range of statutory and non-statutory consultees. A map showing the area
receiving the consultation letter is included in Appendix A1l to this report,
together with the list of organisations consulted. In addition an exhibition
staffed by Council Officers was held in Lewisham town centre on 14th and
15th July 2006. The application was considered by the Lewisham Design
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Panel on 22nd August 2006 and a public meeting attended by about 75
invited local residents was held on 17th October 2006. Notes of the
meeting have been posted on the Council’'s website.

The further information in relation to the ES and the supplementary
information submitted in July 2007 was advertised and re-consultation took
place with statutory consultees and those who had responded on the
original consultation exercise. The Council held a second exhibition in
Lewisham town centre on 10" and 11™ August 2007 providing members of
the public with an opportunity to gain an understanding of the proposals for
the site and view the further ES information and supplementary material that
had been submitted.

Consultation Responses (Summary)

152 written responses (other than acknowledgements) plus a petition signed
by 323 people were received by the Council in response to the original (May
2006) consultations. A further 80 responses have been received to date in
response to the consultation in July 2007 and a further petition with 237
signatures.

The summary of comments set out below is intended to outline the
responses received and does not provide a comprehensive reporting of the
written representations that have been made on the application. Nor does
the table set out the Council’'s consideration of the objections received
which are addressed in Section 9 of this report. A more detailed summary
of the consultation responses since May 2006 is included at Appendix A2
to this report. Responses to the reconsultation in July/August 2007 are in
italics.

Consultee

Summary of Key Points Raised

GLA

e The overarching strategy of reconnecting the town

centre with the station, rebalancing the relationship
between pedestrians and traffic in favour of the
pedestrian and the imaginative proposals for the
public realm are strongly welcomed. Application
raises a number of fundamental issues relating to
transport and the impact of the development on the
TfL road network, buses and the interchange.
Further highway modelling of the proposed ‘low H’
shape road layout is required before a judgement
can be reached. The scheme will undoubtedly
transform the experience of Lewisham town centre
bringing significant regenerative benefits to this part
of London and enhancing Lewisham town centre’s
role and position in the town centre network. A
number of other significant areas where the
application falls short of the requirements of the
London Plan: need to ensure that supporting design
information forms part of the outline planning
permission and to secure design quality as this
outline stage; need to demonstrate compliance with
London Plan energy policies, particularly relating to
the provision of communal heating system,
combined heat and power, and renewable energy
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technologies; policies relating to the blue ribbon
network and achieving the highest standards of
sustainable design and construction in accordance
with the London Plan, particularly in relation to the
drainage strategy; securing employment and training
benefits at this stage; addressing the noise and air
quality issues raised elsewhere in this report; access
issues and need to make adequate provision for
children’s play space and informal recreation.

Substantial progress has been made in reaching
resolution on a number of strategic planning issues
in relation to transport, drainage, air quality and
design. Agreement has been reached with TfL in
relation to the overall impact of the development on
both highway and public transport network although
a number of other transport issues remain. Key
outstanding issue relates to the energy strategy and
the need to demonstrate compliance with existing
and emerging London Plan energy policies,
particularly in relation to decentralised energy and
the provision of renewables. Further work also
required on detailed matters relating to: omissions in
the design guidelines (in respect of play space,
sustainable design and construction & noise); wider
commitments to sustainability; detailed plans for
improvements to the Quaggy River; and, the access
issues raised in the report, including the policy
requirement for 10% wheelchair accessible housing.

LB Bromley

Object on grounds of overdevelopment and likely to
have an adverse effect on the vitality and viability of
Bromley Town Centre.

LB Greenwich

Object on grounds of insufficient information
provided in visual form, and on height, scale and
bulk and detrimental to local views enjoyed form
within Greenwich Borough.

English Heritage

No objection. Application should be determined in
accordance with national and local policy guidance.
Reiterate earlier comments.

CABE!

Support the removal of the roundabout and the
improvement of the connections. Commend decision
to distribute bus stops around the site and mix of
uses welcomed. Concerned about the quality of
Confluence Place. Welcomes the use of water and
attempts to engage with the public with the rivers in
the square. Need for commitment in terms of budget
and design time and on going management of the
open space. Scheme would benefit from greater
differentiation in terms of mass in the height of the
blocks. Massing should take into consideration
issues such as daylight penetration into the public
space.

The Countryside Agency

¢ No comment

PCT

e Calculate proposals would create health needs that

would cost £4,835,000 to address. In the absence of
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a clear commitment by the developer to assist in
meeting this funding gap, object to the proposals.

Met Police Object on the assumption that the scheme restricts
and stops police access.
HSE No comment.

Blackheath Society

Supportive of major scheme which will expand range
of retail facilities and other town centre uses and
provide a more direct link between the station and
the existing centre. Principle concern is lack of
convenient interchange for rail passengers arriving
or being picked up by private car.

Ladywell Society

Scheme addresses present predicament of
pedestrians getting to the centre and especially form
the station and DLR. Support the mix of uses which
should revitalise the area. Limited use has been
made of the Ravensbourne and Quaggy as a focus
landscape feature for the centre. High buildings are
acceptable however will be highly visible (from high
ground) and will need to be of the highest quality.
Low H will cause bottlenecks in a major route
through the centre. Concern at effect of traffic flow
on the access to the 500 space underground car
park. Appears more rivers will be covered than they
are at present. Concern whether infrastructure
(education, health, social services, sewerage etc) will
be able to cope. Scheme should not jeopardise
Lewisham market.

Scheme should not be considered in isolation from
other proposed developments in the area. Parts of
the application seem to be at odds with policy which
would set a dangerous precedent. A decision can
only be made when the Travellers have been
relocated. The site is adjacent to the St. Stephens
Conservation area which would be severely harmed.
Object to outline nature of the application contrary to
CABE/English Heritage guidelines. Concerned exact
heights of buildings have not been confirmed
because of the nature of the application. Concerned
about views from Hilly Fields of the tall buildings.
Object to the loss of open space, part of which is
MOL and Confluence Place should not be seen as a
‘trade off.” Object to the culverting of the river to
enable the changes to the road system. Note the
development may be at risk from flooding. Concerns
about road layout and effect increased traffic
congestion and gridlock would have on air quality.
Question pedestrian safety of the route from Rennell
Street into Molesworth Street and the single crossing
in Rennell Street could become blocked by standing
traffic.

Lewisham Gateway Action
Group

[see Appendix 2 for covering
letter to objection]

Object on grounds of: regenerative impacts
unproven (additional work will either be temporary
and low waged and already vacant offices); transport
capacity (no analysis of the impact of the
development of the remainder of Lewisham and
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likely to be a build up of traffic at the exits/flow of
traffic likely to be very congested around the station);
impact on retail economy (scheme will attract
shoppers from the rest of the High Street/market and
only large chains will be able to afford the rents);
flooding; vehicular circulation; pedestrian experience;
degradation of river environment; site unsuited for
the development; outline application for tall buildings
(contrary to CABE/English Heritage guidance); loss
of MOL and green space; housing provision (20%
affordable housing provision is inadequate given
Lewisham’s housing needs); noise levels;
deterioration of air quality; sunlight and daylight
reduction; wind turbulence; negative impact on four
conservation areas and Grade Il listed building; local
views (impact on Brookbank Road and Ellerdale
Road and will weaken the attractiveness of the area);
site of archaeological importance damaged; the
destruction of existing community links (no increased
education provision); carbon footprint; misleading
and biased consultation (only people in a small
radius round the town centre consulted).

Traffic congestion is proven to get worse. Traffic
speeds through the area of the site will decrease by
20%, causing still greater increases in tailbacks
along approach roads. Models still do not take into
account the other developments planned for the area
- urgent that a cumulative assessment be made of all
future transport needs for central Lewisham before
any specific permission is granted for the proposed
changes to the road layout at the Gateway site. No
viable strategy exists for encouraging greater use of
public transport. There are no segregated cycle
paths, bus lanes peter out at various points, and no
new extensions to the DLR or tramlink can now take
place. Increased numbers of buses are described in
the supplementary material as ‘aspirational’ only.
There is insufficient capacity on the trains to cope
with the additional 5,000 plus residents planned for
the immediate area. Unrealistic and out-of-date data
on rail capacity still being used in the Supplementary
TA. Air quality will deteriorate as a result of the
operation of the proposed road layout and data on
this remains unreliable while the traffic model and
the impact on traffic flows is unverified. Estimates on
air quality in the ‘Environmental Statement
Addendum’ Appendix E do not appear to take into
account increased congestion along approach roads
The Low H road layout remains deeply controversial.
It was adopted without properly considering the
alternatives contrary to EU directives. Pedestrian
routes around the site are ‘pinched’. Development
makes no improvements to connections between
buses, DLR and rail. With the development it will
take pedestrians longer to go from the stations to
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bus stops for buses out of Lewisham and gaps
between some bus stops are increased. Claimed
savings of 20% in pedestrian journey times are not
substantiated Routes will be crowded and air quality
worse especially at some bus stops while, as a result
of the high-rise development the site is ‘excessively’
windy in key retail and leisure areas: sunlight and
daylight within the site has not been modelled at all.
Rivers are not naturalised and Ravensbourne
pushed completely underground for 40m. The effects
of this on wildlife habitat have not been assessed in
the application. A major opportunity for making the
most of the confluence of the two rivers as a unique
element in Lewisham’s identity will be lost forever.
Flooding and drainage remains a concern. Figures
for surface water run-off do not appear to have taken
into account the loss of 72% of the current green
space which the development involves. Urge
Strategic Planning Committee to refuse outline
planning permission for the following reasons: outline
planning application for tall buildings contrary to all
existing guidelines in the London Plan by
CABE/English Heritage; claims development will
lead to ‘regeneration’ are false; affordable housing
well below any guidelines and is not guaranteed; no
estimate of the impact of the scheme on existing
traders and the street market; all other amenities are
subject to a profit being made from their provision
and the whole project is financially risky; in addition
to the traffic gridlock and loss of open rivers the
following major negative permanent impacts will
obtain: increased noise level as a result of the
operation of building services plant; noise levels
would put development in NECs A-D for which
planning permission would normally be refused,;
without development annual mean limit for NO2 is
likely to be exceeded in 2012 and the development
will further enhance these levels by up to 4% with no
mitigation measures available other than measures
to encourage to sustainable modes of transport;
windy conditions created by high-rise blocks in the
maximum scheme means conditions in certain
locations no longer be acceptable for their intended
use; loss of green space and Metropolitan Open
Land; likely de-watering of Palaeolithic deposits and
burial ground and removal of pre-historic stone which
was the foundation stone of the Lewisham medieval
bridge; urbanising effects at night time likely to give
rise to generally adverse effects; loss of views from
all the surrounding areas; conservation areas and a
listed building are overshadowed and their
surroundings blighted; the form of development
inhibits the use of certain types of renewable energy
and the scheme fails to address the urgent need for
carbon neutral development.
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Quaggy Waterways Action
Group (QWAG)

e Object as scheme fails to realise the potential of the

rivers, removes existing potential to restore or
enhance the rivers and degrades the river
environment. Fails to reasonably take into
consideration: consultation in 2002 which highlighted
rivers and green space as the most important feature
for users, priorities identified by the URL, London
Plan policy, does not fulfil the Lewisham Gateway
Planning Brief or UDP policies. Would like to see
road system moved away from the river and object to
the culverting of the Ravensbourne. Note green
space along the river corridor would be removed and
potential to improve the river system in the future.
Concern at loss of daylight and sunlight to the river
(noting that the ES does not comment on this), an
increase in wind in ‘Confluence Place’ and
degradation of landscape and amenity value of the
rivers by bringing buildings and roads closer to the
river. Selection of the ‘Low H’ layout prejudiced by
not showing additional culverting of the river.
Proposal would remove two thirds of current
potential to restore the rivers in central Lewisham
and restoration proposed would only be of 20% of
the rivers which would be a loss to the area.

Eastern part of the River Quaggy was split off from
the main site and is to be the subject of a separate
planning application. These applications are
inextricably linked and should be considered
together but the application is yet to be lodged.

Lewisham Cyclists

Some positive aspects such as cycle parking and
some re-routing of LCN’'s and routes but do not
appear to fulfl much more than minimum
expectations and proposed cycle facilities do not go
far enough. Extra wide bus lanes to allow safe
overtaking of cyclists by buses should be considered
if they are to share the road or built cycle lanes
considered at certain stretches on main roads.
Rennell Street crossing should be wider to take
account of cyclists. Against a complete ban on
cycling within the Gateway development and shared
pedestrian cycle use be made of certain low density
routes through the site. Cycle parking standard
should be increased to 2 per flat.

London Cycle Network

Cycle lanes and cycle track should be provided
between the junctions. Access to and from the
transport interchange by bike should be possible
without dismounting. Cycle users should be
accommodated along Station Road (in both
directions). High priority should be given to provision
of secure cycle parking immediate to transport
interchange.

Measures from TfL study of A20 should be included
as part of the planning application proposals for this
section of TfL highway. No inclusion of measures
required for cycle users to be able to access the
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proposed development and recommend various
measures to ensure the LCN+ is catered for.

Hilly Fields Park User Group

Increased concentrations of people would put the
park under greater pressure due to its proximity to
the site. Concerned about views from the park which
are protected in UDP policies. This would erode the
sense of place and undermine amenity.

Land Securities

Support the development as owner of the
neighbouring Shopping Centre. Consider the
development of the site as a vital enhancement to
the linkages between the transport interchange and
town centre and therefore a positive benefit to the
long term future of retail and the vitality and vibrancy
of the town centre. Believe the increase in retail will
serve to increase the draw of Lewisham as a
shopping destination.

LBL Building Control

Advises applicant to consult the fire service. Advice
on storage of solid waste

LBL Environmental Health
(Contamination)

No objection but recommends the imposition of site
contamination condition

Elected Members

Councillor Keogh: 4 metre extra width for Quaggy
will be an asset to Lewisham and should be
designated as Metropolitan Open Land. should
provide for brown roofs wherever possible.

Councillor Johnson: supports QWAG’s proposal to
move the road 4 metres form the Quaggy to allow
river to be fully restored and to create a decent
riverside environment.

Councillors Johnson, Michel and Phoenix: support
regeneration of Lewisham Town Centre, to improve
the links between the station and the town centre, to
make river more accessible and a key feature of the
town centre and to provide high density development
given good transport links that make the site suitable
for accommodating Lewisham’s growing population.
Making the town centre a more attractive shopping
venue will encourage shoppers to shop locally,
thereby reducing the number of car journeys.
Welcome improvements to the bus facilities. Serious
concerns about traffic modelling (to determine
whether the low H shape is appropriate), support
Lewisham Cyclists in objections/proposals to
improve provision for cyclists, call for significant
reduction in car parking, call for exemplary standards
of sustainable design and construction and
extremely concerned about lack of ambition and lack
of detailed information on renewable energy,
concerned about level of affordable housing provided
and call for significant increase and improved tenure
mix. Support: high density housing in principle but
subject to being convinced by full daylight,
shadowing and wind reports; removal of concrete
channels, placing the rivers in their natural setting
but share concerns of QWAG. Support London
Mayors demand for provision of children’s play
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space.
¢ Reiterate earlier comments.

! pre-application comments dated 22 February 2006 re-issued 28 June 2006
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6.1

6.1.1

The letters from individual residents raise a number of matters including:

Height and scale of buildings

Density too high

Buildings are ugly

Impact on views from Hilly Fields and surrounding area

Effect on St. Stephens Church and conservation area

Lack of affordable housing which is not guaranteed to be delivered

Lack of family housing

Increased traffic congestion from low H road system

Existing public transport does not have the capacity to take additional

residents

Assessments don't take into account other developments in the area

Parking insufficient

Poor air quality which would be further lowered

Loss of MOL and open space objectionable

Poor quality open space that would be overshadowed by tall buildings

and too windy to comfortably sit in

No need for more shops, cafes or office space, likely to become a

‘clone town’ with chain stores

Vitality of existing shopping centre and market would be harmed

Moving of rivers unacceptable in order to accommodate tall buildings

Support QWAG's proposals for improvements to the Quaggy

Culverting of rivers unacceptable

Early consultation with residents highlighted importance of the

environment which has not been delivered in this scheme

Supportive of regeneration in principle but scheme is out of character

with the area

Would like to see a tramlink

Town Centre needs a comprehensive approach rather than piecemeal

development

Consultation has been misleading, particularly relating to the scale of

development

Misleading artist’s impressions

Scheme would be irreversible if built

People of Lewisham would not benefit from the scheme, only
developers

Letters and petitions are available to Members.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

Introduction

The current application proposes a comprehensive, high density, mixed use

development of the Gateway site.

Built out on a phased basis over a

number of years the proposed development and infrastructure works will
change significantly the layout, use, appearance and experience of the site.
Based on the vision and aspirations for the town centre identified by Urban
Renaissance Lewisham and set out in the Planning Brief the scheme is
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6.1.2

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

aimed at making a major contribution to the regeneration and transformation
of Lewisham as a retail centre and transport interchange, with benefits
beyond the immediate site area.

The application comprises a number of different elements with a mix of
uses, areas of open space, new public transport interchange facilities, new
pedestrian routes and links to the existing town centre, improvements to the
environment and setting of the rivers, and the provision of new homes
including affordable housing. Clearly such a significant change raises a
large number of planning considerations and the application has also
generated a significant amount of interest and objection. The planning
considerations are set out and examined in the following section of this
report.

Policy Context

The policy framework for this application is set out in a number of
documents:

e Planning Policy Guidance - in particular PPS1: Delivering Sustainable
Communities; PPS3: Housing; PPG4: Industrial, Commercial
Development and Small Firms; PPS6 Planning for Town Centres; and
PPG13: Transport. In addition there is guidance in other PPGs and
PPSs that is of relevance in considering the application, principally
those relating to Nature Conservation (PPG9), Planning and Waste
Management (PPG10), Planning and the Historic Environment
(PPG15), Archaeology and Planning (PPG16), Renewable Energy
(PPS22), Planning and Pollution Control (PPS23), Planning and Noise
(PPG24), and Development and Flood Risk (PPS25).

e The London Plan (February 2004 and Alterations December 2006),
and associated Supplementary Planning Guidance including Housing,
Draft Further Alterations are currently in progress which include the
Mayor’s Energy Strategy and supplemental policy statements and the
Mayor’s 100 Public Spaces programme.

e Lewisham UDP (Adopted July 2004)

In addition there is non-statutory guidance of relevance to this case such
as the English Heritage/CABE Guidance on Tall Buildings (July 2007).

Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, in dealing
with any planning application the planning authority must have regard to the
provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application, and
to any other material considerations. Pursuant to Section 38(6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, where regard is to be had to
the development plan for the purposes of any determination, then the
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. The statutory development plan is
Lewisham’s UDP Adopted July 2004 (hereafter referred to as the UDP) and
the London Plan February 2004 and Alterations (referred to jointly hereafter
as the London Plan) which the UDP is in general conformity with.

Given the scale and scope of the application the proposals touch on most
areas of the UDP and London Plan to a greater or lesser extent — urban
design and conservation, open space, environmental protection, housing,
sustainable transport and parking, shopping and town centres, and leisure,
community facilities and education. The UDP includes two site-specific
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6.2.5

6.2.6

6.2.7

Proposals for parts of the Gateway site and policies of particular relevance
to the determination of this application in the UDP and the London Plan are
listed in Appendix A3.

The Lewisham Gateway Planning Brief was approved by the Council in July
2003 as Supplementary Planning Guidance to the then UDP (dated July
1996) although at that time the UDP was at an advanced stage of Review.
The formulation of policies and proposals relating to Lewisham Town Centre
in the current UDP pre-dated the SRB bid and also the URL consultations
on options for the future of the town centre which were subsequently
incorporated into the Gateway Planning Brief. Acknowledging that there
were likely to be land use changes arising from SRB projects that would
emerge over the lifetime of the UDP, Policy URB2 in the UDP states that the
Council will support changes agreed as part of the implementation of
regeneration projects in connection with SRB or successor schemes. The
Planning Brief also notes that it should be read in conjunction with the (then
emerging) UDP. Whilst the UDP sets out borough-wide policies relating to
such matters as open space, environment, housing and transport as well as
some town centre policies and site specific proposals, the Planning Brief
provides more focussed guidance related to the development of the
Gateway site. It is a material consideration in the determination of the
application and in the circumstances outlined above and given the extent of
consultation on it, it is considered that the Brief should be given
considerable weight as part of the planning policy framework for determining
the current application.

The UDP will be replaced by a Local Development Framework (LDF) which
is currently being prepared in line with new legislation and guidance from
the Government. In the interim, policies in the UDP are ‘saved’ until 27th
September 2007 unless the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government extends these policies beyond that date. The suite of
Development Plan Documents (DPDs) that make up the LDF include the
Core Strategy, Area Action Plans (AAP) and Supplementary Planning
Documents (SPD). The Core Strategy has been published and the
consultation period ended on 3™ August 2007. An AAP for Lewisham town
centre has been prepared which identifies a number of development sites
across the town centre including the Gateway site. Consultation on the
Draft Lewisham Town Centre AAP commenced on 17" August 2007 and
runs until 28th September 2007. Whilst the Draft Lewisham Town Centre
AAP is at a relatively early stage in terms of its progress towards formal
adoption it takes forward the development principles set out in the approved
Planning Brief for the site and, together with policies in the Core Strategy, is
a material consideration in the determination of the current application.

Inevitably, given the transition from the UDP to LDF that is required by the
Government new policy documents relating directly and indirectly to the site
have emerged since the submission of the planning application in April
2006. However it is considered that the combination of the London Plan,
the UDP, the Planning Brief and the emerging Core Strategy and Draft AAP
provide a clear planning policy framework within which to determine the
Gateway application and it is not considered that determination of the
application would prejudice the outcome of the development plan
documents currently being progressed. Further, examination of the DPDs is
at a very early stage and, it is considered that to delay determination of the
current application until the DPDs are formally adopted (programmed for
early-mid 2010) would result in the Council’s strategy to regenerate the town
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6.2.8

6.3

6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

centre being severely undermined and potentially shelved on a permanent
basis.

The various planning policy issues such as Metropolitan Open Land and
development-related impacts such as highway capacity and building heights
and massing have been thoroughly assessed and it is considered that they
have been satisfactorily addressed in the application and where appropriate
there are measures the Council can put in place by way of condition or
planning obligation to ensure that the high aspirations of the scheme are
delivered. Overall Officers consider that whilst aspects of the scheme are
challenging, the overall package of development represents a major
opportunity that will transform the town centre. The proposals have the
potential to be a significant catalyst for the wider regeneration of the area
and deliver on the vision and aspirations for Lewisham town centre site as
set out by the URL Board, in the approved Planning Brief and in the UDP
and emerging AAP.

Land Use, Town Centre and Retalil

The planning application proposes a mix of uses comprising up to:

57,000 m2 residential

12,000 m2 shops, financial & professional services

4,000 m2 restaurants & cafés and drinking establishments
1,000 m2 hot food takeaways

17,500 m2 offices/education

5,000 m2 leisure

3,000 m2 hotel

500m2 health

The Development Specification notes that the scheme that is actually built
may be a lower amount of floorspace than that applied for (potentially
78,000m2) with a different mix and proportion of uses.

Use Maximum % of Total” | Optimum % of Total'
Residential 57,000 57% 51,500 66%
Office/Education 17,500 17% 10,000 13%
Retail (A1-A5) 17,000 17% | 12,500 16%
Leisure 5,000 5% 3,500 4%
Hotel 3,000 3% 0 0
Health 500 .05% 500 .06%

! figures rounded

What is evident from this comparison is that under the Optimum scheme
there is a lower proportion of non-residential uses proposed. Whilst this
would still deliver a scheme with a wide and strong (rather than token) mix
of uses, in terms of ensuring that a genuinely mixed use scheme is
delivered it is important that mechanisms are in place that put the onus on
the applicant to justify any variance from the intended land use mix that is
being applied for. To this end, through discussion with the Council the
applicant has set out a mechanism (referred to in the Development
Specification document as a ‘Phasing Reconciliation Plan’) for the
monitoring and control of changes in the mix of uses as the development is
built out. It is proposed that this process will require evidence of market
demand and marketing of the buildings before non residential/non-retail
uses are omitted from the scheme and will be secured through an obligation
in the s.106. Whilst theoretically the ‘worst case’ situation would be only
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residential and retail uses on the site (which would nonetheless make a
significant contribution to the regeneration of the town centre), the Council’s
aspiration has been for a mixed-use development of the site and the
mechanism that will be put in place will ensure that every effort is made to
secure a mix of uses. Officers are satisfied that this is a robust approach
without placing undue restrictions on the precise mix of uses that come
forward within each building and across the site as a whole.

In terms of the policy base for mixed-use high density development, national
guidance as set out in PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development) is that in
promoting regeneration local planning authorities should seek to promote
mixed use developments for locations that allow the creation of linkages
between different uses and can thereby create more vibrant places. This
includes focussing developments that attract a large number of people,
especially retail, leisure and office development, in existing centres to
promote their vitality and viability, social inclusion and more sustainable
patterns of development. Further, PPS1 states that planning should actively
manage patterns of urban growth to make the fullest use of public transport
and focus development in existing centres and near to major public
transport interchanges, and promote the more efficient use of land through
higher density, mixed use development and the use of suitably located
previously developed land and buildings. Similarly, PPG13 (Transport)
states that local authorities should seek to make maximum use of the most
accessible sites, such as those in town centres and others which are, or will
be, close to major transport interchanges. At the strategic/London-wide
level London Plan Policy 2A.5 (Town centres) states that UDP policies
should seek to sustain and enhance the vitality and viability of town centres
including maximising housing provision through high density, mixed use
development and environmental improvement.

The UDP states that Councils strategy for development and the use of land
involves three main themes: to drive regeneration; to ensure that
development is sustainable; and to promote equality of opportunity, in the
land use planning system. More particularly in relation to town centres
Policy STC1 (The Shopping Hierarchy) states that the Council will seek to
“maintain and where necessary improve the function, character, vitality and
viability of the established shopping hierarchy ... by sustaining and
encouraging through a balance of development, regeneration and
conservation a diversity of uses appropriate to their function and location
and retaining and enhancing each Centre as a focus for retail activity”. In
terms of the mix of uses proposed, Policy URB1 of the UDP (Development
Sites and Key development Sites) notes that the Council has identified the
larger sites in the borough it wishes to see developed, and Schedule 1 of
the UDP indicates the uses that the Council considers appropriate on these
sites. There are two site specific allocations in the UDP that lie within the
Gateway application site — Sites 37 and 39. Site 37 relates to Lewisham
Passenger Transport Interchange site where the proposal is for “a mix of
commercial and employment and residential appropriate in a town centre
location. A hotel use may be appropriate. Linkages to the town centre and
the appearance of the rivers running through the site to be improved.”
Proposal 39 relates to the Odeon site for which the proposal is for a “mix of
D2 leisure use/or hotel, A1, A3 and B1 employment with improved linkages
to the town centre.”

This is reflected in the approved Planning Brief for the site (para. 1.01)
which seeks to bring forward a ‘major high quality, high profile, mixed use
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development incorporating retail, residential, commercial and leisure uses’.
The Draft AAP also reflects the Council’s aspiration that Lewisham Town
Centre rise up the London retail hierarchy and become a Metropolitan
Centre and identifies a number of broad objectives for the area including the
provision of high quality housing in the heart of the town centre, improving
the vitality and viability of the town centre as a retail location, the provision
of educational, community and leisure facilities and services that are
accessible to everyone. This is translated into four main themes which
include developing a prosperous economy the key to which will be “planning
for an appropriate mix of uses at sufficiently high density to create a critical
mass of positive activity which is carefully planned to avoid conflict between
uses”.

The LDF Draft Core Strategy identifies the Preferred Option for Growth for
the borough as a whole as promoting major growth in the most sustainable
areas such as Lewisham town centre and maximising the scarce land
resource by promoting mixed use redevelopment in suitable locations. The
Draft Core Strategy identifies a major growth corridor focussed on Catford,
Lewisham and North Lewisham which are considered optimal locations for
encouraging active change through significant regeneration and
intensification of built development which will involve substantial new
housing, increased employment uses, mixed use development, retail and
town centre uses, and the necessary social, economic and transport
infrastructure required to support the existing and new communities. Given
the significant change that will occur in Lewisham town centre an AAP has
been prepared within which the Gateway site is located. The Draft AAP
sets out a comprehensive policy framework and site allocations for the town
centre area as a whole to deliver a significant increase in retail capacity,
substantial new residential development, an increase in other town centre
employment uses and new cultural and leisure facilities provision. In the
Draft AAP Lewisham Gateway is identified as one of six ‘Opportunity Areas’
which present significant opportunities to enhance the vitality and viability of
Lewisham town centre and which could deliver new retail floorspace, homes
and jobs as well as contributing to sustainable patterns of transport and
creating a first class environment. Policy LTC OPP1 in the Draft AAP sets
out a number of principles that development should be in conformity with as
well as identifying what is considered to be the development capacity of the
site in terms of retail, residential, leisure, office and hotel floorspace. LTC
OPP1la (General Principles for Lewisham Gateway) states that the Council
strongly supports the principles behind the Lewisham Gateway initiative of
radical improvements in linkage between the primary shopping area and the
Lewisham public transport interchange through the ‘low-H' junction
arrangements, and identifies a number of issues that will be taken into
account when assessing an application for the Gateway site.

In the circumstances, although covering an area beyond the two
Development Sites identified in the UDP it is considered that the mix of uses
and overall development strategy set out in the current Gateway application
is in broad conformity with the site allocations in the UDP and with Policies
URB1, URB2 and STC1 as well as the strategy set out in the emerging AAP
and in the approved Planning Brief for the site.

In terms of the retail floorspace proposed, the application seeks permission
for up to a total of 17,000m2 of floorspace comprising up to 12,000m2 of
shops and financial/professional services (Use Class Al and A2), up to
4,000m2 of restaurants/cafés and drinking establishments (A3 and A4) and
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up to 1,000m2 of hot food takeaways (A5). Lewisham town centre is the
borough’s main shopping centre and though currently designated as a Major
Centre within the borough the UDP (STR.STC1-3, STC1) notes that the
Council considers it has the potential to rise up the London retail hierarchy
and become a Metropolitan Centre, and which will require qualitative and
guantitative retail improvements. Further the policies note that the Council
will take action to help realise this potential. The Draft Further Alterations to
the London Plan (September 2006) note (para 5.126) that new retalil
development will support existing initiatives to regenerate centres like
Lewisham.

The Council’'s land use strategy for shopping and town centres as set out in
the Policy STC1 of the UDP is to support the existing hierarchy of provision
but aim to improve the strategic role and function of Lewisham Town
Centre; locate major new retail and leisure facilities within the existing Major
(and District) Town Centres; and promote the vitality and viability of the
Major and District Town Centres by protecting a core of retail uses,
encouraging diversity including the evening economy, improving the
environment and implementing regeneration strategies.  Further, the
Council intends to regenerate the Major (and District) Town Centres by
strengthening their retail function, encouraging a diversification of
appropriate uses and facilitating visual and environmental improvements.
The evening economy will be encouraged in the Major Town Centres to
enhance their vitality and viability outside of office hours.

In this context the quantum and range of proposed retail uses are
considered to be consistent with policies in the UDP. Based on guidance in
PPS6 (para 3.20), given the location of the site and nature of the retalil
provision in the application a retail impact assessment is not required. The
Council’'s approach to retailing in Lewisham town centre and the borough
generally has been informed by a study of retail capacity. Undertaken in
2004, the study included a household survey which showed that over half
(57%) of the comparison goods expenditure available in the borough was
spent outside the borough.

The study also looked at the likely growth in expenditure on comparison and
convenience goods over the period 2006-2016 and converted this into
potential floorspace growth. The results were that there is a potential gross
comparison floorspace need in the borough of 12,859m2 in 2006; rising to
35,210m2 in 2011 and further growing to 63,126m2 by 2016. In calculating
the floorspace needs of the borough the study took account of existing
commitments and made an allowance for the reuse of existing vacant
floorspace and the potential installation of mezzanine floorspace. The study
then looked at suitable sites that might be developed to accommodate this
floorspace including the Gateway site where an allowance of 10-15,000m2
was made. Having taken account of the various ways of accommodating
the growth the study still found at 2011 there was a total gross retail
floorspace requirement of up to 26,596m2, even allowing for sites such as
Lewisham Gateway.

This conclusion is supported by the owners of the Riverdale Centre who
have advised the Council that in their opinion the development of the
Gateway site is a vital enhancement to the linkages between the transport
interchange and the town centre and a positive benefit to the long term
future of not only the retail offer in Lewisham but to the vitality and vibrancy
of the town centre. Further, they consider that an expansion of the critical
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mass of complimentary retail will serve to increase the draw of Lewisham as
a shopping centre within its catchment. In the circumstances it is
considered that there is a clear need for the retail floorspace proposed
which will make a major contribution to the future of Lewisham town centre.
On a detailed point, to support the strategy of increasing comparison
shopping in the town centre it is proposed that a condition be imposed
limiting the maximum amount of A2 uses in this application in order to
ensure that ‘high street’ shops rather than professional services are the
predominant use. Subject to these measures the impact is considered
acceptable.

In terms of the provision of non-retail uses in the town centre there is the
potential within the Leisure D2 Use Class floorspace for a cinema subject to
operator demand. Such a use is considered consistent with the objectives
of the Planning Brief and with UDP Policy STC3 which considers such a use
acceptable in Major town centres such as Lewisham subject to a) no
adverse impact on the vitality or viability of the town centre, b) re-provision
of Al uses where these are displaced from core retail frontages and c)
adequate car parking. As part of a mixed use development providing new
and additional retail floorspace it is considered that the inclusion of such a
use will enhance the town centre offer and will not displace existing retail
uses. In terms of car parking provision the application does not propose
any parking for the cinema or other non-residential uses within the
development. However given the proximity of the site to a number of bus
routes and the mainline rail and DLR stations, as well as the likely main use
being outside peak travel and shopping times, it is considered that there is
adequate public transport provision and parking in town centre car parks to
avoid this creating a significant adverse impact locally. Unless controlled by
condition/agreement, the space envisaged for cinema use could be used for
other purposes such as a health club/gym, concert hall, bingo, and dance
hall and it is considered appropriate to control the range of possible uses by
way of condition.

Other non-retail uses applied for include education space which could be
occupied by Lewisham College as part of the reorganisation and
rationalisation of their space. Whilst it is understood that no decision has
been made by the College about taking space in the Gateway development
this application provides the opportunity for such a move. If the College
does not take this space then another educational establishment could
occupy the space or alternatively under the terms of the application it could
be used as offices. Such a use would be consistent with Policy EMP6 of the
UDP which identifies Town Centres as the preferred location for office for
new office developments. The application also includes up to 3,000m2 for a
hotel. Such a use would be consistent with Policy STC16 of the UDP which
states that the Council would welcome and give favourable consideration to
planning applications for new hotels within the Town Centre.

In conclusion it is considered that the mix of uses proposed is consistent
with and supports implementation of policies set out in national and strategic
policy, the UDP and Planning Brief. The proposals are also consistent with
the objectives and policies in the emerging Area Action Plan for Lewisham
town centre. Overall it is considered that the increased retail floorspace and
associated uses has the potential to significantly increase footfall and trade
across the town centre as a whole and make a significant and positive
contribution to the vitality and viability of Lewisham town centre, contributing
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to a move towards a centre of Metropolitan status in the London retail centre
hierarchy.

Metropolitan Open Land

As part of the realignment of the road network and creation of the main
Gateway development site the application proposes the reconfiguration and
re-provision of open space within the application site boundary. This will
involve a loss of land designated in the UDP as Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL) — known as Charlottenburg Gardens. This space links with a larger
area of MOL along the Ravensbourne to the west of the railway line which is
part of a north-south chain of MOL running through the borough along the
course of the Pool and Ravensbourne rivers and which includes Ladywell
Fields to the south and Brookmill Gardens to the north. Demolition of
houses that formed part of the Sundermead Estate and their replacement
with open space and associated extensive landscaping works to create
Cornmill Gardens has created additional contiguous accessible open space
in this area. Quaggy Gardens which is also within the application site is
designated as Public Open Space in the UDP.

The MOL within the application site is an area of grass adjacent to the
railway line to Ladywell, bounded by the railway embankment, Loampit Vale
and Molesworth Street. It is enclosed by a low open fence and limited
screening by street trees onto Molesworth Street. It is also bisected by the
Ravensbourne River (which is in an inaccessible concrete channel at this
point) which further reduces its utility as public open space. As a
conseqguence it is a fairly hostile environment and not conducive to use for
sitting out. Nonetheless as MOL it is protected and a ‘special
circumstances’ case must be made for its loss which, within the application
site, amounts to some 2,460m2.

The main criteria for designation of MOL are that it is land which contributes
to the physical structure of London by being clearly distinguishable from the
built up area; which includes open air facilities, especially for sport and
leisure, arts and cultural activities or tourism which serve the whole or a
large part of London; or which contains landscape or features of historic,
recreational, nature conservation or habitat interest of value at metropolitan
or national level.

Policy 3D.9 of the London Plan provides for the protection of MOL and
states that the boundary of MOL should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances and should be undertaken through the development plan
process. Under the London Plan, MOL is stated to serve a similar purpose
to the Green Belt and is to be afforded the same protection. Development
which involves the loss of MOL in return for its replacement with new open
space elsewhere is not acceptable. Policy OS1 in the UDP provides for the
open character of the MOL to be preserved and states that planning
permission will only be granted for ‘appropriate development’ where this
preserves the open nature of the land. Appropriate uses may include public
and private open space, playing fields, golf courses, agriculture, woodlands,
orchards, rivers, canals, reservoirs, lakes allotments, nursery gardens,
cemeteries/crematoria and nature conservation. The UDP also recognises
that by analogy with national policy on Green Belt. Development involving
loss of MOL will only be acceptable in special circumstances.
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Given that MOL is the same as the Green Belt in terms of protection from
development, PPG2 (Green Belts) is also of particular relevance. This
states that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban
sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the most important attribute of
Green Belts being their openness. There is a general presumption against
inappropriate development within Green Belts and such development is, by
definition, harmful and should not be approved, except in very special
circumstances. Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate
development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness,
and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

Clearly the proposed development, which replaces most of the area of MOL
to the east of the railway line with highway infrastructure, is neither
‘appropriate development’ within the terms of the policy, nor preserves its
open nature. The London Plan makes clear (in supporting text to Policy
3D.9) that development that involves the loss of MOL in return for the
creation of new open space elsewhere will not be considered appropriate.
The London Plan also notes that the boundary of MOL should only be
altered in exceptional circumstances (and should be undertaken through the
UDP process in consultation with the Mayor). As such ‘very special
circumstances’ need to exist to allow a departure from policy on this matter
and the test is whether harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other
harm is outweighed by other considerations. In this regard, it is considered
that the overall regeneration benefits of the scheme in terms of delivering
the town centre vision set out in the approved Planning Brief of new shops
and homes, a mix of other town centre-related uses and improved public
transport interchange and pedestrian connections with the town centre are
of relevance as are the wider environmental improvements to the quality
and amenity value of the open space within the site. If the land were
retained as MOL then the ‘Low H’ road layout would not be achievable and
therefore one of the underlying principles and structuring elements of the
Gateway Planning Brief could not be delivered with a consequential
shelving of the current scheme. Accordingly, it is considered that the
delivery of the Gateway scheme and the regenerative benefits it will deliver
constitute very special circumstances which would allow the loss of MOL
within the application site.

Policy OS2 in the UDP relates to development fringing, abutting or having a
visual relationship with MOL on the basis of their detrimental impact on
visual amenity, character or use of the MOL and is also of relevance in the
consideration of the development proposals in as much as part of the
existing MOL to the east of the railway line will be retained. It is considered
that for the reasons outlined above relating to the loss of MOL that any
adverse impacts are outweighed by the very special circumstances arising
in this case.

Consideration of other open space within the application site is in Section
6.8 of this report.

Scale, Density, Massing and Design

The planning application (other than the site access, highway and river
infrastructure works, building east of Lewisham High Street and bus layover
facility on Thurston Road) is in outline, proposing a high density
development including tall buildings. Whilst the Development Specification
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document sets out parameters for the scheme such as building heights and
footprints there is no specific detail on the design of buildings. Policy 4B.9
in the London Plan (Large-scale buildings — design and impact) states that
all large-scale buildings including tall buildings should be of the highest
quality design and sets out a number of considerations. These relate to
such matters as their relationship to other buildings, streets, public and
private open spaces and waterways; their impact on the skyline; the use of
sustainable construction and potential for renewable energy generation and
recycling; their impact on micro-climates; consideration of transport capacity
of the area and ensuring adequate, attractive, inclusive and safe pedestrian
and public transport access; and provide high quality spaces that capitalise
on opportunities to integrate green spaces and planting and support vibrant
communities both around and within the building.

These objectives have informed the assessment of the current application
as well as guidance on tall buildings prepared by CABE and English
Heritage (July 2007) which states that outline planning applications for tall
building proposals are appropriate only in exceptional cases where the
applicant is seeking to establish the principle of a tall building as an
important element within a robust and credible masterplan for an area to be
developed over a long period of time. In those cases, CABE and English
Heritage must be satisfied that the parameters for any tall building set out in
an outline planning application and the principles established within the
accompanying design and access statement will result in excellent urban
design and architecture. In addition it is essential that the planning authority
makes these parameters and design principles a condition of outline
consent to ensure that the commitment to high quality can be realised
through proactive control of reserved matters.

Lewisham Town Centre is identified in the UDP (Policy URB5) as a location
where high buildings may be permitted and will require a development brief
to identify sites as suitable. The Gateway Planning Brief refers (para. 2.15)
to development that presents a dramatic built form that rises from the
relative low storey heights along the High Street to a series of dynamic and
tall architectural statements around the station. Figure 2.3 in the Planning
Brief illustrates the opportunity for and possible urban form of ‘landmark
buildings of strategic visual significance’. In the Draft AAP, Policy LTC
URB1 (Tall Buildings in Lewisham Town Centre) states that planning
applications for tall buildings may be permitted in Lewisham Town Centre
subject to assessment against a number of criteria including design; urban
setting and townscape; transport accessibility; visual impact; effect on Listed
Buildings and the setting of Conservation Areas; effect on Metropolitan
Open Land and other open spaces; relationship to existing tall buildings and
structures; relationship with the town centre’s topography; and impact on
microclimate and overshadowing. LTC OPPla (General principles for
Lewisham Gateway) states that tall buildings will be appropriate on the
Gateway site subject to the relevant criteria under policy LTC URBL1.

The proposals set out in the planning application are considered to be part
of a clear masterplan for the site that develops and refines the vision and
principles set out in the Planning Brief, and the Design Strategy submitted
with the application indicates the approach to and design quality aspirations
for the high buildings and site as a whole. Both CABE and English Heritage
have been consulted on the application and neither raises objection to the
scope of the outline application nor the principle of tall buildings as part of
the application. A Design and Access Panel, secured through the s.106, will
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be established for the site to take the scheme forward and the Council is
confident that the mechanisms are in place to deliver a high quality scheme.

The application proposes up to 100,000m2 of floorspace. Whilst the
Development Specification document states that it is the “current intention of
the applicants to develop a scheme which has an optimum floorspace of
78,000m2” for the purposes of considering the impacts of the development
and determining the application it must be assumed that the maximum
scheme will be built out. The floorspace would be provided in six principal
buildings located within the main development site (plus a separate building
on the eastern side of Lewisham High Street). The Development
Specification document identifies the maximum height of buildings across
the site, with the tallest buildings up to a maximum of 77m in height
(excluding plant room and vent shafts) located at the north western, north
eastern and south western corners of the site respectively.

Building heights will vary across the site and within each of the building
plots, and there is also variation in the orientation of the blocks at higher
level so there will not be a continuous ‘wall’ around the perimeter of the site.
The images in the ES as part of the townscape and visual assessment
relate to the maximum (i.e. 100,000m2) scheme. The additional material
submitted, which includes both verified views and artists impressions of
what the development might look like from a number of long, mid and short
distance locations, illustrate a scheme of 84,000m2 but with buildings a
maximum of 77m in height, i.e. the maximum height applied for. These
provide a useful indication of the likely impact of the development and show
a built form comprising a series of blocks with views through the site and
around individual elements and with buildings stepping down in a number of
directions across the site. In terms of views of the site, located as it is in a
‘bowl’ (with land rising to the north east, south east and west) the local
topography means that the site is visible from a number of locations on
higher ground that look down on and across Lewisham Town Centre. This
includes from locations identified in the UDP as ‘Local Views’ where Policy
URB22 of the UDP apply such as Hilly Fields to the west. Policy URB22
states that “development which impedes or detracts from Local Views ... will
be resisted” and Schedule 1A of the UDP states in terms of the method of
policy implementation in relation to Hilly Fields that it is to “maintain
panoramic view of surrounding area by resisting large scale, bulky
development in, and close to edges of park.” The Lewisham Gateway site
is some 300m from Hilly Fields and therefore is not considered to be close
to the edges of the park. The illustrative images of the proposed
development indicate that the panoramic view from Hilly Fields will not be
lost and whilst the Gateway development will introduce taller buildings in the
middle distance there are views through and around the development. In
the circumstances it is considered that the proposed development does not
conflict with Policy URB22.

On the Gateway site there is a ‘mid-zone’ of development (34m up to 47m —
approximately 10-16 storeys) located along the western and northern edges
of the site and in two blocks running perpendicular to Lewisham High Street.
At the lower levels the new pedestrian routes within the site will be defined
by blocks 14m to 28m in height (approximately ground plus 3-7 storeys).
The main pedestrian route through the site (which will be open rather than
covered) is a minimum of 10m wide, widening at the southern and northern
ends. This minimum dimension is slightly wider than the main north-
south/east-west routes in the Riverdale Centre which are about 8-9m. The
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route from the mainline station and DLR through the site to the pedestrian
crossing on the realigned Rennell Street is some 200m long and will be
broken up by a series of spaces and secondary routes that allow access to
the wider area. Pedestrians will also be able to walk around the perimeter
of the site to access the bus stops on the Molesworth Street and Lewisham
High Street frontages. This combination of routes and spaces, with a mix of
retail frontages predominately along the main north-south route and
restaurants and cafes around the public spaces, offer a range of
experiences for people using and visiting the site.

The overall plot ratio for the development — including, as is normal practice,
the width of the roads — is around 3:1 (if the roads are excluded it rises to
5:1). Residential density on the main development site (i.e. excluding the
Thurston Road site) is around 260-270 dwellings per hectare (dph),
approximately equivalent to 670-700 habitable rooms per hectare (hrh),
significantly above the normal borough-wide density range of 180-210hrh.
However the site is located in a ‘Sustainable Living Area’ (Policy HSG17 in
the UDP). These are focused mainly on the pedestrian catchment areas of
major centres in the Borough, including Lewisham town centre, and are
considered to have potential for sustainable development and innovative
forms of urban living on the basis of their accessibility to town centre
services and public transport links. When considering applications for
residential development in these areas the Council may, subject to other
policies in the Plan and the quality of the design of the proposed scheme,
apply density, parking and other planning standards more flexibly.

London Plan policy on density (and parking) — Policy 4B.3: Maximising the
potential of sites — also seeks to ensure that development proposals
achieve the highest possible intensity of use compatible with local context,
the design principles set out elsewhere in the London Plan and with public
transport capacity. It states that boroughs should adopt the residential
density ranges set out in Table 4B.1 of the London Plan, which in central
locations indicates densities of 650-1100hrh (and car parking at less than
one space per unit). Policy LTC HSG6 (Housing Density) in the Draft AAP
states ‘that for guidance, the Council will consider Lewisham Town Centre a
‘Central’ setting when referring to the London Plan Density Matrix’. This
general approach is reinforced in the London Plan Supplementary Planning
Guidance on Housing (November 2005) which notes that to support likely
sustained housing growth across London boroughs will have to identify new
housing opportunities including on brown field sites across London and on
sites within and around suburban town centres. The SPG gives guidance
on how supply can be maximised from a range of sources with growth
focused on areas with good public transport and with all new schemes
expected to adopt high standards of design and construction. In this context
it is considered that subject to the detailed design of the scheme the
proposed residential density is consistent with strategic and borough policy.

In terms of how the proposed quantum of floorspace is accommodated on
the site (i.e. the scale and massing of buildings) it is appropriate to consider
both the site itself and the impacts of the proposed development on the
immediate and wider locality. In general terms it is considered that a large
amount of development has been skilfully arranged on the site with
buildings respecting clear building lines. At a more detailed level the
orientation of residential blocks raises an issue of north facing apartments
which needs addressing as the scheme is worked up in detail, as do
aspects of solar orientation.
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Given the existing natural and built environment within the Gateway site
there is little local distinctiveness other than the presence of the Quaggy
and Ravensbourne rivers. Policy LTC OS2 (Waterlink Way and Celebrating
the river confluence) in the Draft AAP states that the Council will encourage
the celebration of the confluence of the River Quaggy and River
Ravensbourne within the redevelopment of the Lewisham Gateway site.
Opening up the Quaggy and Ravensbourne within the site to create
Confluence Place has the clear potential to form the basis for an attractive
and potentially well-used park that would provide the development with its
own unique identity. That ‘sense of place’ could be reinforced by the way
the development interfaces with St. Stephen’s Church and to a lesser
degree the station. Overall the ability of the scheme to create its own
distinctive character will be based on good quality architecture and
imaginative streetscape to translate the overall masterplan into an attractive
and functioning part of Lewisham Town Centre. It is crucial that measures
and control mechanisms are put in place to deliver this quality. As
mentioned above, it is proposed that a Design Panel will be set up, secured
through s106 obligations, that would be involved in consideration of the
details of the design of the scheme. The principle is supported by the
Council and GLA, but its membership should be broadened to include
representatives from access groups to ensure that the needs of the mobility
impaired are an integral part of the emerging design. In addition, whilst the
Design Strategy submitted with the application sets high standards in terms
of quality or architecture, materials and maintenance it is considered that
before development commences a more specific, detailed Design
Framework document should be prepared in consultation with the Design
and Access Panel committing to robust design principles and procurement
processes to deliver the scheme. For example it is considered that there is
scope to use different architects — working within clear overall design
parameters, guidance, and carefully defined briefs for individual parcels
established by the Design Framework document — to ensure both variety
and quality, which will help contribute to the repositioning of Lewisham
Town Centre as a key shopping and leisure centre in South London.

In terms of the character of the proposed development the overall layout
and block form are informed by the site shape that results from the
proposed new traffic system and bus station layouts, as well as from the
pedestrian desire line from the stations to the existing main shopping area
to the south. The impact of the development on the listed church and
Conservation Area is considered in more detail in Section 6.6 below.
However from the illustrative images of the development and the specific
design response as set out in the Development Specification document it is
considered that the layout makes an appropriate response to the adjacent
St Stephens Church in the form of a public space. This works well at
ground level and with buildings up to 20m in height framing the northern and
southern edges of the square and the scope for some form of canopy or
roof structure (shown in the images) should be explored as this would
enclose the space and give it a distinct identity. This is an important space
and the detailed design of the scheme will need to fully address the
interface between the Gateway development and the adjacent Conservation
Area, for example:

e the current scope of the application would allow for a building up to 77m
high on Plot D2. This needs to be carefully modelled to mediate the
space and act as a ‘partner’ to St Stephens in providing its enclosure.
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e the facade along Lewisham High Street facing the church and
Conservation Area with service and access points on the ground floor,
together with the relatively blank walls enclosing the likely location of the
cinema could result in an interface of little visual interest the design
options should look at animating this frontage to provide a positive
relationship with the conservation area.

e landscape and varied fagade treatments and the imaginative gables of
the podium level apartment blocks shown in the illustrative images
should be employed to help break up the mass of the buildings.

Overall the aspirations are for good design standards across the scheme to
create a distinctive harmonious and well-mannered development. To
reinforce this commitment the applicant has drawn up a series of broad
design guidelines based on the Design Strategy and which it is proposed
should form the basis of a Design Framework. This will provide an
appropriate basis to inform and brief detailed design work. It will also
provide a mechanism to enable guidelines to be further prescribed,
amended, managed and enforced through the lifetime of this project and as
part of the briefing for any architectural competitions. Subject to the
establishment of a Design and Access Panel and submission and approval
of the detailed Design Framework prior to preparation and submission of
reserved matters applications, secured by condition and through the s.106,
it is considered the mechanisms are in place to deliver a high quality
scheme.

In terms of places and movement, the submitted parameter plans indicate a
network of linked public spaces at ground level. These could work well
though need to be refined in terms of microclimatic conditions, particularly
around the main pedestrian route and St Stephens Square, to ensure these
become attractive and popular places. Further, while the scale of the main
pedestrian route is logically related to the efficacy of comparison shopping,
catering for a large number of rail and bus passengers at peak shopping
times needs to be factored in at detailed design stage to avoid pinch points.
The extent and use of private open spaces for flat residents at podium level
also require further work when the residential element is designed in detail
and Officers are satisfied that these matters can be addressed through the
detailed design work.

The importance of creating a clear pedestrian-friendly environment within
the road system is identified in the Design Strategy and links out, although
rather limited in number due to the constraints of the extensive bus bays
and visibility requirements at junctions, are considered to be appropriately
sized. Parking is well hidden but the new traffic system and bus movements
will be evident in many spaces. Mature planting would mitigate this in the
longer term but in the short term attention is required to find an appropriate
design solution to the potential exposure to traffic. The frontage onto
Lewisham High Street (past the service area and car park entrances) needs
to pay particular attention to the pedestrian environment and safety and
Officers are satisfied that the mechanisms it is proposed are put in place to
deal with design matters, including the establishment of the Design and
Access Panel and preparation of the Design Framework document, will
identify an appropriate solution.

Within the site, entrances to flats will be determined by locations of service
cores to blocks above podium level and seek to avoid breaks in key
shopping frontages. Whilst this is a matter of detail to be resolved at a later
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stage, it is considered that the suggestion in application documents that
entrances to some flats will be along the busy Molesworth Street frontage
where a large number of bus stops will be located needs further thought in
order to ensure a high quality environment for all users of the site.

Overall the scheme follows the broad principles set out in the approved
Planning Brief. Four main design issues have been identified that need to
be resolved as the project moves into detail.

e the presence and impact of the road system. The main highway network
around the site can be traversed only at a limited number of pedestrian
crossings and the challenge will be balancing the pedestrian and
vehicular movement network to create an enjoyable public realm.

e the design of the main pedestrian route and St Stephens Square is a
critical element of the scheme and requires careful design especially
regarding the building D2 facing the Church.

e architectural variety and breaking up the implied angular nature of
several blocks as well as creating a varied roofscape will help give this
project a definable character. Using a range of architects could create
interesting interactions that are often the source of the chemistry of a
distinctive place.

e a key urban design question is ‘does the scheme relate well to its
context?’ In simple terms, much of the existing context is not of high
quality. However introducing such a major project into a generally low-
rise local high street will inevitably cause impacts and contrasts. In this
context details of the interface with St. Stephens, the Conservation Area
and the High Street, especially in terms of active frontages and general
massing, will need to be carefully considered.

To address these points and other aspects of the detailed design a more
comprehensive set of guidelines will be required. As mentioned above at
the moment the design guidelines are in text form only. These should and
need to be read in conjunction with design control drawings, diagrams and
cross sections in a co-ordinated and readily accessible document to aid the
Council in its design control and supervision function. It is therefore
proposed that a formal Design Framework is developed bringing all aspects
of the process together, including not only generic codes but also
requirements as to a level of detail to be agreed with the Council at an early
stage, whether this relates to materials, definitions of podium heights or
cornice lines etc. As already indicated, the Design Framework needs to be
in place prior to preparation and submission of reserved matters
applications so as to ensure all applications reflect the requirements of the
framework. This is to be covered by condition and through the s.106.

Residential and Affordable Housing

The application proposes up to 57,000m2 of residential space,
approximately 800 units. In terms of the size of the proposed residential
units, although this is an outline application the Development Specification
document identifies some broad parameters for the unit sizes as follows:

Studio 0-10%
1-bed 30-65%
2-bed 30-55%
3-bed 0-5%
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On this basis the scheme could provide between 10% studio, 60% 1-bed,
30% 2-bed and no 3-bed at one extreme to no studios, 40% 1-bed 55% 2-
bed and 5% 3-bed at the other. This is below the target mix for new
housing as set out in the GLA SPG which seeks the provision of larger units
and a maximum of 32% 1-bed units across all tenures, although for
intermediate housing including shared ownership housing — which is
proposed for the Gateway site — this figure is 66%. The unit size mix
however needs also to reflect the characteristics of the site which in this
case is not best suited to family accommodation given its location, density,
form and immediate environment. Dealing with the needs of different types
of housing and the different groups of occupants the GLA SPG on Housing
states (para. 5.8) that “in broad terms, higher densities, which assume a
lower number of habitable rooms per dwelling will be more suitable for
households without children and will require less open space and play
provision. Higher density can also be suitable for Town Centres and as an
element of mixed use developments, where open space and car parking
may be limited.” In the circumstances of this site it is considered that the
overall mix proposed is acceptable. London Plan Policy 3A.4 requires a
commitment to implement Lifetime Homes standards, subject to compliance
being technically feasible, as well as 10% wheelchair housing units or units
capable of adaptation. This will be secured through the s.106.

In terms of affordable housing provision it is proposed that, subject to
financial viability, up to 20% of units will be affordable all of which is likely to
be shared-ownership. This is considerably below London Plan target levels
as set out in Policy 3A.7 which states that the Mayor’s strategic target for
affordable housing provision is that 50% of provision should be affordable
and within that the London-wide objective is for 70 per cent social housing
and 30 per cent intermediate provision. However this is a London-wide
target and needs to be seen in the context of London Plan policy 3A.8
(Negotiating affordable housing in individual private residential and mixed-
use schemes) which states that Boroughs should seek the maximum
reasonable amount of affordable housing when negotiating on individual
private residential and mixed-use schemes, having regard to their affordable
housing targets, the need to encourage rather than restrain residential
development and the individual circumstances of the site. Targets should
be applied flexibly, taking account of individual site costs, the availability of
public subsidy and other scheme requirements. Notes to UDP Policy
HSG14 (Provision of Affordable Housing) refer to provision in Lewisham at
35% in relevant schemes although policy HSG14 recognises that provision
depends on whether it would prejudice other planning objectives and the
notes to the policy also state that the contribution will vary from site to site
dependent on site conditions market conditions and other material
considerations.

The applicants have presented a financial model to the Council and GLA
that demonstrates that given the upfront infrastructure costs associated with
the scheme, without grant assistance and an initial equity stake of 50% the
development can support 15% shared-ownership units. Funding of £4.3m is
required to raise this figure to 20%. The Council has had lengthy
discussions with the applicants with a view to improving the affordable
housing offer. The conclusion of this is that a ‘risk sharing mechanism’ has
been proposed that seeks to ring-fence a proportion of any residual land
value above specified levels to be directed towards improving the affordable
housing offer on the site. Conversely should values decrease/costs
increase then the amount and/or affordability of the units will fall, however it
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is considered that in all the circumstances the mechanism is a reasonable
one. Affordable housing, including the review mechanism would be secured
through the s.106.

Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings

The planning application boundary for the Gateway development extends
into the western edge of the St. Stephens Conservation Area which runs
along the River Quaggy although the existing Quaggy Gardens lies outside
the Conservation Area. The Conservation Area comprises of the Grade 2
listed church, vicarage, five storey terraces and houses in Cressingham
Road, St Stephen’s Grove and Glenville Grove. The church faces directly
onto the development site and there is an existing viewing platform across
the River Quaggy fronting onto the building. The Belmont Conservation
Area to the east straddles the western end on Belmont Hill as it runs down
to Lewisham Town Centre.

Section 72 of the Town and Country Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (Listed Buildings Act) requires that in the
exercise of planning functions special attention must be paid to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of
conservation areas. PPG 15 states that, in the Secretary of State’s view,
this requirement should also be a material consideration in the planning
authority's handling of development proposals which are outside the
conservation area but would affect its setting, or views into or out of the
area. PPG15 also notes that the objective of preservation can be achieved
either by development which makes a positive contribution to an area's
character or appearance, or by development which leaves the character and
appearance unharmed. This is reflected in UDP Policy URB16.

Before assessing the impact of the proposed development on the
conservation area and church it is appropriate to consider the existing
relationship of the St Stephen’s and adjoining Belmont Conservation Areas.
At present the application site is dominated by the busy road system and
bus layover and has little relationship with the St. Stephens Conservation
Area and St Stephen’s Church which are screened from the site by Quaggy
Gardens and heavy vegetation along the eastern boundary of the River
Quaggy. Existing buildings such as the Police Station, Citibank and the
Riverdale Centre are visible from the conservation area and so views from it
are already of modern buildings, and ones of a generally poor architectural
quality. The residential streets closest to Lewisham High Street and the
application site however are generally perpendicular to it and so tend to look
into the conservation area such that although you are aware of the proximity
of the town centre and busy road network, the focus is away from it. The
exception is a terrace of late Georgian properties fronting onto Lewisham
High Street but separated from it by the Quaggy and largely screened by a
row of mature trees.

The Gateway application proposes the removal of Quaggy Gardens and
realignment of Lewisham High Street further to the east i.e. adjacent to the
River Quaggy and closer to the conservation area. The loss of open space
this would involve is considered in Section 6.8 below. Whilst some of the
existing ‘buffer zone’ between the conservation area and Lewisham High
Street would be lost, this section of the River Quaggy and many of the
existing trees would remain. In addition, in contrast to the existing condition
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where the application site has no physical or visual relationship with the
conservation area or listed church, the proposed layout of the main
Gateway development provides a clear boundary edge along Lewisham
High Street, and the location of the proposed St Stephen’s Square within
the development corresponds with the gable end of the church. A three
storey building positioned at the northern end of the River Quaggy would be
a lightweight modern element and bridge between the two areas. This part
of the application is in detail and is considered in Section 6.12 below.

Clearly the scale of the proposed development is of a very different order
from the houses in the conservation area and the listed church. The
introduction of high buildings on the application site and subsequent change
in scale adjacent to this predominantly residential area would be visible from
the surrounding streets and would undoubtedly impact upon it. However
given the existing situation it is considered that the impact on the
conservation area would be neutral. At present whilst Quaggy Gardens
functions as a buffer, the road system and bus layover make no positive
contribution to the area in general and the setting of the conservation area
and listed building in particular. Whilst the new development will impact on
the conservation area in terms of views from it, it is considered that they do
not detract from its inherent character and, as at present, the conservation
area would contrast with the urban grain of the town centre.

PPG15 recognises that many conservation areas will include commercial
centres but also that while conservation of their character and appearance
must be a major consideration the emphasis should not be on restricting
development but instead managing change. In this case, taking into
account that the main development site is outside the conservation area it is
considered that the small scale residential character of the conservation
area would not be harmed. Views from other conservation areas are more
distant and therefore the new buildings would be either part of the skyline or
viewed occasionally between buildings or longer vistas. As such it is
considered that the proposed development would not harm the integrity or
setting of those conservation areas.

Although the current application, save in respect of Building F, is in outline
in terms of the design of buildings the Design Strategy and illustrative
images submitted with the application demonstrate an approach and
aspiration to deliver architecture of a high quality. The combination of
defined edges to buildings, stepping back of higher elements and careful
selection of materials indicate how the buildings could be designed and the
proposal to condition any permission, as explained elsewhere in this report,
to require submission and approval of a detailed Design Framework based
on the Design Strategy and the guidelines submitted to date prior to the
design being worked up will give sufficient control.

In terms of the listed St Stephen’s Church, this is situated on a small block
with local residential streets either side, and houses to the rear (east).
Designed by Sir George Gilbert Scott and built in 1863-65. Section 66 of
the Listed Buildings Act states that in considering applications which affect a
listed building, planning authorities should have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the listed building or (as is relevant here) its setting
and this approach is reflected in UDP Policy URB18. PPG15 also states
that where a listed building forms an important visual element in a street, it
would probably be right to regard any development in the street as being
within the setting of the building. In the case of the Gateway application
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although the listed St. Stephen’s Church is separated from the main
development site by Lewisham High Street it forms part of the street scene
and therefore the guidance set out in PPG15 is of relevance.

The immediate setting in terms of buildings is provided to the north by a
terrace of houses that face towards it and the flank wall of the terrace of
properties fronting onto the Quaggy/Lewisham High Street, and to the south
by the new Police Station which makes little or no reference to the church.
One of the striking features of the church is its gable end which currently
faces onto the roads leading to/from the roundabout but otherwise has no
meaningful relationship with the space. Close up views of the church would
not be affected by the proposed development and the siting of a square
within the Gateway site opposite would improve views of and appreciation of
the church when compared with the current oblique and more fleeting views
from pedestrian crossings and road islands. It is considered that the
location of the square opposite would not only protect local views of the
church but also provides a physical relationship with the surrounding area.
Lower elements of the Gateway development framing the square would be
situated opposite the church and provide an appropriate and modern setting
for the church. In the circumstances it is considered that the setting of the
listed church would be preserved. Again, whilst the application is in outline,
it is noted that the requirement to provide the square opposite the church is
to be secured through the s106 with control being exercised over the
detailed treatment of this area. This combined with the proposed Design
Framework will provide an appropriate further means of control.

Rivers, Open Space and Environment

The loss of Metropolitan Open Land has been considered in Section 6.3
above and the following considers other open space, the rivers and natural
environment. The application involves the creation of an area of public
open space at the confluence of the Quaggy and Ravensbourne rivers,
referred to as ‘Confluence Place’ in the application documents. This
amounts to some 1035m2 of proposed soft-landscaped area plus the river
course as well as hard-landscaped areas around the perimeter. In addition
an area immediately to the west provides a hard-landscaped extension to
the main Confluence Place. To the south is a separate new square,
referred to as ‘St. Stephen’s Square’ which provides some 900m2 of space.
The creation of high quality, accessible and useable spaces is an integral
part of the Gateway development and needs to be balanced against the loss
of existing public open space on the site at Quaggy Gardens to the east and
Charlottenburg Gardens to the south-west of the roundabout.

The London Plan, referring to the overall strategy for delivering sustainable
development and a ‘compact city’, notes that open spaces, rivers and other
water features should be protected and enhanced so that growth can benefit
the city’s breathing spaces. The London Plan also promotes the creation of
new open space and Lewisham town centre is one of the 10 pilot projects in
the Mayor’s ‘100 Public Spaces’ initiative. Also of relevance are policies in
the London Plan relating to London’s network of rivers — the Blue Ribbon
Network — where UDP policies should protect and enhance the network as
part of the public realm contributing to London’s open space network.

In terms of the protection of public open space (i.e. Quaggy Gardens),
Policy OS7 of the UDP states that the Council will resist development that
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would result in the loss of or damage to public open space and development
that adversely affects the amenity, open character or appearance of the
space through inappropriate scale. An exception to this approach where
development may be permitted includes where a development makes
provision for replacement open space of equal or better quality and size.
This is also reflected in emerging policy on the Local Development
Framework. A related consideration is the loss of trees from within the
application site as a consequence of the proposed development. UDP
Policy OS 10 (Trees in Open Spaces) states that the Council will seek to
prevent the loss of trees of amenity value when granting planning
permission and Policy URB 13 (Trees) states that the Council will seek to
maintain, protect and increase the numbers and quality of trees in the
Borough. The notes to Policy URB 13 state that the Council will discourage
proposed development that would result in the loss or damage to trees
especially those making an important contribution to the street scene or the
character of a Conservation Area, and will normally require a proper
replacement when a tree is felled. In this case trees will be removed, for
example within Charlottenburg Gardens, Quaggy Gardens and within the
grounds of the Sportsman public house. The application proposes tree
planting within Confluence Place and along the eastern side of Lewisham
High Street as part of the landscaping proposals which form part of an
overall landscape strategy set out in the Design Strategy, details of which
will be secured by condition and/or s.106 obligation. Whilst some trees
within the site will be removed it is considered that in the context the
provision of new trees as part of an overall landscape strategy for the new
public spaces created within the site this is acceptable.

There is some debate about the balance of ‘open space’ before and after
the proposed development. Officers have undertaken an assessment
based on the following general principles: land that is not easily accessible
is excluded from the calculation, as is land which is part of the public
highway i.e. footpaths rather than larger areas of open space (whether hard
or soft landscaped). On this basis in the case of the existing situation land
within the centre of the roundabout is excluded as it is inaccessible and
cannot reasonably be regarded as having the same amenity use or value as
areas such as Quaggy Gardens (which have been specifically laid out and
landscaped as open space). Equally land within the boundary of the
Sportsman public house has also been excluded as this is not publicly
accessible other than to users of the pub. In the proposed layout pedestrian
routes within the site have been excluded but ‘St Stephen’s Square’ (about
800m2) and the area in front of the DLR (forming part of ‘Confluence Place’)
have been included. This results in an approximate net change as follows:

Existing Proposed | Net change

Metropolitan Open Land 3040m2 577m2 -2463m2

Accessible Open Space 1193m2 3450m2 +2257m2

The resulting balance of gain/loss is somewhere between the calculations
put forward by the applicant and objectors and the above calculation is
considered to give a reasonable picture of the before and after scenarios. It
is also relevant to consider the function, utility and perhaps more importantly
the quality of the spaces that exist and are being created. In terms of high
quality useable space in the town centre that the public might enjoy, at
present Charlottenburg Gardens makes a limited contribution and whilst
Quaggy Gardens has been laid out and is screened from the traffic on the
adjacent roundabout it is still exposed to traffic noise. The main new space
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within the application site, ‘Confluence Place’, is created by moving the
Quaggy to the south away from the railway line and by having buildings to
the north and south which shield it from noise sources. Together with the
provision of access down to the river, landscaping and other water features
this space has the potential to be a much more useable and pleasant space
than those that currently exist.

The ES does however identify potential problems with this space particularly
in terms of the wind environment and which without mitigation would not be
conducive to sitting out. The applicants have proposed some general
mitigation within the space — screens, tree planting — and this will need to be
refined at the reserved matters stage to ensure a high quality space is
provided and maintained. A related issue concerns daylight and sunlight to
the space, a point picked up by CABE during pre-application consultation on
the scheme. The sun-path analysis set out in the Design Strategy indicates
that during certain times of the day the space will be overshadowed by
buildings to the south, particularly during the winter months. However
during the spring and autumn and more particularly during the summer
when Confluence Place is likely to be used for sitting out the majority of the
space will get direct sunlight throughout much of the day. The Development
Specification document also imposes a lower maximum height on the
building immediately to the south of this space compared with other
buildings.

In terms of its quality, the fact that it would be situated away from the busy
road system having a mix of uses adjoining the area is considered to ensure
that the space would be active and useable with easy connections to the
surrounding area. The existing open space at Quaggy Gardens was
created with the construction of the roundabout in the 1990s, is bounded by
a busy road and somewhat detached from the surrounding area. While the
loss of open space is regrettable, in this case the provision elsewhere within
the site of a high quality area of accessible open space is felt to justify the
loss of Quaggy Gardens and it is considered that overall the open space
provision would be enhanced as a result of the development in compliance
with Policy OS7 of the UDP. Crucial to the provision and maintenance of
quality public spaces will be the use of high quality materials and a clear
maintenance regime. The Design Strategy document indicates the use of
high quality materials which the Council will ensure are delivered through
the proposed Design and Access Panel and agreement of a Design
Framework and scheme specifications prior to commencement of
development.

In terms of the rivers and their setting Policy 4C.20 in the London Plan
(Design — starting from the water) states that boroughs should seek a high
quality of design for all waterside development. All development, including
intensive or tall buildings, should reflect local character, meet general
principles of good urban design and improve the quality of the built
environment. Further, development should integrate successfully with the
water space in terms of use, appearance and physical impact and should in
particular include a mix of uses appropriate to the water space, including
public uses and open spaces, to ensure an inclusive accessible and active
waterside and ground level frontage. The Quaggy and Ravensbourne rivers
in this location have been heavily modified in the past and are either in
culverts below the road or in deep concrete channels that are of limited
ecological value. As a key part of the current proposals Confluence Place
incorporates a more naturalised river setting with areas of planting and the
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opportunity for direct connection with the water. Whilst the proposed
development is likely to impact on biodiversity during the construction phase
it is considered that the creation of riffles and pools in the realigned rivers
together with river planting would improve the ecological value of the site
and enjoyment of the rivers.

There has been extensive consultation with the Environment Agency
regarding the detailed design of the rivers and it is understood that the
Agency is satisfied that the treatment of the water courses and the balance
of culverting/un-culverting of the Quaggy and Ravensbourne rivers. Officers
consider that the proposed development offers a number of benefits in
terms of useable, accessible and high quality public space in the town
centre and that the proposals are acceptable.

Social infrastructure

The proposed development, including the provision up to 800 new homes,
will give rise to an increased demand for public services. In terms of
demand for school places, based on the intended mix of unit sizes the ES
identifies a child yield of up to 92 primary school places over the four age
group intakes (Years 3-6) and up to 66 secondary places over the five age
groups (Years 7-11). Lewisham Bridge Primary School is the closest school
and is currently a 2 form entry school with an admissions limit of 60 children
each year although it is proposed that the school reduce to 1 form of entry
with an admissions limit of 30. The school currently does not recruit to its
admissions limit, and over the past six years has admitted significantly fewer
than 60 pupils to its reception year groups and with an average vacancy
rate of 20 pupils in each year group. Extensive work has been carried out
by the Council to assess the impact of reducing the primary provision at
Lewisham Bridge taking account of admissions and vacancy rates as well
as vacancies in local schools which could absorb any reduction in provision
on this site. Even with a rise in demand for places based on population
projections there is still capacity in the area. Whilst the impact on pupil
numbers of plans for the regeneration of Lewisham town centre over the
next decade will need to be kept under close scrutiny the number and
nature of new residential developments that might house additional
numbers of children in the area has been taken into consideration by the
Council in its assessment of school places. In terms of secondary school
places, investment through the Building Schools for the Future programme
proposes increased provision including a new through school at Lewisham
Bridge. In the circumstances it is considered that this provides sufficient
capacity to accommodate potential secondary school age children living on
the Gateway site.

In 2004 the SRB Board published a Health Impact Assessment that sought
to “formulate recommendations on how to capture the potential for positive
change” arising from the Gateway development. The report identified a
number of factors affecting health that are likely to change with the
construction and operation of the proposed development such as increased
noise during construction and decrease on completion, and conversely a
decrease in access and mobility during construction but an increase on
completion. As well as noting the cumulative impact of the various town
centre schemes and the need to manage these strategically it also
highlighted the importance through urban design of creating healthy as well
as sustainable neighbourhoods, many of the principles of which are similar.

47



6.9.3

6.10

6.10.1

The report makes a number of recommendations relating to activities during
construction and operation of the development as well as more strategic
actions relating to social well-being across the town centre such as
monitoring air quality and noise, promoting road safety and working with
local schools to understand and address these issues. Whilst some of
these are beyond the specific scope of the application and no specific
measures are currently proposed by the applicant they will be encouraged
to engage with local schools and businesses and the s.106 includes a
contribution to the work of the Lewisham Town Centre Manager who will
work with them and developer/contractors to facilitate this.

In response to consultation on the application the PCT (with support from
the NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit) has identified the need
for a financial contribution to health services arising from the Gateway
development. Using its model it has identified a need for a financial
contribution of £4,835,000 arising from the impacts of the Gateway scheme.
Whilst the application does include an amount of floorspace specifically for
health uses there is no other financial contribution. This is a consequence
of the significant infrastructure costs associated with the proposed
development, in particular the road, river and services diversions that are a
fundamental part of the development and essential for delivering the
scheme as a whole. The application includes within it a number of inherent
benefits including new retail space and residential accommodation
(including a proportion of affordable units), new public spaces and additional
bus stop capacity all of which will make a major contribution towards
improving Lewisham as a location and town centre. In addition the
applicants have offered a £500,000 contribution to other projects in the town
centre to enhance facilities and the environment. A number of projects have
been identified for the use of this contribution — improvements to the river
Quaggy beyond those proposed within the current application, to a
Waterlink Way fund to improve the wider network of green spaces in the
area, towards air quality monitoring and training for employment within the
completed development — and in the circumstances it is considered that a
contribution towards health services is beyond the capacity of the
application and development finances. It is considered that any additional
payment would mean that the scheme would not be viable and would
therefore not proceed with the consequential loss of this opportunity to
regenerate the town centre.

Sustainability, Renewable Energy and Sustainable Construction

The location of the application site immediately adjacent to the rail/DLR/Bus
public transport interchange is an inherently sustainable location for
development. Policy on sustainability and the use of renewable energy is
more advanced in the London Plan than the UDP, consequently the London
Plan and Further Alterations has informed the approach of the public
authorities to this topic. Policy 4A.8 of the London Plan requires applicants
to prepare an energy demand assessment and in Policy 4A.9 show how the
development would generate a proportion of the site’s electricity or heat
needs from renewables, wherever feasible. The Mayor's Energy Strategy at
the time of the application set this proportion at a minimum of 10% of energy
demand although in the Draft Further Alterations to the London Plan it is
proposed that this be raised to 20%. Policy 4B.6 of the London Plan (and
SPG on Sustainable Design and Construction) seeks to ensure the highest
standards of sustainable design and construction and applications for
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strategic developments should include a statement showing how
sustainability principles will be met in terms of demolition, construction and
long-term management.

The applicants have set out in a Sustainability Strategy submitted with the
original application a vision and ‘sustainability goals’ for the site. This
though is generalised and whilst providing a description of available
technologies for such matters as energy, water management, materials and
waste makes no specific commitment to embed sustainability principles in
the scheme or its construction. The application also failed to include an
energy demand assessment. In July 2007 the applicants submitted an
Outline Planning Energy Statement which addressed a number of
shortcomings in the Sustainability Strategy. The document is more robust
and includes commitments on such matters as allowing for connections at
the boundaries of the development site for adjacent redevelopment
schemes. The strategy is less clear about the actual details to deliver the
energy measures expected for a scheme of this size and nature and further
explanation is needed on how the energy strategy relates to the phasing of
the development. Discussions with the GLA are ongoing and it is proposed
that this be controlled through conditions and an Energy Strategy for the site
which will be secured through the s.106.

In terms of sustainable construction the Design Strategy identifies a number
of potential measures relating to such matters as the sourcing of materials,
use of construction techniques and materials that reduce the volume of
material required and waste minimisation. Whilst these are welcome as an
aspiration it is considered that more specific commitments to particular
approaches is required. In addition proposals for sustainable urban
drainage, green roofs and rain water harvesting have been identified in the
application documents as contributing to the overall approach to
sustainability. This will be secured through condition and s.106 including
the submission of an Energy Strategy for the use of renewable energy and
other energy systems and energy efficiency measures within the
development in order to secure a reduction in carbon emissions.

Access and highways

This matter is dealt with in detail in Section 8 of the report.

Other Considerations
Quaggy Café

This planning application includes as a matter for detailed approval at this
stage the building proposed to the east of Lewisham High Street. The
building is to be sited at the northern end of the Quaggy before it passes
under Lewisham High Street into Confluence Place and will lie within,
though at the western edge of the St Stephens Conservation Area.
Considerations relating to the impact of the development on the
Conservation Area have been addressed in Section 6.7 of this report.

The building is three-storeys in height and would provide space for A3/A4
uses (restaurants & cafés and drinking establishments) although the
applicants have indicated their intention to use it for up to three years as a
marketing suite for the main development. The proposal is for a metal clad
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building stepped with terracing at its southern end. The main entrance, from
Lewisham High Street, would be via a cylindrical structure containing a
staircase and lift at the northern end of the building which would be top-lit.
The building would be clad predominantly in metal and glass with aluminium
louvres on the ground and first floor. The roof of the second floor would be
a deck area with a steel pergola frame. The design of the building is
uncompromisingly modern when set against the terrace of late Georgian
buildings to the east. However, it is considered that the simplicity of the
overall design and its orientation along the Quaggy means that it is able to
stand as an independent structure within its setting and will preserve the
character and appearance of the conservation area in accordance with
PPG15 and UDP Policy URB16. It will provide a simple yet strong feature
at the northern end of this part of the Quaggy and is considered a positive
addition to the townscape in this location.

Travellers Site on Thurston Road

The Thurston Road site that will be used as the bus layover facility is
currently a Travellers site and the seven remaining occupied pitches will
need to be relocated to allow the Gateway development to proceed. A site
search was carried out on behalf of the Council in December 2006 and two
potential sites identified.  Following consultation with residents and
businesses in the immediate vicinity of the sites the former Watergate
School site in Church Grove was selected at the Mayor & Cabinet meeting
on 28" June 2007 as the preferred site for the relocation of the travellers
site from Thurston Road. The recommendation from that meeting was that
further work should be undertaken on the design and planning of the site in
order for it to be progressed and consultation has been undertaken with the
travellers as part of this process. In the circumstances it is considered that
mechanisms have been put in place to provide appropriate alternative
accommodation the travellers.

Proposals for the Quaggy east of Lewisham High Street

The planning application boundary is broadly consistent with the ‘Gateway
Site’ in the Planning Brief though with some adjustments and includes the
River Quaggy to the east of Lewisham High Street. This part of the Quaggy
emerges from a culvert in front of the Police Station into a concrete channel
before turning west under Lewisham High Street. Within the main
development site the Quaggy and Ravensbourne will be diverted,
remodelled and landscaped to provide a much improved environment.
However, the applicants have always made it clear, from the stage of pre-
application discussions, that the current planning application does not
propose works to the Quaggy east of Lewisham High Street. This is
because the financial information which underpins the application
demonstrates that the scheme would not be viable if it has to bear additional
costs associated with works to this part of the Quaggy. Lewisham and GLA
officers have advised the applicants that whilst it may be acceptable to
secure the delivery of Quaggy improvements through a combination of other
funding sources it is essential that there is sufficient joint understanding of
the potential scope of these works to enable the current planning application
to be determined. As a result the applicants undertook to progress design
work, at their cost, on a scheme that could be achieved with the road layout
promoted by the current application. In late 2005, significantly before the
Gateway planning application was submitted, the applicants consulted with
the Environment Agency, Quaggy Waterways Action Group, the Police and

50



6.12.5

7.1

7.1.1

7.1.2

the Council on proposals for this part of the Quaggy. Unfortunately it was
not possible to agree an acceptable scheme with all parties and, as a
consequence, there has been delay in bringing forward proposals.

The Council has maintained throughout that a planning application for this
part of the Quaggy should be submitted by the applicants before the main
application is determined and has been supported by the GLA and
Environment Agency in this regard. The GLA in its recent Stage 1 update
report (August 2007) states that Officers are aware that improvement plans
for this area are being prepared and it remains important for this separate
application to be brought forward at the earliest opportunity to enable the
Mayor to reach a view before the main application is referred back to him for
a decision. The applicant has delayed progressing this application until
matters relating to the design and modelling of flows in respect of the main
part of the Gateway application site had been fully resolved and in the
interim there have been discussions between the Council and Environment
Agency officers regarding potential funding of a scheme for this section of
the Quaggy. A sum of £150,000 towards the cost of the works was secured
by the Council from the development of the police station site and in
anticipation of the Quaggy application Officers are also proposing that half
of the identified financial contribution to be secured through the s.106
agreement is directed towards the works. The Council has also been active
with the Environment Agency in preparing bids for funding from the
European Union under an appropriate programme and with officers from
CLG Thames Gateway team to explore potential government funding.
Notwithstanding the Council’s express aspiration that an application be
submitted before the main Gateway application is determined, and whilst
the failure to submit an application is clearly disappointing, it does not
invalidate nor prevent the Council from determining the main Gateway
application.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Introduction

As referred to above, paragraph 10 of Schedule 2 to the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999 (ES
Regulations) identifies ‘urban development projects’ as requiring an
environmental impact assessment (EIA) if they relate to sites of 0.5 hectares
or more and are likely to have significant effects on the environment by
virtue of factors such as size, nature and location.

Where EIA is required, the EIA Regulations require submission of an
Environmental Statement (ES) to assess the likely significant environmental
effects of the development at each stage of the development programme
i.e. demolition, construction and operation. It must provide an outline of any
alternative sites/schemes considered and the reasons for selecting the
proposed development site. In terms of the effects of the scheme it must
identify the baseline situation, the nature of the impact both direct and
indirect, whether it is temporary (demolition and construction) or permanent
(operation) and measures to mitigate the adverse impacts in each case. It
must also identify the residual effects after mitigation as well as the
cumulative effects of such a scheme in relation to other developments in the
area. The Council cannot grant planning permission for any development
which is required to be subject to environmental impact assessment unless
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it has first taken the environmental information (see para 4.4.1 above) into
consideration.

An ES was submitted with the planning application in April 2006 and, where
relevant, is referred to below as the ES. Following an appraisal of the ES by
independent consultants appointed by the Council, the Council concluded
that the submitted ES was deficient in a number of respects and that
additional assessment work needed to be undertaken and further
information submitted to the Council before it could determine the
application. This further information was submitted in July 2007 and is
referred to in the following section as the ‘ES Addendum’. Additional
information has also been submitted on flood risk and drainage, energy
demand, renewable energy sources and sustainability, as well as illustrative
information on the appearance of the scheme and visual impact. In
response to issues raised by the Council and TfL in respect of the Transport
Assessment submitted with the original application further and more
detailed modelling work was undertaken. This additional information was
also received in July 2007.

Sections 7.2-7.16 below set out how the ES and ES Addendum have
addressed the likely significant environmental effects of the proposed
development, what the impacts are and proposed mitigation. It also sets out
the Council’'s conclusions regarding impacts and proposed mitigation
measures and identifies the mechanisms by which mitigation will be
secured. The headings correspond to the relevant chapters of the ES.

Consideration of Alternatives

Section 3.8 of the ES notes that a number of development scenarios for the
site have been considered by the Council and that the emerging policy
framework favours regeneration of the Lewisham Gateway area. As a
consequence a ‘without development’ scenario for the site has been
considered and rejected at strategic level prior to preparation of the
application and is therefore not included within the ES.

In terms of the masterplan and specifics of the application the ES describes
how the scheme has been developed through an iterative process
responding to the challenges and constraints of the site to give a form of
development considered to fall within an acceptable range of environmental
effects. A set of development parameters for the site have been defined to
enable the main and likely significant environmental effects of the
development to be assessed, informed by a series of design and
sustainability criteria, thereby limiting extreme alternatives and, in broad
terms, producing variations around a common theme. As a consequence
the applicant has not considered any significant alternatives to the
submitted proposals in terms of location or development mix. However, a
range of options have been considered through the scheme development
process and in the opinion of Officers the applicant has satisfactorily
addressed this aspect of the EIA Regulations.

Development Programme and Construction Sequencing

An indicative construction sequence (with more a detailed programme for
the infrastructure works) has been prepared which assumes the entire
development taking place over a six year period. Whilst a ‘start on site’ date
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has not been fixed, the ES states that, at the time of its preparation, the
infrastructure works were due to start in late spring 2007. This assumed
that the application would be determined sometime in mid-late 2006, and
extrapolating from that date if permission were to be granted for the current
application in late 2007 then works might be expected to commence in
summer 2008 (subject of course to the necessary approvals being in place).
The infrastructure phase is estimated at 18 months (say until 2010) followed
by a construction phase of around 4% years (say until 2014/15)
commencing with buildings on the north of the site which are likely to
provide ground floor retail in Block A and restaurants in Block B with
residential (including a proportion of affordable) above. Thereafter the
blocks to the south would be built providing a mix of uses within a series of
buildings. It is proposed that a condition be imposed requiring details of the
phasing of the scheme to be submitted to and approved by the Council prior
to commencement of the development.

In terms of impacts arising from construction (for example noise, air quality,
socio-economic and traffic) these are identified in the relevant topic chapters
of the ES. The Applicant has provided at Appendix C of the ES Addendum
a breakdown of the volumes of construction traffic that are likely to be
generated during the construction of the Lewisham Gateway development
using the construction phasing that was presented in the Construction
Phasing Report at Appendix A of the ES. Two options have been
considered based on the timings of construction; Option 1 assumes that the
enabling works and basement works are undertaken concurrently, Option 2
is based on staggering the works and is considered to represent the more
realistic option and was used for the assessment. This choice is explained
in Section 2.4 of the ES Addendum and is considered to represent the
reasonable and likely worst case.

A Draft Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) has been developed covering
all the major areas, and is presented in the ES Addendum at Appendix B.
The Draft CoCP describes potential impact areas as well as mitigation
measures under a number of topics. The monitoring section indicates there
will be weekly checks of the CoCP, fortnightly environmental audits, and use
of a Non-Conformance Report where necessary. The CoCP will be updated
at least every six months. This is considered to be a sound basis on which
to refine and agree the CoCP. However the London Best Practice Guide:
the control of dust and emissions from construction and demolition
(published in November 2006) recommends conducting an Air Pollution
Risk Assessment (APRA) and although this is not specifically discussed in
the Draft CoCP it is generally in compliance with this guidance document. It
is considered appropriate that the applicant carry out an APRA and then
implement the monitoring and control measures that correspond to the risk
rating of the site. This could form part of the CoCP which itself is to be
secured by condition or through provisions in the s106.

In the opinion of Officers the ES and ES Addendum have assessed the
likely significant effects of construction which will be controlled through the
CoCP, agreed by the Council prior to commencement of work on site.
Subject to this it is considered that impacts will be kept to an acceptable
level.
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Socio-economic

This chapter considers employment impacts (construction and operational)
plus other social and community impacts. Social infrastructure impacts
(such as demand for school places) have been considered in Section 6.9 of
this report and the following relates to employment impacts.

The ES identifies two ‘impact zones’, an ‘Inner Impact Zone’ (within
approximately one mile of the proposed site) comprising 14 wards in
Lewisham and 4 in Greenwich, and a ‘Wider Impact Zone’ which covers the
boroughs of Lewisham, Southwark, Greenwich and Bromley to reflect the
likely wider extent of impacts. The assessment has been carried out in
relation to the maximum and minimum scheme taking into account the
phasing of the development and seeks to identify the net additional effects
in terms of construction and operational jobs. Employment impacts of the
completed scheme (i.e. new job opportunities in retail, leisure and office
space) have been calculated using employment:floorspace ratios based on
English Partnerships guidance and notional employment densities. The
employment impacts of the proposal assume the implementation of an
employment and training strategy, secured through the s.106, that will be
designed to maximise the jobs available on site for local people for the
construction phase. It is proposed that training for employment in the
completed development is also available and funded through the s.106.

Impact and Mitigation

Based on an estimated total construction cost for the maximum scheme of
£250million (and minimum scheme of £180million) the number of
construction jobs created as a result of the maximum scheme (including the
highway works) is estimated to be 4,870 ‘job years’ (3,500 for the minimum
scheme) which in terms of comparable ‘direct’ employment opportunities
represents 490 FTE jobs throughout the construction period (350 for the
minimum scheme). Whilst a proportion of these jobs will be taken by people
living within the identified impact zone there will also be leakage due to the
high mobility of the construction industry, particularly skilled construction
workers. Based on other major projects in the London area this is assumed
to be about 60% which gives local employment effects for maximum
scheme of 70 jobs filled by residents of the Inner Impact Zone and 120 jobs
filled by residents of the Wider Impact Zone (53 and 88 respectively for the
minimum scheme). The net figure taking account of deadweight (effects
without the development) and displacement (people transferring from other
construction projects in the area) is estimated at 53 jobs filled by residents
of the Inner Impact Zone and 90 for the Wider Impact Zone. To this is
added the multiplier effect of the construction project on the local economy
for example through contractors placing service and supply contracts with
other local businesses, which helps create jobs off-site, and through those
employed on the construction programme spending a proportion of their
wages locally. This gives total net construction employment of 58 in the
Inner Impact Zone and 135 in the Wider Impact Zone for the maximum
scheme (44 and 99 respectively for the minimum scheme).

In terms of the employment in the completed development the ES estimates
employment arising principally from the proposed office, retail, leisure,
health, community and hotel uses plus nominal amounts from support
services. This gives total gross direct employment of 1,300 for the
maximum scheme (658 for the minimum). It is assumed that 20% of the
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employment at the completed Lewisham Gateway site will be from within
the Inner Impact Zone and a further 60% from elsewhere in the Wider
Impact Zone giving a total of 1,040 for the maximum scheme (527 for the
minimum). Taking account of deadweight and displacement this figure is
reduced to a total of 780 in the Inner and Wider Impact Zones for the
maximum scheme (and 395 for the minimum). Taking account of multiplier
effects for the maximum scheme the ES estimates 215 FTE jobs in the
Inner Impact Area and 878 FTE for the Wider Impact Area giving a total of
1,093 FTE jobs (553 FTE for the minimum scheme).

Officers consider that the methodology used in the ES is reasonable. Whilst
the dynamics of the employment market particularly in London means that
the job numbers identified within the Inner and Outer Impact Zones are only
an estimate, it is proposed that measures are put in place (secured through
the s.106) to maximise employment opportunities for local people. Given
the limited existing job opportunities on the site it is considered that the
direct and indirect employment opportunities that will be created both during
construction and following completion represent positive and significant
beneficial impacts of the development.

Transport

This matter is dealt with in detail in Section 8 of this report.

Air Quality

This part of the Borough is an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) where
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO;) and particulate matter (PMo) are
already high, the principal source being from road traffic. The ES notes for
example that the annual mean concentrations of NO, have exceeded the
national air quality objectives (NAQO) every year since monitoring at New
Cross, Catford and Blackheath began although the short-term (1-hour)
objective was not exceeded at any of these local monitoring sites. The
annual mean concentrations of PMyo in the area are lower than for NO, and
the current NAQO value is achieved, however the short term objective is
exceeded in some years at New Cross and Blackheath. The ES notes that
similar exceedences are likely to arise close to the major roads in Lewisham
Town Centre.

This part of the ES and ES Addendum assesses the impact of the
proposals on local air quality from:

e construction activities and traffic during the build out of the scheme
(although as details of the construction method have not been finalised
no quantitative assessment has been made of the impact of the on-site
plant);

e increased road traffic generated by the development when it is
occupied/in use;

e specific sources when the development is complete (on-site combined
heat and power facility using renewable energy — biomass — sources).

It is to be noted that whereas the ES assumed that there would be no major
operations on site that would give rise to fumes, dust or other pollutants that
would affect air quality, this has been amended in the ES Addendum to
reflect the biomass CHP facility and the Council has considered the scheme
on this basis. In addition, the ES failed to assess the impact of construction
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traffic but this omission has been satisfactorily addressed in the ES
Addendum. Further, in the light of discussions regarding traffic generated
by the proposed development, additional analysis has also been undertaken
by the applicant on the impact of development traffic which is considered by
the Council to more accurately reflect likely volumes and hence impacts.

Impacts and Mitigation

Construction activity has the potential to produce dust and other emissions
which could impact on neighbouring properties, as well as on residents and
businesses on site as later phases of the scheme are built out. The ES
suggests these potential impacts are typical of major development projects
and assumes the impact zone during construction to be around 100m or
less of major dust generating activities, and this is taken as the zone for
assessment. The ES concludes that there is a risk of dust
annoyance/elevated PM;j, concentrations occurring during construction.
Impacts can be mitigated through strict compliance with a Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) and through such additional controls
considered necessary after risk rating the site in accordance with guidance
in ‘London Best Practice: The control of dust and emissions from
construction and demolition. The applicants have prepared a draft CoCP
which it is considered by Officers to incorporate appropriate mitigation
measures and the need for the applicant to undertake an Air Pollution Risk
Assessment is to be secured by condition. The impact of construction traffic
has been assessed in the ES Addendum based on the additional traffic that
will be generated compared with existing traffic in the area and assumes
that construction traffic will not be permitted in the peak hours. Construction
traffic is likely to peak at approximately 470 vehicles per week or 86 vehicles
per day which equates to 0.2% of the average 12 hour flow. The ES
considers this will result in a negligible change in air quality.

The impact of the completed development on air quality has been assessed
by modelling concentrations of NO, and PMjo at a number of locations in
and around the proposed development including schools, residential
properties, restaurants and areas within and adjacent to the site where
people might congregate. In addition concentrations were predicted at
various residential floor levels to assess how air quality changed with
building height within the completed development. As well as impacts
arising from road traffic the ES Addendum also assessed the impacts
arising from the emissions from the proposed on site biomass CHP for
which it has been assumed there will be four emission points (with each
stack assumed to extend 3 m above the top of the corresponding building).

Based on a number of assumptions including future traffic flows, changes in
background levels of pollutants and data from the traffic model the ES
concludes that in both the ‘with’ and ‘without’ development scenarios the
annual mean EU Limit value and NAQO for NO; is likely to be exceeded in
2012. The development will result in increased concentrations and for some
receptors by up to 4%. The highest predicted annual mean concentrations
are generally at locations such as bus stops and pedestrian crossings on
the periphery of the site. The NAQOs and EU limit values for PMi will be
achieved including for the ‘with development’ scenario. The air quality at
the facades of the proposed dwellings are predicted to exceed the annual
mean NO, threshold at the lowest proposed dwellings in Blocks A, B and C
up to the 3rd, 2nd and 1st residential floors, respectively.
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In terms of the impact of the CHP, the modelling has shown that the
greatest impact of emissions from the CHP plant will be close to the
buildings, which is most likely due to the down wash effects on dispersion.
The ES Addendum concludes that the combined impact of the traffic and
CHP emissions on air quality at existing dwellings near the proposed
development are generally very small.

In terms of mitigation of construction impacts the applicant has submitted a
draft CoCP and Officers propose that conditions and/or obligations be
imposed requiring submission and approval of a full CoCP incorporating the
identified measures (and others as appropriate) prior to any work (including
demolition) commencing on site. Given the scale of the development it is
also appropriate that the developer undertakes to monitor construction
activities. Subject to securing the CoCP and related monitoring as well as
prior approval of full details of any proposed plant Officers consider that
sufficient controls can be put in place to mitigate impacts such that residual
air quality impacts are acceptable.

In terms of operational impacts, these will be principally from traffic
associated with the development. The ES states that there are no
mitigation measures available other than those already designed into the
scheme (i.e. the promotion of more sustainable modes of transport to
reduce road traffic) and as a consequence there is considered to be a major
residual adverse impact. For residential accommodation proposed as part
of the Gateway development there will need to be some form of mechanical
ventilation and Officers consider that acceptable conditions within the units
could be achieved. A condition is proposed to ensure that such details are
submitted

Officers note that for certain measures of existing air quality conditions
within the site do not meet EU limits and national objective levels, and that
with development they will be worsened with a major residual adverse
impact. In this regard PPS23 (Planning and Pollution Control) sets out the
matters for consideration when determining planning applications and
Appendix 1G advises that for developments within or adjacent to Air Quality
Management Areas “it is not the case that all planning applications ...
should be refused if the developments would result in a deterioration of local
air quality. Such an approach could sterilise development. ... Road
transport is recognised as a significant contributor to poor air quality,
particularly in urban areas. LPAs can play a key role by ensuring that
developments reduce the need to travel and encouraging more sustainable
travel choices.” As a town centre location immediately adjacent to a major
transport interchange the site is highly sustainable. Accordingly a balance
needs to be struck between no development occurring on this site (given
existing and likely ‘with development’ impacts) and a development that can
deliver a number of significant benefits for the town centre. In this case the
current application proposes site-wide and individual building Travel Plans
for occupiers incorporating a number of measures to promote non-car
modes of transport and reduce trips arising from the development. Further,
it is considered that appropriate mitigation can be provided for new
residential units on the site and on balance Officers consider that the
scheme benefits are significant and that the identified impacts (and
mitigation) are acceptable.
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Noise and Vibration

Noise and vibration impacts have been assessed in terms of proposed
demolition and construction activities on existing and future sensitive
receptors; existing and future noise and vibration conditions on proposed
residential units within the scheme; and on existing sensitive receptors from
changes in road traffic flows and carriageway layout.

Annex 1 of PPG24 (Planning and Noise) sets out noise exposure categories
for dwellings. The existing site is affected by noise from traffic and currently
experiences exposure to noise at levels - Noise Exposure Category (NEC)
D - where planning guidance states that planning permission should
normally be refused.

Impacts and Mitigation

Noise levels have been calculated based on typical construction processes
for each phase of development and assessed at a number of noise sensitive
receptors. Based on a number of assumptions such as hours of
construction and noise target levels (reflecting the site’s location in an urban
area and close to a busy road) the ES calculates that without mitigation the
noise levels from the identified construction activities could result in an
exceedance of the target noise levels at the identified receptors. In terms of
vibration impacts, phases which include driven piling are most likely to
produce perceptive levels of vibration. Mitigation is proposed through
management of the site operations and construction methods to be
incorporated within the method statement which will form the basis for the
implementation of construction works. Officers consider that the identified
impacts have been properly assessed and proposed mitigation is
appropriate and should be secured by condition and/or obligations through
the submission of construction method statements.

In terms of noise impacts on completion, the ES Addendum identifies the
main noise generating activity associated with the proposed development as
road traffic, generated either by new development traffic on existing or new
roads or by existing traffic reassigned to new routes being provided by the
development. The ES Addendum also concludes however that traffic
generated by the proposed development has little effect on existing off-site
receptors although some would nonetheless be eligible for noise insulation
grants. The ES Addendum has also assessed noise levels in amenity areas
across the site noting that they may experience high noise levels. Various
mitigation methods are described including screening and soft landscaping
to reduce the number of hard acoustically reflective surfaces in the space
and trees to diffuse the sound and reduce echoes. Water features are also
identified as providing an element of masking noise that would reduce the
impact of the road traffic noise.

Some new residential properties within the site will experience noise levels
rated as NEC D (and C) requiring mitigation in order to provide suitable
internal noise levels. By way of mitigation the ES Addendum states that
glazing to these properties will need to be specified such that a sufficient
level of sound insulation is achieved. For the most affected units this is
likely to be acoustically laminated double glazed units and secondary
glazing. For room ventilation the ES Addendum recommends acoustically
attenuated ventilation systems for habitable rooms in NEC B and above,
and for habitable rooms located in NEC D mechanical ventilation maybe
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required. More generally, in terms of the detailed layout of the units, the ES
Addendum states that where possible habitable rooms should be located on
facades which are subject to lower noise levels. Equally as it is usually the
most acoustically weak element of a facade, the ES Addendum states that
areas of glazing should be minimised for habitable rooms in areas subject to
the highest noise levels.

The Council has considered the existing future and noise environment and
concluded that whilst some parts of the site have been assessed as falling
in NEC D mitigation has been identified that, subject to details, could deliver
an acceptable internal noise environment and will be secured by condition.
Some of the measures relate to the layout of units, and the provision of dual
aspect flats so that habitable rooms can be located on quieter facades could
be an important part of this. For those properties where this cannot be
achieved then the detailed design of units will need careful consideration to
ensure that the mitigation identified in the ES Addendum (i.e. minimising the
amount of glazing) does not prejudice the quality of the overall architecture
of the building and key facades in particular. Noise conditions within
amenity areas on the site will also be high but it is considered that as an
urban town centre site adjacent to a major road network noise levels will
inevitably be elevated. However the ES Addendum has identified various
landscaping measures that can contribute to mitigating these impacts and
overall the proposals are considered acceptable.

Water Resources and Flood Risk

The application site is located within the Environment Agency’s 1 in 100
year indicative floodplain which is Flood Zone 3a i.e. there is a high risk of
flooding. As part of the application to realign and enhance the
Ravensbourne and Quaggy and associated works of un-culverting and
culverting the river channels as well as the landscaping works within
Confluence Place the applicants have undertaken modelling work of the
river channels to establish whether the proposed works would result in an
increased risk of flooding. This exercise was redone using a new
TUFLOWI/ISIS model of the Rivers Ravensbourne and Quaggy model
adopted by the Environment Agency after the application was submitted.
The modelling uses extreme flow conditions and includes an allowance for
climate change.

The drainage strategy set out in the ES Addendum is to capture and use
rainwater, maximise the use of sustainable drainage systems to reduce run-
off rates, divert clean rainwater to the rivers and minimise rainwater
discharges to the combined sewer system. The ES addendum calculates
that the strategy proposed will achieve an overall reduction in discharge
rates from the developed area of 23%.

Impact and Mitigation

Conclusions of the modelling report as submitted are as follows: the results
of the modelling for the Quaggy show that at most of the nodes the peak
water levels are slightly reduced using the upgraded and revised models for
the baseline and for both scenarios using the extreme 1 in 100 year
condition and the 1 in 100 year condition allowing 20% for climate change.
The results for the Ravensbourne show that the proposed realignment will
not affect the existing situation.
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The Environment Agency has been closely involved in the detailed design of
the river channels and associated works and the current application
proposals reflect their input and advice. The Agency is satisfied that the
development does not increase the risk of flooding in the area. This part of
the application is submitted in detail although the Agency has advised that
there may need to be some minor adjustments to the modelling report and
potentially the channel designs. The Agency is in receipt of the models
used by the applicant to assess flood risk to allow them to confirm this going
forward. This will also ensure no increase in the risk of flooding. From
discussions with the Agency it is anticipated that they will recommend
conditions relating to such matters as details of planting within the river
channels, construction of the surface water drainage system, monitoring of
ecological enhancements within the river channel and measures to prevent
pollution to groundwater. At the time of preparing this report the Agency
had not formally submitted the proposed wording to the Council and this will
be reported verbally at the meeting.

Archaeological Resources and Cultural Heritage

The application site lies within a widely drawn Area of Archaeological
Priority within the borough. A desk study of the likely effects of construction
and operation on the archaeological resources in the area has been
undertaken by MOLAS and is reported in the ES. Overall it is concluded
that this location has a background level of archaeological importance that
is low but with one area, around Lewisham Bridge, which can be considered
to be of moderate importance due to the potential survival of medieval stone
bridge foundations.

Although Lewisham is believed to be Anglo Saxon in origin no
archaeological remains of this date have been identified within the
development area. The ES identifies good potential for the survival of
remains of medieval date across the site but it concludes that the majority of
these remains are likely to be of low importance, although if remains of the
medieval Lewisham stone bridge are found to exist these will be of medium
importance. The ES identifies the greatest archaeological potential to be
associated with post-medieval period and the confluence of the Quaggy and
Ravensbourne rivers was a major factor in the development of the
settlement here, providing water, transport and industry. A map of 1746
marks a “Stone Bridge” at the same location as that known to have been
built in about 1473 which may have survived however by the second half of
the 18th century, there was a brick bridge which in turn was replaced in
1873 by an iron one that survived until the whole area was rebuilt in 1992.
The ES concludes that whilst the potential for surviving remains of post-
medieval date is high these are likely to be of low importance (i.e. of
district/local rather than national or international importance) damaged or
compromised due to previous construction activity.

The main development site is not within a conservation area nor does it
include any listed buildings however the eastern boundary of the application
site lies within the St Stephen’s Conservation Area to the east which
includes the listed St Stephen’s church.

Impacts & Mitigation

Potential construction impacts include the truncation and removal of all
archaeological and palaeoenvironmental deposits within the footprint of the
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proposed basement car park areas (likely to have medium to high
magnitude of change on the archaeological receptors within their footprint)
and localised disturbance relating to piling for buildings (likely to have a low
to medium magnitude of change on the underlying receptors) as well as
changes arising from the localised diversion of the rivers. The ES considers
that the predicted effects and significance of the archaeological and cultural
heritage effects will generally be low however the exception to this will be
the area around Lewisham Bridge where if any remains of the medieval
stone bridge exist, the environmental effect will be major.

The ES concludes that none of the potential archaeological receptors
identified are considered to be of high enough importance to suggest
preservation in situ would be the appropriate mitigation response on the
basis of the guidance contained in PPG16, and accordingly preservation by
record (excavation and recording) is proposed to mitigate satisfactorily
against the potential impacts and effects. Mitigation would involve field
evaluation in areas where a moderate or higher effect is believed to occur
and where archaeological deposits may potentially survive, i.e. within the
area of the proposed basement car parks and new river channels.
Particular attention should be paid to the area surrounding Lewisham Bridge
in order to determine the level of survival and extent of remains relating to
the medieval stone bridge. An appropriate methodology would be
developed to allow for adequate preservation by record of archaeological
remains across the development area.

Whilst this general approach is considered appropriate given the findings of
the desk based assessment, it is considered that there should be specific
mention of and provision for an archaeological watching brief during
construction. This will also be required to implement ‘Preservation by
Record’ which is the key mitigation that is proposed. The potential exists for
remains of the Lewisham Bridge being in situ but given the extent of works
over the years and loss of contextual information it is considered that
preservation by record is appropriate.

Subject to an archaeological watching brief during construction and a
methodology being agreed for preservation by record Officers consider that
the impacts and mitigation to be acceptable. In respect of the conservation
area and listed buildings this has been considered in Section 6.7 of this
report.

Ecology and Nature Conservation

This topic has been assessed based on a review of current biological
records, consultation of relevant agencies and desktop and filed surveys.
Although there are no statutory nature conservation sites within 1km of the
application sites, there are a number of non-statutory nature conservation
sites (e.g. undeveloped railway land and embankments) and green corridors
(e.g. rivers) that have been designated by the Council. The surveys and
consultation conducted for the ES revealed that whilst kingfisher and grey
wagtail have been reported along the River Quaggy and bats are seen with
some frequency feeding along the river corridors, there are no records to
indicate that black redstart are present in the area of search (despite a
viable population about 2 km away) nor reptiles, amphibians, common
mammalian species (hedgehog, grey squirrel and fox) or stag beetles within
the site itself. The conclusion drawn from the desk and field studies is that
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the application site supports few ecological features and that of these only
four — trees and scrub; river corridors, bats, and birds of conservation
concern can be regarded as valued receptors.

Impacts & Mitigation

The development of the site as proposed in the current application will
require demolition of existing buildings, removal of the current landscaping,
alteration to the roads, and the realignment of the Quaggy and
Ravensbourne rivers. In terms of impacts therefore the ES assumes that
the development will result in the loss of most existing habitats and the
reconfiguration of watercourses through their redirection and a combination
of culverting and de-culverting.

In terms of the construction phase, the removal of the areas of tree and
scrub habitat within the application site will result in the loss of potential
nesting opportunities for birds and foraging habitat for bats which cannot be
fully mitigated in the short term. This loss is assessed in the ES as a minor
adverse impact during this phase. The existing river corridors, though in
places currently culverted and/or limited to concrete channels, are valued at
a district/borough level as a habitat and important in providing ecological
linkage. The ES notes that steps will be taken to safeguard against possible
contamination during the realignment process but and given the current
nature of the river channels the demolition and construction activities
involved in the process of realignment will result in no significant impact on
the River Ravensbourne or the River Quaggy. Although there is no
evidence of bats roosting, they are known to use the site for foraging and
the disruption and removal of habitat during the demolition and construction
phase is assessed in the ES as likely to have a minor adverse impact. In
the event that roost sites are discovered in the buildings to be demolished
action will be required to mitigate the effects with a mitigation plan agreed
and relevant licences obtained. For birds of conservation concern known to
be present on site due to the poor habitat currently provided by the rivers
within the site, the disruption that will result from the demolition and
construction required to realign the river channels along with the loss of
existing viable feeding habitat is assessed in the ES to have a minor
adverse impact in the short term.

Following completion of the scheme the inclusion of native trees and shrubs
in Confluence Place is assessed in the ES to be a slight beneficial impact.
The naturalisation of the river corridor, use of various techniques to vary the
flow within the channel and allow the development of a variety of micro-
habitats, and introduction of native marginal planting is assessed in the ES
to result in moderate beneficial impacts as the habitats become established
and ecological viability of the rivers is enhanced. The inclusion of ecological
roof zones in the building design including both brown and green roofs
offers the potential for further new habitat creation.

Officers concur with the assessment of the impacts in the ES and consider
that overall, and subject to the habitat creation measures outlined in the ES,
the impacts on ecology and nature conservation are acceptable.

Townscape and Visual

The scale of buildings proposed for the Gateway site and the existing built
fabric means that scheme will have a varied though generally significant
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impact on local and long distance views. The existing townscape and visual
baseline conditions were identified from desk top studies and from surveys
of the site. The locations for undertaking the assessment were discussed
and agreed with the Council to provide long, middle distance and short
range views towards the development, take in relevant Local Views
identified in the UDP and provide views from most directions.

Impacts and Mitigation

The assessment has used an accepted methodology and considers the
potential changes/effects on the existing townscape; changes in view/visual
on existing and key receptors and areas, including the effects of lighting;
and on existing vegetation within the site boundaries as well as the degree
of potential intrusion and changes in visual amenity relative to the existing
situation including impacts on key views, and local and middle distance
views from outside the site boundaries. The assessment was based on the
maximum floorspace applied for and so represents the ‘worst case’ in terms
of overall building height.

The ES assesses the existing townscape quality/value of the majority of the
town centre to be medium-low with the physical and visual quality of the
majority of structures being poor as are the open space areas with little
homogeneity. The area is also dominated on its fringes by roads, traffic and
visual clutter. Within the site itself the ES considers the townscape quality
generally to be low and sensitivity to change is also low. The areas of open
space within the site both to the west and east of the roundabout are
considered to have a medium townscape quality and their sensitivity to
change to the type of development proposed is considered moderate.

Areas falling within the conservation areas (such as the St Stephens
Conservation Area to the east of the main development site) are generally
considered to have a high townscape quality with sensitivity to change
varying with proximity to the site; i.e. areas close to the site are considered
to have a moderate sensitivity to change and areas further away a lower
sensitivity to change as the site area is more distant and obscured. In the
case of St Stephen’s Conservation Area the ES considers that the low
quality of the existing townscape with the roads and traffic and poor quality
built form has a detrimental effect on the character and setting of this part of
the conservation area. Although the River Quaggy is considered positive,
the negative effect of this lack of quality is considered high. Further,
although most of the conservation area is located very close to the main
development site it is largely screened and as a consequence the rest of the
area is only affected in a small way and the effect is considered
negligible/low.

The development proposals include a significant increase in the density of
buildings and built form in the area, which manifests itself in a large increase
in building footprint in the development area, and a number of tall buildings.
The ES notes that the increase in massing and inclusion of taller buildings
(described as of a similar height to the existing Citibank Building) will
considerably alter townscape character and the perception of Lewisham
town centre. Whilst acknowledging that for some people this intensification
may be seen as negative the ES considers that the extension of the existing
town centre into a high density, mixed-use area will be highly beneficial in
townscape terms due to the substantial changes and benefits that will
ensue. These ‘benefits’ relate to the quality of the detailed design and use
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of materials for the buildings, townscape and landscape features. However
as an outline application these have yet to be specified and the material
used for the assessment indicates simply overall height and massing in the
form of blocks rather than design detail. As a consequence the beneficial
impacts identified in the ES are not immediately obvious.

The supplementary material submitted in July 2007 includes artist’'s
impressions and verified views of the development from selected short,
medium and longer distance view points. Whilst these are only an
illustration and indicate a scheme of around 84,000m2 compared with the
maximum 100,000m2 applied for they do demonstrate how variation in form,
height, roofscape and materials as well as specific design features as part
of the building elevations would break up the overall mass and could result
in a high quality townscape. Given the outline nature of the application it is
imperative that design quality is of the highest order. The Design Strategy
and supplementary Design Guidelines submitted with the application
highlight the importance of design quality and propose a joint LB
Lewisham/LGDL Design Panel with representatives from Design for
London, GLA and other relevant bodies be set up to manage and deliver
this aspiration. As referred to elsewhere in this report, Officers also
consider that a detailed Design Framework which clearly sets down the
design principles and procurement process for individual buildings (as well
as the site as a whole) should be submitted and approved prior to
preparation of the detailed design and it is intended that this would be
secured by condition. This would provide the required assurance about the
quality of the architecture and be consistent with the guidance from English
Heritage and CABE regarding outline applications that include tall buildings.

Subject to the establishment of the Design and Access Panel and
preparation of a Design Framework document the Council being
implemented (which will be covered by condition/legal agreement) officers
consider the residual impacts to be acceptable.

Wind

The proposed development includes a number of taller buildings and
significantly alters the local environment in terms of buildings and spaces
across the site. The wind environment within and around the site has been
assessed using wind tunnel testing using a 1:300 scale model of the site
and the surroundings within a 450m radius to give an overview of the wind
conditions in terms of usability for pedestrian activities. Conditions are
reported at a number of key locations: around Block A (i.e. close to the
DLR), Confluence Place, Molesworth North Street pavement (west of block
D), pedestrian access between blocks D1/D2 and C/D, St Stephens Square,
Rennell Street, roof terraces on the eastern side of Block D and pavements
and access routes to the East. Conditions were also assessed for different
seasons (winter normally being the worst, and for summer).

The results are described using the methodology of TV Lawson of Bristol
University which is a widely used measure of wind conditions and identifies
‘comfort criteria’ (ranging from ‘long term sitting’ to ‘business walking’) and
distress/safety criteria (relating to higher wind speeds). Wind conditions for
the existing situation were observed to be generally in the ‘standing’ range
with higher wind speeds in the south likely to be attributable to the proximity
of Citibank Tower.
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Impacts and Mitigation

The site is relatively exposed to prevailing southwest winds and the ES
notes that any medium rise development on a relatively exposed site will
deflect the prevailing winds at ground level, potentially creating areas of
increased windiness around it. The wind tunnel testing assessed the
variants of the scheme — maximum (building heights ranging from 28m up to
77m in height), optimum (approximately 22m to 66m) and minimum (16m to
54m). In response to the findings of the wind tunnel tests landscaping,
screening and canopies, developed to the degree appropriate for an outline
planning application, were identified as mitigation and incorporated into the
final assessment.

The following describes the findings from the testing of the maximum
scheme in the worst season as conditions for lower schemes and during
other seasons were less significant in all locations, albeit only marginally so
in some places. Conditions to the north of block A are considered
acceptable for general access but in excess of the Lawson Distress criterion
for ‘General Public’ access to the south of the substation where further
mitigation, such as screens or landscaping would need to be developed to
create suitable conditions. Conditions in Confluence Place were generally in
the ‘strolling’ and ‘business walking’ ranges and are acceptable for general
access, apart from an exceedance of the Distress criterion for ‘General
Public’ access at the end of the proposed porous screen proposed towards
the western end of the space and where further screening, planting, or slight
massing adjustments (to be explored through wind tunnel testing) are
needed to create acceptable conditions. Conditions in the centre of
Confluence Place were found to be in the ‘standing’ range and local shelter
may be needed in areas intended for regular use for sitting. Along the
pavement to the west of block D conditions were observed to be in the
‘strolling’ and ‘business walking’ range observed at the passage entrance
between D1 and D2. Conditions along the pavement are in the ‘Standing’
range and acceptable for the intended bus stops. Conditions along the
passage between blocks D1 and D2 were found to be suitable for general
access. Along the main route through the development, between blocks C
and D, conditions were generally observed to be in the ‘strolling’ range. This
IS acceptable for access use however additional mitigation (such as
screening or planting) along the route would be needed to create acceptable
conditions for general retail use. Conditions in St Stephen’s Square are
assessed as in the ‘standing’ and ‘sitting’ range. Conditions along Rennell
Street were observed to be very windy, with exceedences of the Distress
Criteria for ‘general public’ access at both ends of the street and appropriate
landscaping, such as trees and screens (and perhaps slight changes in the
building massing) need to be developed to create acceptable conditions in
this area.

The ES concludes that conditions around the site are generally acceptable
for their intended uses although further and more detailed mitigation needs
to be identified and assessed at the reserved matters/detailed application
stage to overcome the identified areas of concern.

Officers consider that the methodology used in the ES to assess wind
conditions is appropriate. Whilst conditions around the entrance of the
Citibank Tower remain a concern and mitigation measures need further
attention to identify how these might be satisfactorily addressed as part of
the development of the Gateway site, it is considered that an acceptable

65



7.13

7.13.1

7.13.2

7.13.3

7.13.4

environment within and around the site can be achieved. Mitigation
incorporated into the scheme during the assessment will need to be refined
at the detailed design stage and it is proposed that a condition be imposed
to ensure this is undertaken.

Daylight and Sunlight

The impact of new buildings on sunlight and daylight to residential
properties in the immediate vicinity has been assessed based on the
maximum (100,000m2) and optimum schemes (78,000m2). Houses on Silk
Mills Path (referred to as Silk Mill Road in the ES) and Lewisham High
Street (referred to as St Stephen’s Grove) to the east of the Quaggy have
been assessed as they represent the dwellings closest to the proposed
development whereas other dwellings within the site and to the west of the
railway were not assessed as these will be demolished prior to the
construction phase of the proposed development or shortly after. The
selection of these properties and use of Vertical Sky Component (VSC) to
measure daylight to dwellings is considered by Officers to be appropriate.

The view of the lower parts of the main development site from properties on
Silk Mill Path will be obscured by the railway embankment although the
upper floors of the development will be clearly visible and will have an
impact on daylight and sunlight to the properties. For the terrace of
properties on Lewisham High Street these are screened from the main
development site by a number of mature trees interspersed with younger
trees along the Quaggy which act as an effective barrier during the summer
months when the sun is at it highest and will have an effect on the daylight
availability for the properties under the existing conditions. The daylight and
sunlight values in the ES are calculated without taking the trees into
account. The effect of the trees, if they could be modelled, would be to
significantly reduce the existing condition. The new development results
would also be affected but to a lesser degree and as a consequence the %
of the existing value will improve.

Impacts and Mitigation

The recommended minimum value for the vertical sky component is 27% or
80% of the existing condition and each of the assessed properties on Silk
Mill Path will experience a loss of daylight such that the future condition with
the Gateway development is less than 80% and is considered a major
impact. A loss will also occur to properties on Lewisham High Street
although as noted above the assessment does not take account of the
existing trees which themselves will reduce daylight to the properties. In
terms of sunlight, total probable annual sunshine hours expressed as a
percentage should be at least 25% of which at least 5% should be available
during winter. The criteria for annual and winter sunlight indicate that
changes from the existing to the maximum development represent a severe
to moderate impact however for each of the assessed properties, other than
one (in winter condition) on Silk Mill Path which faces east, minimum
recommended total and winter sunshine criteria are met.

Given the existing trees affecting daylight and sunlight to properties on

Lewisham High Street it is apparent that the impact is likely to be greatest to

the properties on Silk Mill Path. One means of mitigation identified in the

ES would be to use lighter coloured surfaces on buildings to increase the

amount of reflected light received by the affected dwellings which would
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also improve the perception of daylight availability when viewed through the
windows. Alternatively the heights of buildings Al, B1, B2 would need to be
reduced from the maximum proposed in the Development Specification
document to a level where daylight in the properties on Silk Mill Path is
within acceptable limits, sunlight levels generally being achieved. The
assessment shows that values of VSC (i.e. daylight levels) for the Optimum
scheme (assumed to have a reduced building height from the Maximum)
are also below the design criteria although they are much closer with a
reduction of between 4% and 12% below the recommended minimum value
but still considered a negative moderate permanent residual impact.

In the circumstances Officers consider that the regenerative benefits of the
scheme as a whole outweigh the loss of light to the identified properties,
however this loss should be minimised through attention to the detailed
modelling, design and materials used in the new buildings.

Land Quality

An assessment of the potential ground contamination risks associated with
development of the site has been determined by a qualitative risk
assessment carried out using a Conceptual Site Model to identify 'source-
pathway-receptor' linkages. Based on information available from published
sources and external bodies together with information on the existing
ground conditions, and significant parameters, characteristics and
processes at the site that have relevance to the likely risk of contamination,
the environmental impact is related to the potential for a significant source of
contamination to be present, the potential for significant migration of the
contaminant along a given pathway, and the potential for significant harm to
sensitive receptors. These investigations indicate elevated concentrations
of a number of heavy metals and hydrocarbons, including diesel range
organics and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, are present locally in the
made ground and to a lesser extent the underlying natural deposits on the
site. Although not specifically identified, given the nature of the historic
development of the site the ES also notes that it is possible that local
guantities of asbestos are present within the made ground on the site. .

Impacts & Mitigation

The development will involve widespread disturbance of the site and,
without mitigation could initiate pathways for adverse impacts. Potential
impacts could include entry of contamination into groundwater, entry of
contamination into surface water drainage systems, health risk to
construction workers from exposure (by ingestion, skin contact etc) to
contaminants, and health risk to nearby residents from dispersal of
contaminated dust.

The applicant has assessed and proposed mitigation to address
contamination on the site. In terms of potential impacts on site workers the
ES states that the contractor will be required to produce Environmental
Management Plans including site-specific method statements for the
development of the site which will be within a framework set by the CoCP.
These will include details of the measures to be adopted to mitigate the risk
to site workers such as the provision of appropriate protective clothing and
equipment and selection of appropriate methods of working to limit
disturbance to the existing near-surface soils present on the site. The
impact on groundwater will be mitigated in part by phased construction of
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the proposed scheme and by the specific measures adopted to isolate or
treat any significant areas of contamination encountered during the
construction works. The impact on surface water resources, ecology and
wildlife, and built environment during construction works were assessed to
be not significant and no measures to mitigate the impact of the
development were considered necessary. In terms of operational impacts
on sensitive receptors these were assessed as generally low and as a
consequence no measures to mitigate the impact of the development
identified.

It is considered that the assessment is robust and that the identification of
potential sensitive receptors, impacts and mitigation are appropriate subject
to submission and approval of a project Environmental Management Plan
prior to commencement of the relevant part of the development.

Other Issues Considered

The ES includes a brief assessment of the proposed development in terms
of demand for public utilities and their diversion as part of the infrastructure
works and does not identify any major issues. The ES also considers waste
management during construction and on completion/operation of the
development and identifies the need for a waste management strategy for
the site and it is proposed that a condition is imposed requiring its approval
and implementation.

Impact Interaction, Cumulative Effects and Environmental Response

The EIA Regulations require an assessment of the inter-relationships
between effects and likely significant indirect, secondary and cumulative
effects. Potential impact interactions and cumulative effects associated with
other development in the area have generally been identified within the
individual sections of the ES in terms of the baseline condition and
consideration of extant planning permissions particularly in relation to
transport matters. The ES states that it is anticipated that a Construction
Management Plan will be the prime framework for controlling potential
adverse effects during construction and that a long-term environmental
management and stewardship plan for the site will be developed for the site
to deal with such matters as ecological resources, water resources and the
sustainable urban drainage system. These will be secured by way of
condition and through the s.106 and in the approval of reserved matters.

Conclusion

The ES and ES Addendum provide a comprehensive assessment of the
likely significant effects of the proposed development during both
construction and on completion/operation. The documents comply with the
relevant Regulations in terms of their scope and methodology for
assessment and reporting. As a major development there are significant
impacts and, where appropriate, mitigation has been identified to address
these impacts. There are some impacts where there will be an adverse
residual impact and Officers have taken these into account in their
consideration of the application.
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TRANSPORTATION

Introduction

The Gateway site is currently dominated by a roundabout, constructed in
1991 as part of improvements to the A20, which connects the A20 to the
A21 and A2211. These routes carry large volumes of through traffic and
during the morning peak period the A20 exhibits a pronounced tidal pattern
with high demand in a north-westerly direction towards central London and
the reverse in the evening. The Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) flow
on the A20 is some 20,380 vehicles.

Lewisham is well served by public transport with bus, train, DLR services
and Lewisham is a regional bus interchange providing an important link
between different public transport services. At present however the
transport interchange and the town centre are severed by the roundabout
and routes leading to it which make pedestrian access from the bus/DLR/rail
services to the town centre difficult.

A Transport Assessment (TA) was been prepared for the proposed
development to estimate the amount of vehicle traffic generated by the
development, the potential of public transport services to meet forecast
demand and the impact on traffic movement through the town centre.
Issues of highway safety and junction design have also been addressed.
The highway infrastructure elements of the proposed development have
been submitted in detail as part of the current application.

To assist in the appraisal of the TA and consideration of transportation
matters the Council appointed consultants to review the submitted
documentation and advise on any gaps in the assessment. They identified
a number of shortcomings in the assessment methodology and as a
consequence supplementary information has been submitted and has
informed the assessment of the transport impacts of the proposed
development.

Overview of Transport Proposals

A key feature and structuring element for the Gateway scheme as a whole
is the replacement of the existing roundabout with a series of linked signal
junctions, termed the ‘Low H’. Molesworth Street and Lewisham High Street
are re-aligned to form the western and eastern edges of the site
respectively. They are linked together by a new road approximately on the
line of the existing Rennell Street with signal controlled junctions at both
ends of the link, and a signal controlled pedestrian crossing at the mid-point.
Signal controlled junctions are also proposed at the Molesworth
Street/Loampit Vale junction and the Lewisham Road/Station Road junction.
The A20 would route between Loampit Vale and Lewisham High Street via
the ‘new’ Rennell Street and Molesworth Street.

The transport proposals also include:

e Relocation of the station access road on Lewisham High Street to the
north of its current alignment (and associated diversion of the River
Quaggy to the south)

e Provision of a roundabout at the junction of the Lewisham Road and
Lewisham Vale
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e Provision of bus drop-off (alighting) and taxi stand to the new station
access road

¢ Relocation of the existing bus layover from adjacent to the DLR station to
a site in Thurston Road

¢ Relocation of bus stops (boarding) onto Molesworth Street to the south
of the DLR station

e Relocation of bus stops (boarding and alighting) on Lewisham High
Street

¢ Relocation of taxi bays from by the Clock Tower to Lewis Grove

e Relocation of station drop-off for private vehicles to Loampit Vale (the
station access road will be for buses, taxis and disabled drivers only)

e Parking for up to 500 cars for residential units on the site

The principle of the ‘Low H’ as a road layout, and consequential creation of
a major development site within the boundaries of the road, was first set out
in Lewisham’s SRB bid in the late 1990’s and subsequently refined through
consultation on development options in mid-2002 and incorporated into the
Planning Brief in late 2002. The applicants undertook consultation with a
range of stakeholders prior to submission of the current application and a
central transport theme that emerged was the need to provide a high
quality, sustainable solution where the balance and choice between travel
options is optimised. Whilst the highway solution had to maintain vehicular
capacity, there was strong support for increased priority for pedestrians and
cyclists through reductions in traffic lanes and more direct pedestrian and
cycle facilities. The emerging layout which forms a detailed element of the
current application seeks to balance the transport and highway
requirements of such an important route in London’s strategic road network
in terms of traffic movements through the town centre, accommodating a
requirement of the London Mayor for a 40% increase in bus stop capacity,
and maximising the quality of the public realm whilst also providing a
development site that can deliver new shops, homes and jobs as part of
Lewisham'’s regeneration objectives for the town centre.

The proposed layout has been further refined in consultation with TfL since
submission of the application to improve the tracking of large vehicles and
to optimise its traffic performance. In physical terms the ‘Low H’ is
considered an appropriate arrangement and the scheme achieves an
acceptable balance between the competing transport objectives. Minor
highway management measures, such as the banning of U-turns at all new
signal junctions to protect pedestrians using the proposed controlled
crossing facilities, can be incorporated into the final scheme if required and
monitoring of the network post-completion will also allow for adjustments if
necessary to traffic signalling to optimise movement through the town
centre.

Public Transport Services

Lewisham Station is a terminus for 15 bus routes, with 5 through routes also
serving the town centre and the stations. Station bound services currently
terminate at the Station Road alighting point and out of service buses stand
adjacent to the DLR Station. Re-entering service, buses pick-up from bus
stops located immediately outside the DLR station.

The existing transport interchange does not function as a single entity with
poor physical connections linking the various elements of the interchange
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and a poor level of amenity for waiting passengers. The application
proposes the following general arrangement for bus movements:

e Buses travelling north through Lewisham town centre towards
Greenwich (existing routes 180, 199, 273 and 380) will travel along
Lewisham High Street (with bus stops located at the Clock Tower and
alongside the main development site) and then continue as normal along
Lewisham Road. Southbound, buses will turn into Station Road and
drop-off/pick up passengers at the new Molesworth Street bus stops
then along Rennell Street before turning right onto Lewisham High Street
where bus stops are located outside the Police Station.

e Buses terminating at Lewisham station (routes 75, 89, 108, 178, 181,
185, 261, 284, 484 and P4) will travel north along Lewisham High Street,
left into Station Road and drop passengers adjacent to the DLR station.
They will then turn right into Loampit Vale and park up at the new
Thurston Road bus layover (accessed via Jerrard Street) until required
for service. When back in service they will return along Thurston
Road/Loampit Vale and pick up passengers on Molesworth Street before
continuing south.

e Buses travelling west towards New Cross and Deptford (routes 21, 47,
136, 225, 321 and 436) will travel north along Lewisham High Street
(with bus stops located at the Clock Tower), turn into Station Road
(where there will be bus stops) and then right onto Loampit Vale. Buses
travelling east will travel along Loampit Vale onto Molesworth Street
where passengers can get on and off and then along Rennell Street and
onto Lewisham High Street with bus stops outside the Police Station.

This is considered an efficient arrangement with bus stops located close to
the main transport interchange. The scheme as a whole incorporates a
40% increase in bus stop capacity as required by London Buses.

Highway Impacts

The performance of the proposed layout has been assessed making use
LINSIG, TRANSYT and VISSIM models, which have been developed in
accordance with TfL’s modelling guidelines. TfL have appointed consultants
to review the models and at the time of writing, the LINSIG and TRANSYT
models have been validated and are considered to provide sufficient
indication of the performance of the scheme at the planning application
stage. Whilst the VISSIM models are not strictly required at this stage they
have been prepared and have been reviewed by TfL. Various matters
including trip generation and modal share, highway layout, car parking and
modelling have been agreed with TfL who have also given 'in principle’
agreement to the overall impact of the development on both highway and
public transport network. Officers and consultants appointed to advise the
Council consider the modelling and results are acceptable in terms of
impact on the highway network and public transport.

The models have been developed for the weekday AM and PM peak hours
(0800 to 0900 hours and 1700 to 1800 hours), to cover the following
situations:

e Existing traffic

e Existing traffic + traffic from the consented developments at the Thurston
Road industrial estate (B&Q proposals), the Venson Site on Conington
Road and 72-78 Conington Road
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e Existing traffic + traffic from the consented developments + traffic from
the Gateway development.

8.4.3 The scope of the highway modelling set out in the TA and Supplementary
TA is consistent with relevant guidance, though does not model as-yet
uncommitted developments such as the Loampit Vale residential/leisure
development or other development aspirations emerging from the Area
Action Plan. A preliminary assessment by the Council of the impact of the
Loampit Vale leisure scheme indicates that given the likely demand for the
leisure facilities outside the am and pm peak hour for traffic there is unlikely

to be a significant addition to the Low H highway network during peak hours.

8.4.4 The existing traffic flows were derived from a combination of surveys
undertaken in 2003 and 2004. The surveys established that peak hour
traffic levels declined between 2003 and 2004 (and from the Council’'s own
surveys continued to decline/remain stable across the borough) and on this
basis it is considered the assumption of zero background peak hour traffic
growth is robust. The trip generation of the three consented developments
has been taken from the TAs which accompanied those developments and
as these documents have been validated by LBL and TfL as part of the
individual planning application processes this approach is considered

robust.

8.4.5 The trip generation figures for the Gateway scheme have been the subject
of considerable discussion and refinement between the parties and are now
considered robust. They have been based on established trip generation
databases, with the resulting person trip rates given in Table 1. Using these
figures it is expected that the development will generate a total of 16,000
trips by all modes on a typical weekday and 11,910 trips by all modes on a
typical Saturday. The weekday PM peak hour (1700-1800 hours) is likely to

be the highest period of trip generation with 1,250 trips by all modes.
Table 1: Lewisham Gateway trip generation by mode

8.4.6

2-way
trips

AM Peak
hour (0800-
0900)

PM
hour
1800)

Peak
(1700-

All  day
weekday

Saturday
peak hour
1300-1400

All  day
Saturday

Car driver

178

210

2938

183

2286

Car
passenger

31

68

1342

127

1748

Rail

242

245

2107

48

704

DLR

108

123

1320

52

704

Bus

173

220

2690

156

1882

Pedal
Cycle

19

27

360

8

86

Walk

214

325

4859

346

4307

Other

27

32

389

13

192

TOTAL

992

1248

16005

936

11910

Source: Tables A1l and Al2, Appendix E, Supplementary
Assessment

Transport

Based upon the TRANSYT modelling presented in the Supplementary TA,
the resulting highway layout is likely to be operating very close to capacity
during the critical weekday AM and PM peak periods. The VISSIM models
are being used to ensure that signal timings are set to ensure that queues
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are contained within links and are unlikely to block back across adjacent
junctions.

The unaudited VISSIM models have also been used to provide a
comparison of journey times through the network. The Supplementary TA
compares the performance of the existing and proposed highway networks,
assuming the presence of existing traffic plus traffic generated by the
committed developments and the Lewisham Gateway development, with the
results summarised below.

Table 2: Average travel time per vehicle (seconds)

Time period Buses Other vehicles
AM peak hour existing 144 199
AM peak hour proposed 140 238
PM peak hour existing 157 238
PM peak hour proposed 155 296

Source: Table 7.6, Supplementary Transport Assessment

As Table 2 demonstrates, overall the Gateway proposals are anticipated to
have a neutral impact upon bus journey times, which has been a key
objective of the scheme from TfL. However, it can be seen that average
journey times for other vehicles will increase by 40 seconds in the AM peak
hour and 60 seconds in the PM peak hour. A comparison in the
Supplementary TA of the average speed for vehicles travelling through the
existing and proposed highway network indicates that vehicles will travel
around 2mph slower through the Low H in the peak periods than they
currently do. Whilst it is difficult at this stage to fully quantify the effects, the
predicted additional journey times may encourage some drivers to avoid
travelling through Lewisham town centre. As a consequence it is proposed
that the applicant carry out (or agree to pay for) ‘before and after traffic’
surveys within an agreed study area encompassing the town centre and
surrounding roads. The cost of the design, carrying out of public
consultation on and implementation of traffic management measures that
may be deemed appropriate to manage this situation should also be borne
by the applicant. This would be secured through the s.106 as part of the
provisions relating to implementation of the highway infrastructure works.

Access, Parking and Servicing

Three access points are proposed for the development, all located on
Lewisham High Street, as follows:

e asignalled access adjacent to the realigned Station Road, providing
access to up to 100 basement parking spaces

e a left-in/left-out access south of Station Road, providing access to up to
400 basement parking spaces

e a left-in/left-out access to a ground floor level service area immediately
adjacent to the southerly parking access.

The application proposes parking at a ratio of up to 0.5 spaces per
residential unit with the number of car parking spaces to be provided within
the two proposed basements to be determined as part of the detailed Travel
Plan which will be secured through the s.106 agreement. Whilst this level of
provision is broadly consistent with London Plan and UDP standards, these
are maxima and given the high public transport accessibility of the site it is
considered that measures should be put in place to a) reduce dependence
on the private car and b) encourage more sustainable modes of transport.
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The applicant has indicated a willingness to review car parking for individual
buildings as well as overall levels across the site and the Travel Plan
submitted with the application identifies a number of measures including the
provision of free bicycles for 50% of the residential units and promotion of a
car-share scheme for residents to reduce demand for parking spaces. In
order to avoid over-provision of car parking spaces it is considered that
spaces should be taken up at no more than the maximum ratio of 0.5
spaces/unit and potentially at a lower level, with any surplus spaces
allocated for the proposed car club and additional cycle parking.

It is also recommended that the car parking provision is further refined as
part of the s.106 process, with an emphasis upon keeping the number of
residential car parking spaces to the absolute minimum necessary thereby
minimising the traffic generated by the Gateway. As recently achieved at
the residential sites on Conington Road, it is proposed that occupiers of the
Gateway residential units be excluded from being able to apply for on-street
residents parking permits to discourage car ownership within the scheme
and to protect the amenity of existing users of the surrounding controlled
parking zone. This will be secured through the s.106.

Although the scheme makes no public car parking provision, it will increase
demand for parking elsewhere within Lewisham town centre, not least
because the proposals result in the closure of the 62-space Rennell Street
car park. The applicants have provided a robust set of analyses within the
Supplementary TA which demonstrate that under normal trading conditions
there will still be a minimum of 55 spare town centre spaces on a typical
weekday (out of a future total supply of 941 spaces) and a minimum of 35
spare spaces on a typical Saturday (out of a future total supply of 1129
spaces). Given this situation and the high level of public transport
accessibility, the lack of provision of car parking (other than for disabled) for
shopping and leisure visitors to the site and people working there is
considered appropriate and acceptable.

The applicants intend to limit the size of vehicles servicing the development
to 10m rigid vehicles. Appendix D of the Transport Strategy (which forms
part of the Supplementary Transport Assessment) provides tracking runs
which show that 10m rigid vehicles can reverse within the curtilage of the
service yard and therefore enter/exit the site in forward gear. The
applicants note that the service yard will need to be positively managed to
ensure that the rate of service vehicle arrivals does not exceed its capacity.
In addition, with the high predicted degrees of saturation on the highway
network during peak periods it is appropriate to restrict service vehicle
arrivals to outside these periods. A condition is proposed requiring the
applicant to restrict the vehicle size to no larger than a 10m rigid and
prohibit service vehicles entering the development between 0700 to 1000
hours and 1600 to 1900 hours, Monday to Friday.

The applicants have set out the proposals for cycle parking in Appendix B of
the Transport Strategy, as follows:

e 1 basement cycle parking space per 2 residential units,

o for those flats without a car parking space, provision of a free Brompton
fold-away bicycle

e establishment of a bike-share scheme to provide free bicycles to be used
by residents

74



8.5.7

8.6

8.6.1

8.6.2

8.6.3

e for non-residential uses, provision of 499 cycle parking spaces in line
with the TfL minimum cycle parking standards at various surface
locations within the development. This would be delivered in a phased
approach in accordance with demand with the location to be agreed in
consultation with the Council.

Overall the cycle parking strategy is reasonable and will be delivered
through the site-wide and individual building Travel Plans which are secured
through the s.106. On a point of detail, the basement parking will need to
be carefully designed to ensure easy access to spaces for cyclists and as a
consequence it is recommended that a condition is imposed which controls
the detailed design of the basement area to ensure that adequate and fully
accessible cycle parking spaces are provided.

Pedestrians and Cyclists

The scheme has been designed to improve pedestrian connections
between Lewisham station interchange and the town centre with the
provision of a north-south pedestrian spine through the centre of the
development. Subsidiary east-west routes are also provided linking the
main spine to the bus interchange and areas adjacent to the town centre.
The main pedestrian route crosses Rennell Street by means of a 10 metre-
wide single-stage signal-controlled pedestrian crossing with a proposed
signal cycle time of 88 seconds in order to provide pedestrian waiting times
less than 60 seconds. This is considered to provide a good standard of
pedestrian progression between the scheme and the remainder of the town
centre. Comprehensive controlled pedestrian facilities are proposed at all
signal junctions.

The 2006 TA highlights the potential for pedestrian congestion at two sites
in particular: the northern end of the bus interchange on Molesworth Street
and the north-west corner of Lewisham High Street at its junction with
Rennell Street where levels of crowding exceed the Gehl standard of 13
people/minute/metre width of footway. It is unclear from the documentation
how the applicants propose to address these deficiencies although it is
considered that within the site they can be remedied at the
detailed/reserved matters stage by imposing minimum pavement widths at
identified pinch points in order to overcome this currently identified
shortcoming of the layout. It is suggested that this is dealt with by condition.
At the north-west corner of Lewisham High Street, in the short-term there
are limited opportunities to remedy the situation due to multiple property
ownerships in this location although the repositioning of bus stops away
from this location will mean people will be passing through rather than
congregating close to this junction.

In terms of provision for cyclists the scheme proposes cycle signage linking
the scheme to National Cycle Route 21 (Greenwich — Croydon link running
beside the Ravensbourne River) and the existing on-street advisory cycle
route on Lewis Grove and Belmont Hill. Currently no dedicated routes pass
through the existing roundabout although as noted Route 21 runs to the
west of the railway and which will remain. Whilst the new highway layout
does not include dedicated cycle lanes, the design incorporates cycle
advance areas at all signal-controlled junctions and cyclists travelling from
Lewisham Road to Loampit Vale will be able to use Station Road instead of
the route for cars and other vehicles via Rennell Street. In view of the
number of people accessing public transport services via and facilities within
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the Gateway site a cycle dismount policy will apply along the pedestrian
routes within the development site.

In designing the road layout and provision for road users, cyclists and
pedestrians the applicant has sought to balance the competing objectives of
maximising highway capacity to facilitate movement of cars, buses and
services vehicles through the town centre; providing dedicated cycle lanes
through the town centre; and providing a high quality environment for
pedestrians where road crossings are as direct and short as possible. The
proposal is to prioritise pedestrian and bus movements whilst making
provision for cyclists through advance stop zones at junctions and it is
considered that given the competing demands and constraints of the site an
acceptable balance has been struck.

Impact upon Public Transport and Taxis

A key feature of the scheme is the expanded facilities for buses, with
new/enhanced stops on Station Road, Molesworth Street and Lewisham
High Street and an enhanced bus stand on Thurston Road east of Jerrard
Street. These facilities have been developed in close consultation with TfL
and have been designed to accommodate articulated buses. All bus stops
will be provided to TfL's accessibility guidelines. Although the application
site excludes the DLR and rail station, the applicants have put forward
proposals for improved pedestrian access to/from these facilities, not least
from surrounding bus stops. These will be worked up in detail in
consultation with TfL.

In order to enhance provision for buses within the centre as a whole whilst
making appropriate provision for taxis the application proposes to relocate
the existing taxi rank at Lewisham Clock Tower to Lewis Grove. In addition
a rank is proposed on Station Road, and the existing taxi rank on the station
forecourt will be retained. The Public Carriage Office have been consulted
and have indicated that the proposals would be acceptable with the addition
of a CCTV monitor/variable message signing on Station Road to overcome
the lack of a direct sightline between the rank and the station forecourt. It is
recommended that this design enhancement is secured by condition/s.106.

The kiss-and-ride drop-off for Lewisham station has been relocated from
outside the station to south side of Loampit Vale, making use of the current
bus bay which will no longer be required under the Gateway proposals.
This facility is considered remote from the station but given the number of
buses using Station Road (necessitating the banning of private cars from
this route) this is considered adequate. Provision has been made for
disabled drop-off on Station Road.

The applicants have assessed the public transport trips generated by the
Gateway scheme and impact on existing services. Table 3 sets out the
additional public transport trips anticipated to be generated by the Gateway
from which it can be seen that the Weekday PM Peak hour is likely to be the
heaviest period of demand.

Table 3: Lewisham Gateway — estimated public transport trips

Time period Direction | Rail DLR Bus
Weekday AM Peak (0800 — 0900) In 90 55 108
Out 152 53 65
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2-way 242 106 173
Weekday PM Peak (1700 — 1800) In 127 56 88
Out 118 67 132
2-way 245 123 220
Saturday Peak (1300 — 1400) In 27 29 86
Out 21 23 70
2-way 48 52 156

The applicants have assessed the impact of the additional trips upon
existing rail services, making use of spot counts of loadings on London-
bound trains during the AM peak hour in June 2007. They conclude that the
train service has the capacity to carry the additional rail passenger demand
generated by the Gateway, although there will inevitably be an increase in
the incidence of passengers having to stand. In relation to future capacity
and investment in public transport infrastructure and services TfL’s strategy
— Transport 2025 — includes capacity enhancements to existing lines, the
completion of the East London line phase 2, the Thameslink programme,
investment in lengthening platforms and a further increase in bus supply of
20%. The publication of the Government’s 2007 Rail White Paper, together
with Network Rail’'s Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) for South London, puts
several of these initiatives on programme to be delivered. The Rail White
Paper gives the full go-ahead for the Thameslink 2000 project to rebuild
Blackfriars and London Bridge stations and the operation of 24 trains an
hour through the central London tunnel, including routes through Lewisham.
This £5.5 billion project will be completed by 2014. The Government has
also approved the purchase of almost 1000 new carriages to lengthen trains
to 12 cars and the Network Rail RUS is to propose platform lengthening and
power upgrades to allow these services to operate. In particular, the draft
RUS plans action to increase capacity at Lewisham by reviewing the 2009
planned service pattern to improve reliability, and retaining the current six
peak trains an hour on the Hayes Line as well as general increase in train
lengths to 12 cars. Some reconfiguration of rolling stock to increase
standing capacity, albeit at the expense of seating, is also proposed. Any
new rolling stock is likely to be of high capacity configuration. South
Eastern have made it clear that their agenda as an operator is to see growth
of 60% in passenger journeys by 2014. Beyond this date, changeover to
onboard computer signalling will allow more trains to operate.

For Lewisham station, the Network Rail RUS proposes actions to improve
passenger capacity at the station, especially the ticket hall, and rebuilding of
the steps from platforms 1 and 4 to DDA compliant standards with lifts is
about to take place. Lewisham is a possible candidate for a share of the
£150m station improvement fund in the Rail White Paper and this could be
the basis of a more comprehensive redevelopment of the station.

Based on data from 2004 the applicants consider that there is ample spare
capacity on the DLR to handle the additional demand generated by the
Gateway. Work on the DLR 3 car upgrade has already started, increasing
the capacity in the peak period by 25%. Beyond this the reconfiguring of
Delta Junction north of Canary Wharf will remove the current constraint on
the number of trains that can be reliably operated and allow a further
increase in service if needed. The constraint then would be the ordering of
more vehicles. Beyond that in the very long term, improved signalling could
further increase line capacity. DLR forecasting and planning takes into
account all planned housing and employment development in its area and in
the short term, the Woolwich Arsenal link on the DLR will attract some users
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who formerly changed trains at Lewisham. Based on information provided
by TfL the applicants also assess that the existing bus network can handle
the additional trips generated by the Gateway development.

Whilst the Supplementary TA assess the impact of the Gateway
development on public transport capacity, it does not assess the impact of
additional public transport trips generated by committed or potential
developments elsewhere in the town centre. Officers have considered this
and conclude that given the scale of investment in public transport
infrastructure and services outlined above, the overall conclusion in the TA
that there is sufficient existing or planned public transport capacity is
unlikely to be changed significantly with the addition of trips from other town
centre developments.

Disabled Access/Shopmobility

The Supplementary TA includes an Accessibility Strategy that provides
further information on provision made for mobility impaired people within the
Gateway development. The applicants note that the scheme has been
designed to conform to current guidelines on inclusive mobility, with the at-
grade crossings provided and designed to ensure that two wheelchairs can
pass each other. In terms of gradients within the site, guidance identifies a
maximum slope of 8 % (1 in 12) slope with 5% (1 in 20) is preferred. The
main pedestrian route within the Gateway site is between the railway
station, through the Gateway site, to the direct crossing mid-way along
Rennell Street. The change in height over this 200m route is 1.9m which
equates to an average slope of 0.95%, well below the advised maximum
gradient. It is recommended that a condition is imposed upon the
application to ensure that the public realm is designed with the needs of the
mobility impaired in mind, including the detailed design, the position of
signage, traffic signals and street lighting.

In terms of parking provision, residential disabled parking will be provided in
the basements at 10% of the parking and it is proposed to provide two on-
street disabled parking spaces on the new Station Road for those visiting
the site for shopping or other purposes. The proposals will involve the
removal of 4 disabled parking spaces and dial-a-ride bay from Rennell
Street and replace them with facilities on the eastern side of Molesworth
Street adjacent to Lewisham Shopping Centre. The Shopmobility office
would also be relocated under the Shopping Centre car park ramp between
the new facilities and the entrance to the Shopping Centre. The proposed
provision is considered a reasonable alternative to the facilities which will be
removed by the upgrading of Rennell Street and this commitment will need
to be secured through the s.106.

Travel Plan

The TA includes outline proposals for a Travel Plan for the development and
the Supplementary TA refers to the preparation of a Sustainable Transport
Plan which will set out a combination of travel measures aimed at promoting
and facilitating the use of alternative modes of transport and reducing the
emphasis on car use. Measures to encourage use of sustainable modes
and discourage car ownership, potentially include:

e provision of an on-site travel information centre, to be operated by
Transport for London
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e potential provision of a car club

¢ introduction of car sharing database, such as Liftshare

e provision of showers in all commercial buildings, to encourage cycling
e provision of on-site cycle repair facilities

The Travel Plan proposals are at an early stage but the applicant has shown
a willingness to develop and refine this with the key agencies to produce a
robust and effective document and series of measures. The preparation
and implementation of this should be secured through the s.106.

Conclusion

Based upon the above, it is considered the transport elements of the
proposals have now been sufficiently detailed and justified to enable outline
consent for the development plus detailed highway infrastructure to be given
subject to conditions, S106 and referral to the GLA.

CONSIDERATION OF OBJECTIONS

Introduction

The scale of development proposed for Lewisham Gateway has generated
considerable interest amongst local residents, interest groups and other
consultees. The objections received cover a range of topics but can be
grouped into five broad categories:

e Scale of Development and Tall Buildings

Impact on Existing Town Centre

Housing

Loss of Metropolitan Open Land, Green Space and Impact on Rivers
Traffic

Environmental Impact

Scale of Development and Tall Buildings

Objection has been raised by local residents to the scale of development
and the height of buildings. Particular concern has been raised by residents
located some distance from the application site who currently enjoy a view
from their properties across Lewisham town centre towards for example
Blackheath and Shooters Hill beyond. The objections also relate to the lack
of design detail of the buildings as well as the micro-climatic conditions
within the site. Linked to this is whether as an outline planning application
incorporating tall buildings the Gateway application is valid.

Section 6.5 above has considered the issues as they relate to scale,
massing and design and 7.11 in respect of the assessment in the ES. The
scale of development proposed will clearly change the appearance of the
town centre and skyline from more distant views. However it is considered
that the underlying premise of the masterplan in terms of developing a
highly accessible site immediately adjacent to public transport services at a
high density and linking this with the existing town centre is supported by
national, regional and local planning policy and the translation of the
aspirations set out in the Planning Brief for the site is robust. The outline
application is supported by a Design Strategy to demonstrate the design
quality aspirations of the applicant and will be secured through the
establishment of a Design and Access Panel and the early approval of a
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Development Framework document for the site which will ensure that the
expected design quality is delivered.

Existing short, medium and longer distance views are of a range of building
heights and designs together with green spaces. The images in the ES
prepared for the purposes of the townscape and visual impact assessment
imply a solid built mass. lllustrative images that have been submitted
subsequently reflect more accurately the built form and indicate a modelled
appearance to the buildings of varying heights and architectural treatments
and a skyline with gaps between buildings. It is considered that they
demonstrate the potential for a high quality scheme which will be secured
through the Design Framework document and work of the Design and
Access Panel. It is considered that existing Local Views such as that from
Hilly Fields which offers a wide panorama, and which takes in Lewisham
Town Centre as one element in the view, will not be harmed.

In terms of the impact of the development on conditions within and around
the site these are considered in section 6.5 (overshadowing), 7.12 (wind)
and 7.13 (daylight and sunlight). It is considered that the modelling work
undertaken for the ES has demonstrated that whilst there are some residual
adverse impacts, with mitigation and refinement at detailed design stage
then conditions within the site will generally be acceptable. Nonetheless a
few properties around the site will experience a loss of daylight. On balance
it is considered that the proposed development is appropriate in scale and
purpose for the Gateway site and will make a major contribution to the
regeneration of the town centre and that the benefits of the scheme
outweigh the disbenefits arising.

Procedurally, guidance from CABE/English Heritage states that outline
planning applications for tall building proposals are appropriate only in
exceptional cases where the applicant is seeking to establish the principle of
a tall building as an important element within a robust and credible
masterplan for an area to be developed over a long period of time.
Lewisham Town Centre is identified in the UDP as a location where tall
buildings may be appropriate and the Planning Brief for the site indicates
the potential for tall buildings. This is dealt with in Section 6.5 of the report
and it is considered that sufficient and appropriate information is provided in
the application documents to determine the application.

Impact on the Existing Town Centre

Objection has been raised about the impact of the additional retail space
proposed in the application on the existing shops in the town centre. In
addition local businesses within the application site have expressed concern
about their prospects and others about the type of shops that will occupy
space in the development.

Section 6.3 of this report sets out the planning considerations in respect of
retail floorspace. The UDP and Planning Brief for the site both promote the
provision of additional retail space within the town centre and the application
site in particular. This strategy is supported by research undertaken by the
Council in terms of the need for additional retail space in the town centre as
well as by the owner of the Riverdale Centre who has expressed the view
that the development will be a positive benefit to the long term future of the
retail offer in Lewisham and the vitality and vibrancy of the town centre.
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Officers are of the view that the application offers a major opportunity to
address some of the particular problems facing Lewisham town centre both
in terms of retail floorspace provision but also linkages between the
transport interchange and the existing town centre. It is considered that the
proposals represent a major boost to Lewisham town centre and are
acceptable.

Housing

Objection has been raised to the appropriateness of the site for housing, the
level of affordable housing and lack of playspace. Matters relating to air
quality and noise are addressed in Sections 7.6 and 7.7 of the report and it
is considered that whilst there will be a slight deterioration in air quality at
existing receptors and noise levels are elevated, mitigation through the
detailed design of the residential units will achieve an acceptable internal
environment for residents within the site. In terms of the provision of
affordable housing, whilst this is below UDP and London Plan target levels
the applicant has demonstrated through financial modelling of the scheme
that providing additional affordable housing would not be viable. This has
been agreed in principle by the GLA and the Council however a mechanism
IS to be incorporated as part of the s.106 which will direct a proportion of any
increased residual land value above forecast levels into providing additional
affordable housing. This is considered in Section 6.6 of the report. A
condition is included requiring details of children’s playspace within the
scheme to be submitted for approval.

Loss of Metropolitan Open Land, Green Space and Impact on Rivers

The application involves the loss of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and as
such represents a departure from the development plan. In addition there is
a reconfiguration and relocation of open areas and rivers within the
application site boundary. Particular concern has been expressed about the
works to the rivers and lack of an application or proposals for the Quaggy
east of Lewisham High Street. In addition concern has been expressed
about the potential for flooding.

The policy considerations relating to MOL are set out in Section 6.4 of this
report and it is considered that the regeneration opportunities from the
development for the site as well as the town centre as a whole represent
very special circumstances justifying the loss of MOL. This conclusion is
also reached by the GLA. In terms of other open space currently within the
site it is considered that the provision of Confluence Place and St Stephens
Square provide open space that is considerably more useable and
accessible than existing space at Charlottenburg Gardens and Quaggy
gardens. This is considered in Section 6.8 of this report and it is considered
that on balance the open space provided as part of the application
represents a significantly better quality of environment. The failure of the
applicant to submit an application for the Quaggy east of Lewisham High
Street is disappointing but does not invalidate the Gateway application nor
prevent the committee from determining the application before it.

In terms of flood risk, the scheme was the subject of a Flood Risk
Assessment as part of the ES and modelling was subsequently undertaken
using the Environment Agency’'s new system based on extreme flow
conditions and including an allowance for climate change. This is reported
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9.6

9.6.1

9.6.2

9.6.3

in Section 7.8 of this report and the Agency is satisfied that the development
does not increase the risk of flooding in the area.

Traffic

The application proposes radical changes to the road layout to the north of
the existing town centre and routing of vehicles around the main
development site via the ‘Low H’ arrangement. Objection has been raised
by local residents about whether the proposed highway layout will operate
efficiently with the existing and more particularly the future (i.e. with
development) levels of traffic. Concerns have also been expressed about
the capacity of public transport services, particularly mainline rail, to handle
the extra demand from the Gateway site, provision for cyclists and for
pedestrians.

Section 8 of this report examines the transport implications of the
development and concludes that the highway network will be able to handle
the projected volumes of traffic. This conclusion is supported by the GLA
and TfL who have also verified the modelling work submitted with the
application. In terms of public transport capacity, significant investment in
rail services were announced recently by the Government and infrastructure
and service providers and it is considered that adequate capacity exists or
growth is planned. Given the numbers of people passing through the main
development site for public safety reasons it is proposed that this is a
dismount area for cyclists. Provision for cyclists within the road network is in
the form of advance stop zones at traffic lights. Whilst cyclists groups have
sought to have dedicated cycle lanes incorporated into the new road layout
a balance has had to be struck between improving arrangements for
pedestrians and the overall extent of highway infrastructure. This is
considered in Section 8.2 of this report and it is considered that the balance
achieved is reasonable.

The site masterplan provides direct pedestrian connections between the
mainline and DLR stations and bus stops within or adjacent to the Gateway
site and the town centre via a single crossing on Rennell Street. This is
considered to be a significant improvement on the existing arrangement.
Connections for pedestrians from the wider area through the site will also be
maintained or improved through the provision of additional connections.
Modelling of pedestrian routes in the TA has indicated that given the
numbers of people accessing public transport services via the Gateway site
there are some ‘pinch points’ within the site. The masterplan and
Development Specification document incorporates some flexibility in terms
of the detailed positioning of buildings and it is considered that concerns
regarding pedestrian safety and comfort can be appropriately dealt with at
the detailed design stage and a condition is proposed to specifically deal
with this matter. Whilst pedestrian routes along Loampit Vale under the
railway will remain busy, there is the potential, subject to agreement with rail
operators and funding, for a new station access via Thurston Road which
would provide an alternative route to the station. In the circumstances it is
considered that overall the scheme will improve arrangements for
pedestrians.
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9.7.1

9.7.2

10.

10.1

10.11

10.1.2

Environmental Impact

Objection has been raised to a number of topics in the ES including air
quality, noise and micro-climate. The site is located within an Air Quality
Management Area (as is much of this part of the borough) and currently
experiences elevated levels of pollutants attributable in the main to road
traffic. Noise levels are also significantly elevated though not untypical of
inner urban sites adjacent to busy roads. The inclusion of tall buildings as
part of the proposed development results in impacts within the site and
immediately around it in terms of for example increased wind speeds and
loss of daylight.

The ES and ES Addendum have assessed the environmental impacts of the
development on sensitive receptors such as adjacent residential properties
as well as on future residents living on the site. These have been
considered in Section 7 of this report. The ES and ES Addendum conclude
that on the maximum scheme and worst case scenarios for some topics and
receptors there will remain residual major adverse impacts. The ES and ES
Addendum state that in some circumstances these can either be mitigated
to a level where for example an acceptable internal residential environment
can be achieved or where the external conditions are reasonable. Where
residual major adverse impacts a judgement is needed as to whether the
conditions are so unacceptable that planning permission should not be
granted. It is considered that these circumstances are limited and that the
effects identified in the ES and ES Addendum can be mitigated during the
detailed design of the scheme. For example, noise conditions at the site are
already high and will remain so with the proposed development (see section
7.7 of the report). This is not untypical of many inner urban sites on the
main road network and does not, of itself, preclude residential development
on the site. Residential properties on the site will however require mitigation
through the use of acoustically laminated double glazed units and
secondary glazing, the details of which will be designed to achieve an
acceptable internal environment and external appearance. Appropriate
mitigation measures will be secured by way of a range of conditions and/or
obligations in the proposed S. 106 agreement.

LEGAL AGREEMENTS

Introduction

Officers have been in negotiations with the applicants and their advisers to
agree a package of community benefits from the development of the
Gateway site. In this case, as well as securing the various elements
required to deliver the project (such as highway infrastructure works) and
commitments made in the application itself (such as affordable housing and
renewable energy), a range of other contributions and obligations have
been secured that, in the opinion of Officers, are appropriate and relevant to
mitigating the impact of the proposed development.

Whilst the financial package secured is modest in terms of the scale of
development this needs to be seen in the context of the significant up front
investment in highway, river and services diversions and associated works.
The development itself will deliver a major infrastructure project which has
been at the core of the Urban Renaissance Lewisham SRB programme and
therefore the inherent benefits of the scheme make a substantial
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10.1.3

10.1.4

11.

111

1111

11.1.2

contribution to the ongoing regeneration of the town centre, significantly
enhance the public realm for local residents, visitors and workers in
Lewisham.

The draft Heads of Terms cover the following matters:

o affordable housing — up to 20% and likely to be shared ownership
Lifetime Homes and wheelchair housing

construction management

highway works

bus layover

open space works

river alteration works

local employment

public access

open space maintenance

mechanism for delivery of a mixed use scheme

public art

CCTV

Travel Plan

Design and Access Panel

Renewable energy

Site servicing and management

Contribution to s.106 monitoring costs

Financial contribution to town centre projects (works to the River
Quaggy; a Waterlink Way fund; air quality monitoring; training for
employment, Town Centre Manager)

It is envisaged that the financial contribution of £500,000 would be allocated
as follows:

River Quaggy: £250,000

Waterlink Way fund: £100,000

Air quality monitoring: £50,000

Training for employment: £50,000
Lewisham Town Centre Manager: £50,000

CONCLUSION

Lewisham Gateway

The current application promotes the comprehensive redevelopment of the
Gateway site to provide a mixed use scheme that delivers on a number of
the aspirations and objectives of the Urban Renaissance Lewisham SRB
programme.  Through discussions with representatives of the local
community, liaison with bodies such as the GLA, LDA and TfL, and
negotiations with the applicant the Council has secured a scheme and
range of benefits that is considered to meet relevant planning policy set out
in the development plan and other relevant documents including the
Planning Brief for the site and which will bring major benefits to Lewisham
Town Centre and the Borough.

The planning application for the Gateway site raises a number of planning
policy considerations which have been outlined and assessed in this report.
The scale of the proposals are challenging, both in terms of the degree of
change proposed to the built and natural environment in the area, and the
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11.2

11.21

11.2.2

12.

12.1

amount of development proposed and consequential built form which
means the development will have impacts on the local environment and also
be visible from further away. However the development is consistent with
policy objectives for sustainable development, providing a high density
mixed-use scheme close to a major transport interchange and incorporating
an improved built and natural environment. It is considered that the balance
iIs in favour of the proposed development which will deliver a major
regeneration scheme that addresses a number of issues in Lewisham town
centre that have underpinned current and emerging planning policy and
funding bids in the area.

Implementation

Were planning permission to be granted for the current proposals, as a part
detailed planning application permission would be granted for the highway
infrastructure (including new bus layover) and river works and Block F (the
‘Quaggy Café’ building) on the eastern side of Lewisham High Street.
These elements of the scheme could proceed ahead of the submission of
reserved matters for the buildings on the site subject to:

o final agreement of materials for these elements of the scheme,

e submission and approval of a construction management plan to include
a Code of Construction Practice: setting out steps to mitigate impacts
from construction activity, including the routing of construction vehicles
off site, and

e submission and agreement of a Design Framework for the site as a
whole setting out the design principles and procurement strategy for the
design of individual buildings

For the buildings on the site (excluding the Quaggy Café) there are a
number of submissions to be made by the applicant/developer and
approvals obtained before commencement of development (or a phase of
development). These are covered by condition and/or proposed legal
agreement and enable the Council and other relevant agencies to inform,
review and control the detailed form of the scheme. These include:

e Reserved matters and details of the scheme (including details of phasing
of the development and mix of uses and floorspace within each
development parcel and phase): to ensure the scheme is consistent with
both the principles set out in the outline application and approved
documents and remains within the parameters assessed in the ES.

e Open space: details of communal and/or private open space within the
development parcels to ensure that there is adequate and appropriate
open space for residential units on the site, together with a public realm
management strategy to cover the maintenance and repair of un-built
(i.e. roads, pavements and other public open spaces) within the site).

RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION (A)

To agree the principle of development and to refer the application and this
report to The Mayor for London (Greater London Authority) under Article 4
of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2000
(Categories 1A, 1C & 1B (c) of the Schedule thereto).
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RECOMMENDATION (B)

Subject to no direction being received from The Mayor for London, to refer
the application to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government as a departure from the development plan (Town and Country
Planning (Development Plans and Consultation) (Departures) Direction
1999) in respect of the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and under the
Shopping Direction (Town and Country Planning (Shopping Development)
(England and Wales) (No.2) Direction 1993) in respect of the retail
floorspace proposed.

RECOMMENDATION (C)

Subject to no direction being received from the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government, authorise officers to negotiate a
Section 106 Agreement to cover the following principal matters including
such other amendments as considered appropriate to ensure the
acceptable implementation of the development:

e affordable housing — up to 20% and likely to be shared ownership
e Lifetime Homes and wheelchair housing

e construction management

e highway works

e bus layover

e open space works

e river alteration works

e local employment

e public access

e Open space maintenance

e mechanism for delivery of a mixed use scheme

e public art

e CCTV

e Travel Plan

e Design and Access Panel

e Renewable energy

e Site servicing and management

e Contribution to s.106 monitoring costs

¢ Financial contribution to town centre projects (works to the River

Quaggy; a Waterlink Way fund; air quality monitoring; training for
employment, Town Centre Manager)

RECOMMENDATION (D)

Subject to the completion of a satisfactory Section 106 Agreement,
authorise the Head of Planning to GRANT PERMISSION subject to
conditions including those set out in Section 12.2 below and such
amendments as considered appropriate to ensure the acceptable
implementation of the development.

RECOMMENDATION (E)

If the Committee resolve that planning permission be granted that the

Committee: -

(i) confirms that it has taken the environmental information into account as
required by Regulation 3(2) of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999 and
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12.2

(i) agrees that following issue of the decision the Head of Planning should

place a statement on the Statutory Register pursuant to Regulation 21 of
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 1999 containing the information required by Regulation 21
and that for the purposes of Regulation 21(1)(c) the main reasons and
considerations on which the Committee’s decision was based shall be as
set out in this report.

Conditions
Permission granted subject to the following conditions:-

Time Limit of Permission

1.

(@)

(b)

Applications for approval of Reserved Matters must be made not later

than the expiration of 5 years beginning with the date of the grant of this

planning permission, and

The development to which this permission relates must be begun not

later than:-

(i) The expiration of 5 years from the date of the grant of this outline
planning permission, or

(i) If later, the expiration of 2 years from the final approval of the
Reserved Matters or, in the case of approval on different dates, the
final approval of the last such matter to be approved

Reason

To comply with Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Reserved Matters/Details
No Phase of the development shall be commenced until layouts,
plans/sections, elevations and other supporting material for that Phase

2.

detailing:
i) siting of the buildings and other structures;
i) design of the buildings (including floor areas, height and

massing);

iii) external appearance (including samples of the materials and
finishes to be used for all external surfaces and including but not
limited to roofs, elevation treatment, glazing);

iv) landscaping of all public and other areas.

have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the

development shall in all aspects be carried out in accordance with the details
approved under this Condition 2.

Reason
In order that the local planning authority is satisfied with the details of the

proposed development.

Note: The means of access are shown on drawing 13902/200/10/01 Rev P9

are approved under this permission, as are details of the siting, design and
external appearance of Building Block F as shown on drawings PA-0001 Rev D
and PA-0002 Rev A.
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3. No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details of the following
matters in respect of that Phase have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority:

i) on-site vehicle servicing and parking;

i) internal footpath layout, including all surface treatments;

i) hard and soft landscaping and planting

iv) site boundary treatments

V) foul and surface water drainage, including on site and off site
connections/improvements;

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason
In order that the local planning authority is satisfied with the details of the
proposed development.

4, The Highway Infrastructure Works and River Alteration Works shall be in
accordance with the scheme shown in drawings 13902/200/10/01 Rev P9,
13902/270/001 Rev P5, 13902/270/002 Rev P4, 13902/270/003 Rev P5,
13902/270/004 Rev P5 and 13902/270/005 Rev P5.

Reason
To ensure the satisfactory implementation of the planning permission.

5. The development (including demolition) shall not be commenced and no
Reserved Matters applications shall be submitted until a Design Framework for
the site containing the information required by the Design Framework
Specification has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. All Reserved Matters application shall accord with the
approved Design Framework.

Reason
In order that the local planning authority is satisfied with the details of the
proposed development.

6. No Phase of the development shall be commenced until full details of access
arrangements within that Phase for people with disabilities have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and,
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, any works
and other arrangements required by the approved details shall be carried out
prior to occupation of any building within the relevant Phase.

Reason

To facilitate accessibility and movement by those with mobility difficulties and to
comply with Policy URB 7 Access to Buildings for People with Disabilities in the
adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

Scheme Parameters

7. The development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the Parameter
Plans and all Reserved Matters application shall accord with the Parameter
Plans.

Reason
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In order to ensure that the development is carried out satisfactorily and accords
with the parameters which have been subject to Environmental Impact
Assessment.

Phasing

8.

The development (including demolition) shall not be commenced until details of
the phasing of the development have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved phasing, unless otherwise agreed in writing by
the local planning authority.

Reason

The local planning authority need to be satisfied that development of the site is
undertaken in a coherent and comprehensive manner, and that the
development takes place within a reasonable timescale for the benefit of future
occupiers and other residents of the area.

Land Uses

9.

10.

The total built floorspace for the development shall not exceed 100,000 square
metres (Gross External Area) and the maximum permitted floorspace for each
use granted by this permission shall be (all figures Gross External Area):

up to 57,000 m2 residential (C3)

up to 12,000 m2 shops, financial & professional services (Al & A2)

up to 17,500 m2 offices (B1)/education(D1)

up to 5,000 m2 leisure (D2)

up to 4,000 m2 restaurants & cafés and drinking establishments (A3 & A4)
up to 3,000 m2 hotel (C1)

up to 1,000 m2 hot food takeaways (A5)

up to 500 m2 health (D1)

Reason

The development of the site has been the subject of an Environmental Impact
Assessment which has been taken into account by the local planning authority
in determining the application and any alteration to the scheme content may
have an impact which has not been assessed by that process.

Building Block F (which is permitted for Class A3/A4 use) may be used on a
temporary basis as a marketing and business suite in relation to the marketing
of the development (the ‘temporary use’). The period of any such temporary
use shall not exceed 3 years from the date of first occupation for such
temporary use. At the end of such 3 year period the temporary use shall cease
and thereafter, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority (and subject to any requirement for planning permission), Building
Block F shall not be used other than for Class A3 or A4 purposes.

Reason: to enable use of accommodation within the development in order to
market the development

Restrictions on use

11.

Not more than 2,000m2 (Gross External Area) shall be provided for Class A2
purposes, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason
In order to ensure the development contributes to improving the vitality and
viability of the town centre as a major retail centre.
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12.

Not more than 1,500m2 (Gross External Area) of the Class D2 floorspace shall
be used for purposes other than a cinema unless otherwise agreed in writing by
the local planning authority.

Reason
In order to ensure the development contributes to improving the vitality and
viability of the town centre.

Residential Amenity

13.

14.

15.

No part of the Class D1, D2, Al, A2, A3, A4, A5 or Bl floorspace provided
within the development shall be open for customer business between the hours
of 24.00 and 07.00, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority.

Reason

To ensure that the proposed development does not prejudice the enjoyment of
their properties by residents within the development and neighbouring
occupiers and to comply with Policies ENV.PRO 11 Noise Generating
Development, HSG 4 Residential Amenity and STC 9 Restaurants, A3 Uses
and Take Away Hot Food Shops in the adopted Unitary Development Plan
(July 2004).

Details of the design of the basement car-parking areas (including normal and
emergency access/egress to/from them) within any Phase shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority prior to the
commencement of development within that Phase. Such details shall include
ventilation of the basement areas, including the location of outlets and
measures to attenuate noise and limit other airborne pollution to nearby
sensitive receptors, particularly residents, to acceptable levels. The basement
areas shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details. Unless
otherwise agreed by the local planning authority in writing, each basement area
shall be completed prior to occupation of the building of which it forms part.

Reason

To safeguard users and the amenities of occupiers of properties within the
vicinity of the car-park area and to accord with Policy HSG 5 Layout and Design
of New Residential Development in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004).

The rating level of the noise emitted from all fixed plant and premises shall be
10dB below the existing background level at any time, determined at the facade
of any noise sensitive property. No Phase of the development shall be
commenced until a scheme (accompanied by measurements and assessments
in accordance with BS4142:1997) identifying how the rating level is to be
achieved and subsequently maintained have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the local planning authority. No Phase of the development shall be
occupied until the approved mitigation measures have been carried out.
Thereafter the mitigation measures shall be maintained in accordance with the
approved scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority.

Reason
To safeguard the amenities of residents and other occupiers in and around the
site and to comply with Policies HSG 4 Residential Amenity in the adopted
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16.

Unitary Development Plan (July 2004), and to ensure any impacts arising from
the proposed development (and any measures required to mitigate those
impacts) are consistent with those identified in the Environmental Statement
accompanying the application.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until a scheme for the
insulation of residential units against external noise which scheme when
implemented will result in noise levels not exceeding 30dB LAeq (night) for
bedrooms and 35dB LAeq (day) for other habitable rooms (in each with
windows shut and other means of ventilation provided), together with details in
relation to the subsequent maintenance of such sound insulation scheme, have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. No
building shall be occupied until the approved sound insulation scheme has
been implemented in its entirety in relation to that building. Thereafter, the
sound insulation scheme shall be maintained in accordance with the approved
scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority.

Reason

To safeguard the amenities of residents and to comply with Policy HSG 4
Residential Amenity in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004), and
to ensure any impacts arising from the proposed development (and any
measures required to mitigate those impacts) are consistent with those
identified in the Environmental Statement accompanying the application.

Residential amenity Space

17.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details of the
configuration and extent of the provision of communal and/or private residential
amenity space, including the provision of children’s play space, within that
Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. Such details shall also include a timetable for provision of such
communal and/or private residential amenity space and children’s play space
by reference to levels of occupation of buildings within the Phase in question
and unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the level
of occupation as identified in the approved timetable shall not be exceeded until
the communal and/or private residential amenity space associated with such
building has been completed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason

In order to ensure the appropriate provision of communal and/or private
residential open space and to comply with Policies HSG 5 Layout and Design
of New Residential Development and HSG 7 Gardens in the adopted Unitary
Development Plan (July 2004).

Lighting

18.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until full details of lighting
and external illumination for that Phase have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the local planning authority. Lighting design will comply with CIBE
LG6, code for lighting and BS5489. The details shall be accompanied by a
programme for installation of the lighting and external illumination by reference
to the occupation of buildings within the relevant Phase and, unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the level of occupation of any
building as identified in the approved timetable shall not be exceeded until all
relevant lighting and external illumination associated with such building has
been installed in accordance with the approved detalils.
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Reason

In order to safeguard the general amenities of the local area and to accord with
Policies HSG 4 Residential Amenity and HSG 5 Layout and Design of New
Residential Development in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004)
and to control light pollution of the night sky.

Microclimate

19.

20.

The development (excluding Building Block F) shall be designed using the
Lawson Criteria for Distress and Comfort as a guide to the appropriate
minimum level of amenity that needs to be achieved and this shall be reflected
in all Reserved Matters applications.

Reason

In order to ensure a suitable environment for visitors and residents and to
accord with Policy HSG 5 Layout and Design of New Residential Development
in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004) and to ensure that any
environmental impacts of the development do not exceed those assessed and
taken into account by the local planning authority when determining the
planning application.

All applications for Reserved Matters pursuant to Condition 19 shall be
accompanied by details (for approval) of the measures to achieve appropriate
minimum levels of amenity. No part of the development shall be occupied until
the approved measures have been carried out in relation to that part of the
development in accordance with the approved details and shall be retained in
situ in perpetuity unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning
authority

Reason

In order to ensure a suitable environment for visitors and residents and to
accord with Policy HSG 5 Layout and Design of New Residential Development
in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004) and to ensure that any
environmental impacts of the development do not exceed those assessed and
taken into account by the local planning authority when determining the
planning application.

Movement

21.

22.

Prior to commencement of any Phase of the development, a Parking
Management Strategy setting out measures to control access to and the
management of roads within that Phase shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The measures set out in the approved
Parking Management Strategy shall be implemented prior to occupation of the
relevant Phase of the development and access and parking within the site shall
be managed and enforced in accordance with the approved strategy.

Reason

In order to safeguard the amenities of adjoining residential areas in compliance
with TRN 21 Traffic Management in the adopted Unitary Development Plan
(July 2004). The development of the site is the subject of an Environmental
Impact Assessment and any material alteration to the proposed uses may have
an impact which has not been assessed by that process.]

The site shall be serviced by 10m rigid vehicles or smaller, and vehicles shall
not enter the site between 0700 to 1000 hours and 1600 to 1900 hours,
Monday to Friday.
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23.

24,

Reason
In order to ensure the efficient operation of the road network in compliance with
TRN 9 Shopping Areas in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

The detailed layout of all buildings at ground level shall be modelled and
designed to ensure that the pavement width allows the free flow of pedestrians
through the site and does not prejudice pedestrian safety. All Reserved
Matters applications shall be accompanied by a statement demonstrating how
the design accords with these requirements.

Reason
In order to ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details of the provision
for cycle parking for residents, visitors and people working on the site, including
the numbers, type of cycle stands and their location for buildings within that
Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The cycle parking and cycle stands shall be provided in accordance
with the approved details prior to occupation of the relevant building and shall
be permanently retained for such purposes, unless otherwise agreed in writing
by the local planning authority.

Reason

In order to ensure that an adequate provision is made for cycle users in
accordance with the strategy submitted by the applicant and to accord with
Policies TRN 14 Cycle Parking and TRN 15 Provision for Cyclists and Walkers
in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

25.

Prior to commencement (including demolition) of any Phase of the development
(including infrastructure works) the developer shall submit to the local planning
authority for approval a strategy to afford access at all reasonable times to the
site by archaeologist(s) nominated by the local planning authority and allow
them to observe the excavations and record items of interest and finds.

Reason
In order to safeguard the archaeological assets of the site and to comply with
Policy URB 21 Archaeology in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July
2004).]

Ecology

26.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until details (including
location, design, dimensions and materials) of green and brown roofs for that
Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority,
the green and brown roofs required by this Condition shall be completed in
accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of the building of
which they form part.

Reason

To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with mitigation
measures identified in the Environmental Statement and comply with Policy OS
13 Nature Conservation in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).
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Landscape

27.

28.

Prior to the commencement of development within any Phase (excluding
demolition works) a scheme for the landscape works within and treatment of
the surroundings of that Phase (including both public and private areas of open
space and, as appropriate, incorporating any noise impact mitigation measures)
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Such a scheme shall include:

a. the position and spread of all existing trees to be retained and/or
removed,;

b. new tree and shrub planting including species, plant sizes and
planting densities;

means of planting, staking and tying of trees, including tree guards;

d. areas of hard landscape works including paving and details, including
samples, of proposed materials;

e. details of the treatment of the external boundary of the site;

f. details of how the proposed landscaping scheme will contribute to
wildlife habitat;

g. timescales for implementation; and
h. a management plan for future maintenance of landscaped areas.

Reason

To ensure a satisfactory development that enhances the visual amenity of the
locality and to comply with Policies URB 3 Urban Design, URB 12 Landscape
and Development in the adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

No part of the development shall be occupied until any planting, seeding or
turfing for that part of the development included in the details approved under
Condition 27 has been completed in accordance with the landscaping scheme
and programme approved under Condition 27 Any trees shrubs plants or
grassed areas which are removed or damaged, or which die or become
diseased within 5 years following the date of planting shall be replaced within
the next planting season with planting of similar species and size. Unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, all landscaping shall
be maintained in accordance with the landscaping scheme approved under
Condition 27(h).

Reason

To ensure a satisfactory appearance and setting for the proposed development
and to ensure that it enhances the visual amenity of the area and to comply
with Policies URB 3 Urban Design, URB 12 Landscape and Development in the
adopted Unitary Development Plan (July 2004).

Construction: Code of Construction Practice

29.

The development (including demolition) shall not be commenced until details of
a Code of Construction Practice and Construction Method Statement for the
entire site and details specific to each Phase have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason
To limit the detrimental effect of demolition and construction works on adjoining
residential occupiers by reason of noise and disturbance.
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30.

31.

No Phase of the development shall be commenced until defined access routes
to the site for all vehicular modes relating to the demolition and construction for
that part of the development (including delivery of materials/removal of waste)
have been submitted to and approved in writing by local planning authority for
that part of the development. Such details shall be implemented in accordance
with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local
planning authority.

Reason

To ensure the appropriate routing of construction traffic to safeguard the
amenity of local residents and to ensure that the proposed development does
not prejudice the free flow of traffic or the conditions of general safety along the
neighbouring highway.

The development shall not be commenced until details of the use, handling or
storage of any hazardous substances included in the Schedule to the Planning
(Hazardous Substances) Regulations 1992 have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason
To prevent pollution of the water environment.

Hydrology and Water Resources

32.

33.

The proposed measures set out in the Flood Risk Assessment submitted with
the application shall be implemented in full prior to commencement of the
relevant part of the development.

Reason
In order to ensure that appropriate flood attenuation measures are implemented
in full and to safeguard occupiers of the site and surrounding areas.]

The development shall not be commenced until details of surface water source
control measures for the development have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The development shall be implemented
in strict accordance with the approved details, unless otherwise agreed in
writing with the local planning authority.

Reason
To prevent pollution of the water environment and increased risk of flooding.

Waste

34.

The development shall not be commenced until details of a site-wide Waste
Strategy (including, without limitation, long term objectives, management
responsibilities and measures for each Phase or part thereof) has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. All
measures for each Phase of the development shall be implemented in strict
accordance with the approved Waste Strategy. No Phase of the development
shall be commenced until the approved measures for any previous Phase have
been completed. In the case of the final Phase of development, the approved
measures shall be implemented within 12 months of completion, of that Phase,
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

Reason
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To comply with Policy ENV.PRO 1 Waste in the adopted Unitary Development
Plan (July 2004).]

Sustainability and Energy

35.

36.

37.

The development shall not be commenced until a site-wide Energy Strategy
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Reserved Matters applications for each Phase of the development shall include
details of how the energy strategy and agreed development commitments will
be secured for that Phase and shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved scheme.

Reason
To ensure commitments made within the Outline Planning Energy Statement
(June 2007) are implemented

Reserved Matters applications in respect of the design of relevant parts of the
development or part thereof shall be accompanied by an Independent
Sustainability Assessment in accordance with the Building Research
Establishment guidelines, on an individual building or land-use basis.
Residential properties within the development are to achieve at least an
indicative Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3 rating and other buildings a
BREAMM ‘Very Good rating (or equivalent) on these design stage
assessments.

Reason
To provide an independent assessment of the standards of sustainable

development to be achieved by the scheme.

Following completion of the relevant part of the development, a BRE “Post-
Construction Review” shall be submitted on the elements of the scheme as built
to ensure at least a Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3 rating was achieved
for residential properties within the development and BREAMM ‘Very Good’
rating (or equivalent) for other buildings.

Reason
To ensure enforceability of conditions and obligations by verifying the standards
and measures achieved on-site.]

Informatives:

1.

Prior to the submission of reserved matters applications for buildings on the site
incorporating residential units the applicant is advised to consult the local
planning authority regarding options for the mitigation of noise conditions within
the residential accommodation with the priority being to minimise the number of
habitable rooms exposed to high noise levels.

The applicant is advised that details of the strategy for providing noise
insulation grants to eligible properties should be submitted to the Council prior
to the commencement of development.

The applicant is advised to consult with the Council’s Environmental Health
regarding measures to control construction impacts (Conditions xxx).

The Contractor is recommended to apply to the Council for Section 61 consents
under the Control of Pollution 1974 for each separate phase of construction.
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The application should be submitted well in advance of the works in order to
allow Lewisham Environmental Health to give it due consideration within its
statutory 28 day determination period. Where possible, a draft application
should be submitted to the Local Authority to initiate discussions on the actual
application.

Definitions and interpretation

A.

Al

A2.

AS.

Where in this permission the following terms and expressions are used, they
shall have the following meanings: -

“Class” means a use class as specified in the Town and Country Planning (Use
Classes) Order 1987 (as amended);

“Design Framework Specification” means the design framework specification
annexed to this permission;

“Environmental Statement” means the environmental statement prepared by
Peter Brett Associates and submitted with the application in April 2006 together
with the Environmental Statement Addendum submitted in July 2007,

“Environmental Statement Addendum” means the Environmental Statement
Addendum submitted in July 2007,

“Parameter Plans” means the following drawings approved by this permission
and setting the parameters for the development. - AA39175/0P-0002A,
AA39175/0P-0003A, AA39175/0P-0004A, AA39175/0P-0005A, AA39175/0OP-
0006A, AA39175/0P-0007A, AA39175/0P-0008A,;

“Phase” means a phase of the development as approved by the local planning
authority pursuant to Condition 6;

“Reserved Matters” means the details required to be submitted to and approved
by the local planning authority pursuant to Condition 2;

“Gross External Area” means gross external area as measured in accordance
with the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors Code of Measuring Practice
(Fifth Edition or any edition superseded it)

References to the site are references to the application site as shown on the
approved site application drawing (13902-002/1.1)
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APPENDIX A1:MAP SHOWING EXTENT OF CONSULTATION

Lewisham Gateway Consultation Area
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APPENDIX A2a

Comments on Lewisham Gateway

Note: Comments in Italics refer to comments were made by visitors to the LPA
Exhibition

88 Adelaide Avenue

Concerned that the road system will not work and the scheme will worsen traffic.
The objector also feels that the proposals to move the Quaggy and take away
Charlottenburg Gardens will be detrimental to the environment. There must be
other ways to improve the roundabout without damaging the area in a way that
the proposed scheme will inevitably do.

6 Algernon Road

He objects as the site is not suitable for the density of development proposed
along with the traffic and pollution problems the development will caused. The
plans are not in keeping with London policy in terms of treatment of rivers, care in
proposing high rise solutions, loss of green space, alignment of development
plans and transport capacity etc. A very low proportion of the housing units are to
be made available as affordable housing and he questions the suitability of the
site for housing.

Also questions the business case for a mass of office space when there are large
expanses of empty offices close by. The development is being driven by the
developer’s business/profit model. The changes to the road system have not
been proven to improve the situation and it is possible that the new
arrangements would make the situation significantly worse.

107 Algernon Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

204 Algernon Road

Concerned whether the re-aligned Rennell Street will be long enough for the
volume of bendy buses that will be travelling along it: concerned about blockage
on the Low H (with traffic being directed to Greenwich, Lee Green and Catford);
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any further widening of the Low H (to accommodate more vehicles could well
lead to an even greater River Ravensbourne culvert.

213 Algernon Road

The resident made some detailed comments about the planning application and
was particularly concerned that the scheme relegated the pedestrian and felt that
the sustainability section was very poor.

The application is inadequate in a number of respects and despite the multi
volume format of the applications with consultancy annexes, the documents are
insufficient to the task of enabling a clear description of this vast project.

The resident’s key and enduring issue is being able to negotiate the area without
being given inferior status or being expected to walk only to pre set public
transport links to continue the journey. The private/public interface in respect of
pedestrian desire lines is also a strong concern.

16 Belmont Hill

There is no proof that the road system will work and could well get worse.
Opposed to moving the rivers and am appalled with the lack of affordable
housing. He objects to the replacement of Metropolitan Open Land with a busy
road and similarly the loss of Quaggy Gardens and supports QWAG's proposals.
A scheme with more limited infrastructure costs is preferable and a high density
scheme could then be focused southward from the roundabout, fully integrated
with the existing mall. The present development vehicle could then partner with
Land Securities.

20 Belmont Grove

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

54 Belmont Park

The photomontage is all very well but they only give a suggestion of the mass
involved. The final design might be totally different. The perspectives make one
realise what a horrifying prospect is in store (Lewisham looking like Croydon).
The Low H will take a long time to navigate. Concerned that the bus station will
only be a larger version of the present system whereby the bus drivers sit at the
bus station having their breaks whilst the passengers stand out in the rain. Not
sure that the remodelling the river will not re-introduce the historic flooding

98



problem. We need to make sure that facilities are available in Lewisham for local
people and especially facilities to encourage the young to get involved in sport
and cultural activities. It is not clear from the plans whether there will be a new
leisure centre, cinema, civic hall, theatre. To compare any scheme in Lewisham
with St Christopher’s Place is not appropriate; demographics are totally different.

6 Bonfield Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

13 Boyne Road

The maximum height of the building is far too great in relation to the space
available and the character of the surrounding area. 25 storeys is far too tall. The
minimum height of around 15 storeys is also still too high and at least should be
considered to be the maximum height. The development would lead to a
cramped over built site, detracting from the appeal of the development and
damaging the appeal of the existing residential, areas around it.

The quality of the new buildings looks aesthetically poor, just rectangular building
of a type common in the 1960’s and now seen to be detrimental. The earlier
artist's impressions showed much more impressive buildings. Lewisham should
have quality development, not an eyesore.

22 Boyne Road

A 20 storey block of flats will blight the area and £20 million pounds should be set
aside for local affected residents. What is to stop residents to stop the
development due to “right of light” law. Money should be set aside to fund
possible court cases. Artist impressions are totally misleading showing 13
storeys when 20 are intended. The buildings will be much closer together and
more intimidating. The sun will be blocked by the buildings apart from sunset.
The development will be a blot on the landscape and would be aesthetically ugly
and may make Lewisham famous on how not to build skylines. High rise, high
density accommodation has many social problems. Parking is not sufficient.
Parking around the centre is already too limited. 1 parking space per flat needs to
be allocated and offering only 20% of units as affordable appears like bribery.
People living near (in the shadow of this development) will be blighted and St
Stephens Church will be obscured by the development. Re-routing the roads
would not be able to handle the same amount of traffic.
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35 Boyne Road

The provision of 500 car parking spaces seems excessive. Public transport is
very good and to increase car parking will aggravate the already congested
Lewisham Town Centre.

43 Boyne Road

Response on behalf of the Greenwich and Lewisham Friends of the Earth.
Welcome a mixed urban development in principle and approve of the Council’s
commitment to high environmental standards and want to ensure that this is
delivered in the development. The main areas of concerns are transport with
concerns about the number of parking spaces. Suggests a car free scheme
should be considered and that cycles need the same priority as pedestrians and
buses with cycle lanes and a cycle park. The buildings should be highly energy
efficient through the use of on site renewables to try to achieve a carbon neutral
development. Sound insulation needs to be of a high standard in noisy
environment and roof planting needs to be guaranteed. Rain water and grey
water should be harvested. Not convinced that issues of sunlight and wind in
Confluence Park have been adequately addressed and the sunlight studies are
of poor quality. Air quality needs to be safeguarded and permanently monitored.
A proper waste strategy is needed.

90 Breakspears Road

There is no proof that the amended road system will improve traffic and the
resident fears that traffic will get worse. He is also opposed to moving rivers, to
anything that reduces air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing,
objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and can see no business case for
ore offices and retail units.

He complains about not having been consulted (laughable) and the scheme is
typically totalitarian architecture, typical of the people stacks in Romania.

95 Breakspears Road

There is no proof that the amended road system will improve traffic and the
resident fears that traffic will get worse. He is also opposed to moving rivers, to
anything that reduces air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing,
objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and can see no business case for
more offices and retail units.

101 Breakspears Road

There is no proof that the amended road system will improve traffic and the
resident fears that traffic will get worse. He is also opposed to moving rivers, to
anything that reduces air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing,
objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and can see no business case for
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more offices and retail units. Supports QWAGs proposals and feels that a
cheaper scheme would be more appropriate to replace the roundabout.

He does not use Lewisham as he finds it a depressing area and injurious to ones
health. The scheme would ensure that he would never use the facilities.

7 Brightfield Road

The high rise buildings would be a blot on the landscape and the development
would cause congestion, pollution and the loss of green space.

9 Brockley View

The current proposals do not allow adequate space to re-engineer and to restore
the River Quaggy. The project should avoid culverting. To widen the Quaggy
would reflect the Council’s role in promoting biodiversity. It will also reflect the
views of people following public consultation.

The development should utilise environmentally friendly materials (target for legal
sustainable timber) Demolition should involve a waste management plan

This huge project should be required to demonstrate exemplar energy efficiency
and renewable energy.

67 Brookbank Road

There is no proof that the amended road system will improve traffic and the
resident fears that traffic will get worse. He is also opposed to moving rivers, to
anything that reduces air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing,
objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and can see no business case for
ore offices and retail units.

The housing would be quite dense and will be bad for the people moving in and
living nearby. Offering the flats to key works is no solution as they usually have
families. Would be better to have a low rise mixed development including houses
with gardens for families (which could also include the travellers site)

71 Brookbank Road

There is no proof that the amended road system will improve traffic and the
resident fears that traffic will get worse. He is also opposed to moving rivers, to
anything that reduces air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing,
objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and can see no business case for
more offices and retail units. Supports QWAGs proposals and feels that a
cheaper scheme would be more appropriate to replace the roundabout.
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83 Brookbank Road

As an architect and local resident, considers that the scale of development is
totally alien to the surrounding area, the buildings blight distant views, the
architecture is banal in the extreme, the development will most likely result in
further traffic congestion and will be ultimately be detrimental to the environment.

88 Brookbank Road

Resident is most concerned that the proposed development would make
Lewisham worse. With lack of secondary school provision for children, one has to
doubt whether we can make Lewisham home.

The green areas that used to be enjoyed (Sundermead) have been much
reduced and the gateway proposals will reduce them further. Building on every
spare piece of land reduces green space and increases environmental damage.

From Brookbank Road one can see trees and the Lewisham Centre (and is a
pleasant view). The view is to be completely changed and not for the better.
Citibank will be joined by other blocks (in a glass haze).

There is currently no shortage of shops and eating facilities. The market is
special within Lewisham and the development will turn the centre into yet another
shopping mall. We already have Canary Wharf and Bromley has excellent
shopping facilities nearby. Bluewater is not far off and we have access to Oxford
Street. Surely it is best to build on Lewisham’s strengths.

Buildings will make a huge environmental impact. And there is no thought of
sustainability — with current water problems.

More shops will increase traffic congestion. The plans are short-term and they do
not consider quality of life and environmental impact. Living in Lewisham can
already be a noisy and dusty existence. The plans seem likely to make it worse.

23 Caterham Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. The town centre is not the place for
high rise housing and should be a place where residents can shop in safety and
ideally at quality nationally known stores. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way. The Borough has a number of conservation areas close to the development
and nothing will enhance the local environment and will have a detrimental
impact on the area as a whole.
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25 Caterham Road

This resident expresses concern over the proposed new roads — no further
details but wants to be kept advised of any meetings and consultations that take
place.

A later email formally objects to the proposals. They are concerned about the
height and design of the blocks which are too high. The site is next to a
conservation area. The police station was changed on a number of occasions to
ensure that it blended in with the existing surrounding architecture. The police
station eventually gained the support of most people.

The traffic will increase as a result of the development (residents accessing the
basement car park and businesses servicing their units). Lockmead Road in
particular will become gridlocked. No additional trains will be provided and the
transport system will become a nightmare. Increased busses will create further
congestion. Insufficient parking for future residents and there will be further
parking pressure placed on surrounding roads.

The loss of sunlight will blight the landscape for local residents in Caterham
Road, Boyne Road amongst many others. The impact of the development on
those suffering from asthma will be significant.

There will be hardly any green spaces as part of the development. The green
roofs will only be accessible for residents of the development. Increased traffic
would increase noise disturbance. Would like to see more modest
improvements, ideally one that encapsulates the wishes of residents and
businesses and not grand ideas of developers.

14 Chestnut House, Brockley

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no bhusiness case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

6 Church Grove

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
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can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

18 Church Grove

The resident is not convinced that the improvements in pedestrian access to the
new development from Lewisham Station, stands up to scrutiny. Pedestrians
currently have top wait to cross the roundabout (with the sequencing of traffic
lights). The overall effect is to privilege traffic over people to a degree that is
unacceptable in the major shopping and transport hub.

The new scheme replicates the problem with a main arterial road passing
through a commercial and entertainment area. And pedestrians would be
required to fight with the traffic. Resident is particularly intrigued about the new
crossing at Rennell Street. Assuming that this crossing would be subject to the
same problems of unfavourable traffic sequencing with consequent frustrating
delays, this will encourage reckless_pedestrians to risk personal safety.

Main tower blocks are extremely high and will dominate the view from a number
of directions. Cramming so much on the site may act against the aesthetics of
the development.

The small park will be dominated by tall buildings which will cast shade over
large chunks of the park during the day and will make it difficult to enjoy. The
space will become litter ridden and poorly used.

Please do not give us 20 storeys or anything so ugly.

5 Claybank Grove SE13

Plans are a good idea. Lewisham needs new ideas. Lived in Lewisham for20
years and will be happy to see the change. It will be good for parents and
children to have something to do after work (wine bars, restaurant, new shops
and cinema).

8 Cliffview Road

Third party supports QWAG’s argument for an additional 4 metre strip for the
Quaggy and the adjustment of the road alignment. The river can then be a
natural resource that people can interact with. Rather than receiving token
treatment. Such an adjustment should be able to take place (bearing in mind the
size of the proposed development) without affecting profitability. A successful
public realm (and good shops) is what will make the scheme work and attract
shoppers away for Bromley etc.

Is not convinced that Lewisham will not become a bottleneck, forcing traffic to rat
run through Brockley and surrounding areas
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Is concerned about loss of MOL and wonders whether the loss is compensated
for in the new scheme

St Stephen’s Church is a local landmark and it will be overshadowed and views
of it will be obscured from a wide range of view points. Whilst appreciating that St
Stephen’s Square considers the church setting, these other views are just as
important.

The 2002 consultation on the road alignment made no clear reference to the
scale of the development and focussed instead on the road alignment. The local
agreement was on the basis of the road alignment and not on the scale/massing
of the scheme or the visual impact of the scheme on Lewisham Town Centre.
There should have been more events and pre application consultation on the
massing, backed up by door to door mail shots.

15 Cliffview Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings. She is appalled by the
misleading information distributed by the Council about the scheme and the lack
of actual information about how the buildings will look and how high they really
will be. Is opposed to reductions of air quality (especially with the number of
additional cars attracted to the area) and is appalled about the lack of affordable
housing, objects to the replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the
QWAGs proposals and can see no business case for more shops and offices.
She believes that a cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be
promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent way.

18 Cliffview Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

36 Cliffview Road

This resident is against high rise development which does not reflect the
character of low rise Lewisham. The lack of respect for the surrounding urban
fabric is immense. We will be able to see this development from our parks and
from surrounding residential areas.
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Resident saw no assessment of the impact of the development on the rest of
Lewisham. The glossy pamphlet looks more likely to attract high rents and in turn
the usual suspects in chain stores. Resident is concerned that it will detract from
usual custom in the existing High Street. There are already long term vacancies
in Lewisham which indicates the difficulties of attracting retailers. There will be a
two tier Lewisham.

Welcomes the principle of opening up the Quaggy and Ravensbourne, but this
will be spoilt by the excessively high buildings in this very urban setting. Whilst
some effort has been made to increase light into the area, the area will still be
overshadowed by the high building.

Although the resident lives within walking distance of Lewisham, what could be a
smart local shopping area in Ladywell is being neglected. An integrated approach
for all of Lewisham is what is required.

The rivers appear to be opened up, only to be forced back into culverts when the
road crosses. Not quite the “sensitive response to the environment” as stated in
the report.

Thinks a public inquiry is required to assess the social and environmental impact
of the project.

Although the resident welcomes the principle of linking Lewisham Station to the
town centre and to improve the rivers and revitalise Lewisham, the development
should flow from the scale of the existing shopping centre. The clear vision is one
of high density, which in turn means high profitability rather than a sensitive
response to the environment and local needs. If | wanted to live with a high rise
development on my doorstep, | would move to Croydon.

11 Corner Green

She hopes that the Council will support the QWAG initiative to make the Quaggy
an important part of the development and move the new road 4 metres away
from the Quaggy. Watersides are an important part of such developments such
as Lakeside and Bluewater.

46 Courthill Road

The plans are neither useful or beneficial to the people of Lewisham or the
surrounding area for the reasons that have been set out in the ‘Lewisham
Gateway fact sheet’ (copy of fact sheet not provided).

49 Cranfield Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
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supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the round

37 Cressingham Road

The Citibank Building blocks Digital TV reception (might be the same for the new
development and needs to be considered). Also have trees running alongside the
river should remain.

43 Chessingham Road

Density far too high: not enough parking for new properties (totally opposed)

38 Chudleigh Road

Advertising of the proposal so far is full of claims and contradictions with the
swimming baths referred to as the site for a new school. Opposed to high rise
flats, road layout and loss of green space. There should be an open forum for
consultation with people in the Borough and their opinions sought.

53 Crofton Gateway

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality,
objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for
the Quaggy and sees no business case for building more offices and retail units.
A cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

18 Dartmouth Court, Dartmouth Grove

The new mini roundabout at the bottom of Lewisham Hill, along with the large
number of new dwellings will exacerbate congestion in Wat Tyler Road, The
impact on congestion in neighbouring roads does not seem to have been
assessed.

Existing trains are overcrowded and can find no mention of how the additional
flats will impact on trains. It is unreasonable to make play of the close proximity
to the station when the trains are already congested.

Shocked that the building will be up to 77 metres in height which seems highly
inappropriate. 3/5 storeys would be more appropriate and in keeping with the
development in Lewisham. It would dwarf all neighbouring residences, the
existing Lewisham High Street and the shopping centre.

301 Indiana Building, Deals Gateway (two letters — slight difference between

them)
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This residents shops in Lewisham and finds it a drag when she cannot walk
directly to the High Street and must negotiate a number of crossings. Also
horrified that the Quaggy is not going to be restored but is to be hemmed in and
the Ravensbourne buried. Please ensure that the road is 4 metres away from the

Quaggy.

170 Deptford High Street

Whilst the siting of buildings has shown some regard to the remaining urban
fabric of the centre, the nature of the massing does not. The site will be over
developed with a mass of high rise buildings that will have no empathy with the
existing character of Lewisham. It will therefore have a negative impact not just
as you arrive in the centre, but from surrounding areas.

The dense development appears to overshadow the new open spaces and
rivers. This is the one opportunity in 100 years to give the Quaggy and
Ravensbourne a new lease of life. Yet the Ravensbourne will still be culverted
and both rivers would be dwarfed by high rise development.

The development has a strong reliance on retail and offices. As there are already
unrented retail and office space, | am worried that the success will depend on a
currently over supplied market. We need sustained revitalisation including jobs
with prospects that are not so dependant on uncertain financial trends.

2 Delacourt Road

The roundabout was only put in place some 10 Years ago. Why is it that this
investment is to be substantially abandoned, with further infrastructure, cost and
disruption. Other solutions should be investigated. A simple yet radical review of
all development options is required. Questions whether the existing market will
be enhanced by the current strategy. Any development should be sustainable
from an energy perspective. There is very limited provision for youth in the centre
and youth loyalty is fundamental to the perception of safety and future viability of
any town centre. There is much that is technically, commercially and
environmentally wrong with the proposed development (as well as imagination).
Is worried that the Council owned asset is being wasted on highway and below
ground services. He is not against the density of investment, merely the way it is
being done. The H format of the road layout should not be implicit in any
approval.

112 Doggett Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
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cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

33B Dundall Road SE4

The road between Molesworth Street and Lewisham High Street will be a
bottleneck. Restaurants and a cinema are desperately needed. Pedestrian
access is great but don’t create a “no go” zone when it is dark and the shops are
shut. The open spaces should be good, especially with the development of the
waterways, but try to design out vandalism and graffiti. Needs to be good visibility
from the roads to reduce crime.

18 Eliot Park

Development is ill-conceived and doesn’t represent a solution for better traffic,
communications and facilities. Does not see the point of building more offices in
this area. This part of Lewisham needs a ‘facelift’ but this scheme is too large
scale and would spoil an area that operates efficiently at present. Moving the
river is not a good idea and does not like the high rise building. Objects to the
replacement of MOL with a busy road and supports QWAG'’s proposals. The
scheme blights the area and low rise development is far more effective in terms
of noise, appearance and pollution.

88 Embleton Road

The resident is not happy that the plan offers sufficient improvement or green
space alongside the Quaggy. She would like the road moved 4 metres away from
the Quaggy in a green corridor that pedestrians can enjoy.

93 Embleton Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

94 Embleton Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
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replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no bhusiness case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

108 Embleton Road SE13

Objects to the proposals, especially as the amount of green space will be greatly
reduced from its current ungenerous level. The plans reveal an intention to
reduce still further the Rivers Quaggy and Ravensbourne as visible features.
These rivers are almost to be invisible instead of forming an important part of a
central park feature.

Is concerned about the height and mass of drawings and especially lack of detall
covering such matters. The developer is seeking approval of the whole,
expecting ratepayers to take it on trust that tier Council will oversee an attractive
and vibrant town centre of which they can be proud.

Without at least some idea of what the scheme will look like in three dimensions,
it is impossible to expect any kind of national judgement by the public of its
desirability. All that one can say is that the ground cover fails to impress. The
paucity of the information tends to confirm one’s worst fears.

138 Erlanger Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. She believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

28 and 69 Ermine Road

People are concerned about building heights, the loss of open space and
culverting the rivers, the loss of local identity and the treat to the current market
traders and small shops. General bemusement about hoe traffic will flow through
the realigned road and how buses will get to the new station. Everyone agrees
that something needed at the roundabout, but loss of other amenities through the
sheer scale of the proposed plans seems unnecessary as a means to achieve
change.

26 Ermine Road

Email just saying that he objects to the Gateway Development
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28 Ermine Road

There are no stated employment gains associated with the revitalisation
proposals. Additional work will either be temporary and low waged. There is
already 18% vacancy in existing offices.

Is concerned that there is no analysis of the impact of the development of the
remainder of Lewisham. The scheme will attract shoppers from the rest of the
High Street which currently includes small shops as well as market traders. The
existing precinct already has longstanding vacant units. Only large chains will be
able to afford the rents.

Ladywell will probably suffer still worsening decay. The unique corners court and
the old Ladywell pool could well be upgraded with the old pool finding an
alternative use.

Uncertain that the development will attract people to live in Lewisham, bearing in
mind that the East London line will move the centre of residential interest to
Crofton Park and Honor Oak. With ugly skyscrapers, Lewisham will not be able
to compete. 20% affordable housing provision is inadequate given Lewisham’s
housing needs. Will the remaining 80% want to buy in a high rise development in
the centre of a roundabout?

The plan will have a big impact on Brookbank Road and Ellerdale Road. There is
a feeling that the new town centre will weaken the attractiveness of the area and
might even prompt people to move

There is no increased education provision. Lewisham College could move into
the vacant Citibank building. The promised leisure facility would not be needed if
Ladywell pool was maintained and its facilities resourced.

There is a strong risk that the scheme will become a city desert with underutilised
shopping facilities and a sink residential estate. There is also a strong risk that
the scheme will actually have a detrimental effect on economic development
within Lewisham.

The use of vaster areas of Lewisham to control traffic is flawed and there is likely
to be a build up of traffic at the exits. The flow of traffic is likely to be very
congested around the station. High rise development will have a very bad
environmental impact, blocking views, especially in the Brookbank area, creating
winds round the surrounding area, throwing it into shadow.

The cost of the scheme seems unrealistic with it likely to go way over budget.
Will the scheme attract more of Lewisham’s resources than has been budgeted
for.

Concerned about consultation, with only people in a small radius round the town
centre having been consulted.
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An additional letter was received of 43 pages raising a series of concerns about
the scheme under sections relating to the regenerative impacts and transport
capacity being unproven, impact on retail economy, flooding, vehicular
circulation, the pedestrian experience, degradation of the river environment, the
site being unsuited for the development, outline application for tall buildings, loss
of MOL and green space, housing provision, noise levels, deterioration of air
quality, sunlight and daylight reduction, wind turbulence, negative impact on 4
conservation areas and Grade Il listed building, local views, site of archaeological
importance damaged, the destruction of existing community links, carbon
footprint and misleading and biased consultation. A summary of the document
(as provided by the group) outlines their views below:

1. We are critical of the piecemeal and fragmented nature of the ‘planning’ of
developments around the Lewisham Gateway area. We assert that
planning permission for Lewisham Gateway should be refused pending a
full consultation on the Area Action Plan and sequential and cumulative
tests of the transport, retail and flood impacts of all the developments that
are either proposed or have recently been granted planning permission

2. The Lewisham Gateway application itself fails to meet critical aims of the
Development Brief, with regards to vehicular circulation, creating a
pleasant pedestrian experience and improving the rivers. It can be shown
that the scheme will degrade and worsen all three.

3. The scheme fails to comply with guidance on: the need to submit a
detailed planning application for tall buildings, removal of Metropolitan
Open Land, increasing noise levels, breaching air quality standards,
breaching standards for daylight, and breaching guidance on the level of
affordable housing.

4. There are further grounds for strongly resisting this development,
especially wind turbulence rendering certain areas unfit for their intended
purpose, the degradation of the character and setting of no fewer than four
conservation areas, overshadowing of a listed building, interference with
local views, ploughing up of a major archaeological site, the destruction of
community links surrounding the development.

5. The application seeks to justify this array of negative impacts with claimed
“regenerative” benefits. These are entirely unproven and speculative: job
creation cited is based on incorrect figures; assured provision to
adequately meet the needs of Lewisham residents for affordable housing
is non-existent; there is no business case for building office space;
additional retail outlets will compete with the existing centre and there are
no assured cultural amenities.

6. We therefore conclude that the area is particularly unsuited for this
development, as the expense involved in creating the site and the
consequent marginal viability of the scheme limits any social or cultural
benefits for existing residents.

7. We have been disturbed by the misleading statements and pictures
published by Lewisham Council and Lewisham Gateway Development
Ltd. Consultation to date has left local residents unaware of the scale and
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impact of this development. We would hope that further consultation will
rectify this situation.
In conclusion we would propose an alternative approach: Lewisham should resist
the pressure to become yet another example of ‘Clone Town Britain’, but strive
instead to be a beacon for imaginative, environmentally- and people- friendly
revival, with waterway paths, increased green space, cycle paths and
consideration of investment in DLR and tramlink extensions.

34 Ermine Road

Against high rise residential development in the middle of a traffic island. If the
area does not attract new businesses, the area will become a sink estate and
drag Lewisham down, not revitalise it. Appalled that the development would
create an urban desert, blocking open and historic views. There are still many
interesting elements in Lewisham and this scheme will destroy what is left.

Concerned about additional office space when Citibank is empty. There is no
proven need for this and there is no point spending millions on creating it.

Lewisham needs more housing but only 20% of the proposed housing is
affordable. Would more affluent people want to live in the scheme, especially in
the middle of an ugly town centre. The traffic island will be turned into a poor
mans Croydon. Will not reduce traffic and will further ensure its build up. Unlike
Croydon, there appears to be no provision made for handling traffic at the exits.
Traffic islands were popular a few years ago but not now.

42 Ermine Road

Objects to the proposals.

The building scale would work against the stated objects of the development.
They would not blend into the landscape. Lewisham is built in a basin with the
historic sides of the basin (Blackheath, Hillyfields and Mountsfield Park). There is
a general sense of open views and space across the basin. The proposed
building s will block the views currently enjoyed by thousand of Borough
residents. It will also cast shadows to put whole estates in shade. This will
reduce house values and will make the Borough less attractive. It will encourage
the more well off to move out of the area, defeating the main aims of the
development (to keep money within the Borough.

This scheme will fail to meet the Councils policy to ensure that high density
schemes will be expected to demonstrate good quality design in keeping with the
character of the area. The proposal fails on all counts. The character is two
storey terraced houses. The public transport does not have the capacity to deal
with the additional population.

The scheme will require people to live in the middle of a traffic roundabout. And
away from open spaces large enough to support the recreational needs of the
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proposed 2,000 new residents. The new Cornmill gardens will be busy
supporting the needs of the Sundermead Estate.

The flats would be inappropriate if any of the residents have children or find that
they need to drive to work. The only people who are suited to this
accommodation are the unemployed. Very concerned about the lack of
affordable housing (it could be 0% - as the document says up to 20%) The
1960’s housing experiments have not worked

The work has not assessed whether SE Trains have the capacity to
accommodate another 2,000 commuters. There is no facility to lengthen
platforms and the trains are already running over capacity.

Lewisham does not need more retail space. The Riverdale has a number of
empty shops and this is not the time to increase retail space but to get existing
space back into use. This is an attempt to turn Lewisham into Croydon.

Urges the Council to consider changing the road layout and leaving the area as a
pleasant open space, to make sure that the junction works (before re-developing
the remaining area. The existing roundabout was only provided some 15 years
ago and has failed.

Unhappy with some of the images produced to depict the design of the blocks.
Models should be provided and before and after pictures. Residents will have
permanently blighted views (eg Brookbank and Ellerdale Road).

The wealthy parts of London are those with open space (Kensington, Holland
Park, Hampstead and Greenwich) Creating an open space to welcome people
into the Borough can only enhance the experience of coming to the Borough. A
park in Central Lewisham will be a brave planning decision that future residents
will be grateful for.

69 Ermine Road (2 letters)

Resident states that the buildings would be too tall and would change the local
landscape. The skyline and trees of Blackheath would be blocked by tall
buildings which will be an eyesore. The Citibank building is hated and many
would like to see it demolished and it seems absurd and misguided to add to it
with similar big blocks. Many residents are shocked by its height. Turning
Lewisham into a mini Croydon will be detrimental to the reputation of the area.

Residents is also concerned about the prospect of 500 car parking spaces. The
scheme should encourage use of public transport rather than welcoming further
cars into the area. Increased pollution and danger to pedestrians will be caused
by these additional cars.

Residents Is also concerned about concreting over part of the Quaggy which will
be a serious loss of amenity.
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A petition has been submitted sent in by residents of 28 and 69 Ermine Road.

69 Ermine Road (cc of letter to CABE)

This letter refers to the CABE letters and questions certain elements and
requests a "more thorough assessment of the scheme."

The letter picks up on the CABE comments on Confluence Place and especially
that the space will be overshadowed by high buildings and will be windy. They
also make reference to the loss of MOL and they state that the existing green
spaces are not parks but valued as green areas which can be seen from far
around, giving a sense of openness.

They also make reference to CABE's suggestion to re-orientate St Stephen’s
Square (which might make the Church more linked to the proposals). They also
argue that this might also improve the relationship between the proposals and
the existing street market.

As regards conservation area impact, they argue that the Ilower scale
development on the east side of Lewisham High Street would lose the current
sense of openness and would be overshadowed by tower blocks, completely out
of keeping with existing buildings. They refer to CABE's Guidance on Tall
Buildings which states that

"Applicants seeking planning permission for tall buildings should ensure therefore
that the following criteria and fully addressed;

i) The effect on the whole existing environment, including the need to ensure that
the proposal will conserve, or not damage or detract from listed buildings and
their settings including the foregrounds and backgrounds to landmark buildings,
conservation areas and their settings."

The letter then links their concerns on transport capacity to the CABE's Criteria
for Evaluation (4.6 iii). The letter argues that LGD gives no capacity for extra
cars, trains or buses. It the goes on about lack of additional capacity proposed for
Lewisham station. They criticise that the development will only maintain the
status quo and takes no account of the additional 500 car parking spaces .

They also question whether design quality will be realised and question whether
an outline application is appropriate, especially when CABE advises that
"Proposals for tall buildings should not be supported unless it can be
demonstrated through the submission of fully worked up proposals that they are
of the highest architectural quality. For this reason neither CABE nor English
Heritage consider that outline applications would be appropriate.”

Their letter submits before and after images (not totally accurate, especially a
view across the existing roundabout). They state that they would rather see the
demolition if the Citibank building (loathed by most Lewisham residents) than it
being joined by other tall buildings.
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They have requested a response from CABE and have copied the letter to the
London Mayor and English Heritage.

69 Ermine Road (cc of letter of response to CABE)

They feel that the failure of CABE to review the Lewisham Gateway proposals
again would ‘shortchange’ the people of Lewisham and the Council. They make
reference to a ‘strong connection’ between Arup and CABE and feel that the
initial letter to Arup was congratulatory and written as if close friends. They feel
that CABE’s guidance on tall buildings has been ignored and the development
would change Lewisham forever. They request an unbiased report from CABE
about the scheme.

75 Ermine Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings. She is concerned about
extensive build programme and the loss of trees and open spaces. Saplings will
take years to become established. Is opposed to reductions of air quality
(especially with the number of additional cars attracted to the area) and is
appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the replacement of
Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and can see no
business case for more shops and offices. She believes that a cheaper scheme
for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in
such a permanent way. The artists impressions are just glossy brochures and the
reality will be windswept alleyways, darkened by lack of sunlight.

79 Ermine Road

The family are appalled at the Lewisham Gateway proposals. Lewisham will
become completely characterless, dominated by tall buildings (completely
unnecessary). It would be like another Croydon or worst, a mini Canary Wharf.
The scheme will transform a landscape of low level buildings with a green leafy
aspect into stone and brick.

90 Ermine Road

Resident agrees with the arguments put forward by residents against Lewisham
Gateway. She is particularly concerned about the chaos and transport difficulties
over the 5 years disruption and so many people living in the town centre will need
careful thought in terms of transport, parking schools etc.

91A Ermine Road

The huge tower blocks will be an eyesore and will not enhance the look of the
town centre. Massive tower blocks are quite inappropriate. There are many nice
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old buildings in Lewisham (close to St Stephens Church) and is disturbed at the
effect the plan will have on such areas and on residential areas such as
Brookbank Road/Ellerdale Road and Belmont Hill. Only 20% of properties will be
affordable and the accommodation will not be suitable for families with children.

He has heard that the proposals will be detrimental to Lewisham market. The
loss of forced removal of the market would be a tragedy.

Not against the development per se, but it will do nothing for the people of
Lewisham. High rise living has previously been discredited. | have suspicions
that commercial interests have the upper hand.

8 Fossil Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

12 Fossil Road

The resident is concerned about the height of development which should be no
higher than the height of the multi storey car park in the Lewisham Centre. He is
also concerned about the demolition of the existing buildings opposite St
Stephen’s Church and feels that they should be incorporated into the new
development.

Feels that the scheme should take full account of the views from Hillyfields.

Also feels that all riverbanks should be accessible on foot and by bicycle. They
should be walkable from Catford to Lee Green and should tie in with the existing
Green Chain network.

The 57,000 sq ft of residential, concentrated in such a small area, is not
sustainable in terms of impact on local public transport facilities, the increased
amount of car borne traffic and the impact of utilities and other public services.
There is also not enough green spaces and gardens to make it a pleasant place
to live. Will be more like a concrete jungle.

Sundermead is already making demands on green open space that is not

currently being planned for and the volume of residential space would further
create demand for additional green open space in Lewisham.
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A further letter (following the local meeting) confirms that he is opposed to the
development. The development plan is a missed opportunity. There is no vision
other than a high rise housing estate and the road scheme. The only gateway on
offer is a handsome profit for the developer. The rivers are the key to the
Gateway. They need to be opened up and made accessible along their entire
length.

21 Fossil Road

Objector is appalled at the extent of the plans to redevelop Lewisham Town
Centre. The development is too large and unsympathetic to the local
environment and communities that will be affected. There has been a deliberate
attempt to avoid involving the public — artists’ impressions are deliberately
confusing. Concerned that Fossil Road was not included in the consultation
exercise. There will be a loss of greenness, as one views the roundabout
towards the trees. The Low H will not improve traffic circulation, which already
suffers from a build up of traffic.

Why do we need to have so much emphasis on bringing people into Lewisham,
when our current transport options cannot cope with the existing situation
(crowded buses and DLR). Rail services are extremely crowded during the rush
hour (overcrowded and dangerous). More accommodation means more cars and
hence more pressure on parking and local roads.

Lewisham is a green suburb — should not spoil it to create a concrete jungle with
a few very contrived green spaces. Originally happy to build on brownfield land
but now developer and Government allows development of land that goes well
beyond the brownfield and builds on previously tree covered sites and grassland.

There are a number of existing buildings in the immediate vicinity which could be
reused to provide space for a department store or small hotel (Ladywell Play
Tower, Citibank Building or the Coroners Building).

More restaurants and takeaways and pubs should not be allowed. Lewisham
already has enough of these uses. Would rather have more green space. Jobs
provided by the development would be likely to be low paid and low skilled with
poor staff retention. As new enterprises fail, Lewisham will be left with higher
levels of unemployment.

Cannot see the point of residential development. Dangers to residents would
facilitate the building of underpasses and bridges. What about car fumes and
extra demand for water sewerage, schools and educational facilities? The leisure
facilities would be much smaller than those available in Ladywell Leisure Centre.

The benefits are only hypothetical and cannot be guaranteed where as more
people will always increase the burden on local services. The scale of
development will make Lewisham a less attractive place to live. Would want to
move away from Lewisham if it went ahead (and many neighbours would
probably do the same).
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Not clear how the development fulfils S.106 — benefits to the community.
Requests details of Lewisham’s high rise policy and questions the height of the
Sundermead development (does not remember a seven storey building being
shown in the previous drawings).

36 Fossil Road

Should consider combining the cycle and pedestrian crossings (as is done at
Deptford Bridge).The existing crossings over Loampit Vale do not operate
satisfactorily and it is unnecessary to have two separate crossings, avoiding
unnecessary cycle crossing lights. The existing crossing at Loampit Vale does
not allow cyclists to operate the crossing and must be done by a pedestrian. The
problems are exacerbated by a yellow box junction. Congestion in the vicinity of
the pedestrian/cycle crossing makes cycle manoeuvres unsafe.

Supports the changes suggested by QWAG to create additional space for the
Quaggy. It is important that as much open space is natural rather. Paved public
areas does not adequately compensate for the loss of green space.

60 Fossil Road

Generally in favour of the proposals, particularly the intention to make better use
of this prime location and to integrate the transport interchange with the shopping
area.

However, the bus stopping arrangements look far from ideal. With risks of
congestion, more use will be made of the Loampit Vale stop, which already
causes significant congestion. There is no indication of a city bound bus stop to
replace the siting bus stop in Loampit Vale. Passengers travelling in that direction
would have to walk further to cross the road.

Increased congestion from buses using the layover in Thurston Road and
increased risk of accidents

Not clear how traffic would access the Molesworth Street car park. The road is
very wide at this point and is difficult to cross.

The plans do not appear to make use of the confluence of the Ravensbourne and
Quaggy Rivers which appear largely built over. This would appear to be a
potential waste of a valuable feature.

73 Foxborough Gardens

Appalled at the plan to disfigure Lewisham Town Centre with high rise buildings
and object to loss of open space and green areas. Does not believe that this
scheme will bring any benefit to Lewisham. Would like to see a reduction in traffic
through and around the town centre and easier access to the station and opening
up of Rivers.
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7 Gilmore Road

Broadly in favour of the proposals. It will make Lewisham more attractive in terms
of linking the existing shopping centre to the transport nexus. Main worry is the
level of traffic that will be using Rennell Street. Rennell St should be widened to
accommodate 6 lanes of traffic.

9 Gilmore Road

Resident is very concerned about how the planning application will impact on the
Quaggy. Is very disappointed that nothing is being done, bearing in mind that
consultation exercises have found that environmental issues (including opening
up the rivers) are 50% more important than the next issue. The road should be
moved a further 4 metres away from the river, so that the Quaggy can be
improved (with sloping banks and a natural channel).

15 Gilmore Road

The development does not make the most of the Quaggy River. Understands
that 2000sg m of green space will be lost to the development. Should move the
realigned river 4 metres from the Quaggy, to provide for a much improved river
channel with civilised sloping banks to the waters edge. The option to move the
road 4 metres for the river bank is a real choice (feasible in both financial and
design terms, with many other benefits that cannot be quantified). Widening the
river corridor should improve the shopping experience and should be viewed as a
fantastic conclusion to the on going Quaggy improvements upstream.

23 Gilmore Road

Resident is disappointed to see that the Quaggy is not proposed to be opened up
to create a greener town centre. Wants to see the roads moved back a further 4
metres from the Quaggy to allow for a gentler sloping river bank. Should be like
Sutcliffe Park which has provided a pleasant environment for wildlife as well as
people.

35C Gilmore Road

Resident concerned about hiding our rivers away. Early consultation highlighted
the importance of environmental improvements. With the current plans,
Lewisham will end up with diminished rivers, diminished green space and
unprepossessing buildings. Rivers should be central to the scheme.

21 Gordonbrock Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
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of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

8 Granville Park

There is no proof that the road system will work and fears that traffic will get
worse. The resident is opposed to moving the rivers, especially to accommodate
high rise buildings, is opposed to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled by
the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supports QWAGs proposals to widen the river, can see no business case for
further retail and office accommodation and believes that cheaper scheme could
improve the roundabout without blighting the area in such a permanent way.

50C Granville Park

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

Lewisham in its current state is a culture-less barren monstrosity. Please don’t
add more traffic, shops and concrete to it. Ban the car and improve the quality of
public transport. How about a modern concert hall or arts facility? Lewisham
needs to be a place that people feel healthy in.

76 Granville Park

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

85 Greenwich South Street

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
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at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way. Is the least attractive scheme the objector has ever seen and should not be
approved.

137 Inwen Court, Grinstead Road

Resident wishes to protest about the plan to put a new road close to the River
Quaggy with more of the Ravensbourne going underground. The road should be
a further 4 metres away from the river.

38B Halesworth Road

Good proposal but would like there to be a cinema. Bus station should not move
too far away. Regeneration of the town centre should be welcomed and
encouraged.

75 Harefield Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

29 Heather Road

The scheme misses the once in a lifetime opportunity to improve the Quaggy and
Ravensbourne. Consultation suggests that most people want more green space
and to open up the rivers. Green space will be lost, roads moved closer to the
River Quaggy and the Ravensbourne covered up. The resident supports QWAGs
proposals for a wider channel for the Quaggy. This additional space is a small
fraction of the development site.

The Little House Heathway SE3

The replacement road layout should integrate the station with the current mall
and will be an improvement and should improve traffic flow. However, the
opportunity to avoid a pedestrian crossing by placing traffic and people on
different levels has been missed.

Objector is concerned about the mass of the buildings. Those on the ground will
be hemmed in by tall buildings, as is so frequently the trend. The development
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fails to develop useful open space in a densely populated and relatively poor and
scruffy area of London. The rearrangement of the Quaggy and Ravensbourne
appears to be little improved from the existing and the small but pleasant Quaggy
Gardens will only be replaced by a piece of open space surrounded by tall
buildings. The route of the Quaggy up to the confluence will be narrow and

scruffy.

The scheme has some good points but misses the opportunity to improve
valuable open space in order to replace it with tall buildings.

17 Denham Court, Kirkdale

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

7. Lambercroft Avenue, Mottingham

Supports QWAG’s objections to the proposals. The scheme should give much
more room to widen and improve the Quaggy river corridor.

7 Leathwell Road

The objector’'s main concerns relate to lack of thought invested in the transport
infrastructure, poor architectural plans and zero consideration of economic
development. He can see no consideration of the impact of the development on
trains stopping at Lewisham station. He feels that the network is already
operating at capacity and the slightest mishap causes major passenger delays.

No thought has been given to the aesthetic impact of the proposed buildings. The
existing Citibank is already an eyesore. Building more cheap high rise
development does not seem to be an improvement.

He cannot see that creating many underpaid jobs will contribute to regeneration.
More consideration needs to be given to providing workspace to smaller
operators, avoiding chain restaurants and bars in favour of local equivalents. The
plans appear to be half formed.

Vast improvements could be made by other means, (a pedestrian flyover from
Lewisham Station to the shopping centre, perhaps enclosed with glass blocks)
and a more intensive redevelopment of the pedestrian area in the High Street. It
might also be worth rebuilding the Citibank Building.

123



139 Lee Park

Objector and local friends appalled by the suggestion that the town centre could
be regenerated by 800 new flats, only a small fraction of which would be
affordable. Object strongly to this element. Would like to see the data on which
the plan was based and asks what research or computer models show the
impact on the already overstretched transport system and health services in the
area. How can the crowded roads cope with more traffic?

6 Lewisham Hill

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

19 Lewisham High Street

Concerned about the closeness of the development to his house. Concerned that
it will block light from my house and will mean that | will move from not being
overlooked at all to being overlooked. Also concerned about height of building
with one of the higher parts being inform of house (the mid zone) Concerned
about the removal of Quaggy Gardens — the River should be properly developed
to remove the culvert and to make green space around it. The road would then
have to be re-thought. Concern about noise coming closer to his house as well
as disruption over many years associated with construction noise. The
respondent requests that the developer provides him with double or even triple
glazed windows and states that the documentation should be more specific about
measures to minimise disruption.

21 Lewisham High Street

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGSs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

31 Lewisham Park

Not really relevant, but linked the Gateway scheme to the potential of
redeveloping Lewisham Bridge as a secondary school.
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312-314 Lewisham Road

Hopes that consideration is given to existing businesses and that there enough
affordable businesses offered to existing traders so that they are not
disadvantaged in any way. Would be a shame if long term traders are put out of
business.

324 Lewisham Road (Pitchers Sports Bar)

The publican objects to the development on grounds that the development will
remove sole livelihood. The plans have already affected my livelihood of
refurbishment restrictions which hinders the business in comparison with
neighbours who fall outside the affected area They therefore have an unfair
advantage.

There have been no satisfactory details in terms of compensation for me and my
family.

326 Lewisham Road

The operator objects to the proposals on the grounds that the proposed
development is not appropriate for the town centre and local people have not
been sufficiently consulted.

56 Limes Grove

He does not believe that the road system will be efficient. Buses can take 30
minutes to get from Lewisham to New Cross. The density of development is too
high and out of scale with the town centre. The opportunity to open up the rivers
will be lost. The new public space is not convincing. Objects to the loss of
Metropolitan Open Land and can only see the development blighting the land.
Lewisham will be another anonymous part of London

23 Littlewood

Concerned about the low level of affordable housing proposed (should be at least
50%). He objects to the high rise nature of the scheme and the lack of
development to cope with the traffic. He is also concerned about the loss of open
space. The scheme should be totally redesigned and fully consulted upon.

66b Loampit Vale

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
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the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

Lewisham News Kiosk — Loampit Vale

Trades outside the DLR and will be affected by the development. Wants to find
out whom to talk to, in terms of moving the kiosk or if she could be located into
one of the shop units proposed. Wants to continue to trade in the town centre.

49 Limes Grove

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

29 Luffman Road SE12

Supports QWAG in their campaign to improve the Quaggy through Lewisham. It
would be a shame to lose the opportunity to make use of the River Quaggy to
enhance the town centre. The roads should be 4 metres away from the Quaggy
to allow for river enhancements. The enhancements to Chinbrook Meadows have
been significant.

21 Magenta Close, Billericay

His main concern is the location of the bus layover facility. This will impact on the
residents of Armoury Road in terms of access to the town, increased noise and
pollution and loss of value.

The existing access under the railway to Thurston Road is a convenient route
into the town for those living on Armoury Road. The layover would mean a
significant detour around the facility and would increase journey times to the
station and town centre. Idling buses close to Armoury Road properties will
compound existing noise pollution and other forms of pollution (including air

quality).

47 Marsala Road

No provision in the new plans for through traffic. There may be better facilities for
pedestrians, but it will still be a rush hour nightmare.

62 Marsala Road

126



The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

108 Marsala Road

Resident supports the scheme which will be another positive step in the
regeneration of Lewisham Town Centre.

139 Marsala Road

The development appears too intensive for the area generally and the
breakdown of different uses does not seem to balance out. There appears to be
very little services for the new residents. There will be additional congestion for
existing and future residents. The planning gain seems minimal, even though
such developments have huge impacts on local schools, health facilities,
transport and other facilities. This is not the right solution for Lewisham.

12 Rawlinson House, Mercator Road

Resident is concerned that the development will result in a loss of green open
space. Furthermore, the scheme does not allow for the restoration of the river.
The area currently appears to exist solely to accommodate traffic. The existing
rivers are away from pedestrians and are muddy and unappealing. The road
should be at least 4 metres away from the Quaggy and the river restored with
gentle safe river banks.

10 Manor Avenue

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

46D Manor Avenue

Was shocked when read of plans for the development and even more shocked
when saw the images and how this would change Lewisham and the surrounding
areas. The buildings are ugly, large and unnecessary. Research has shown
problems with high rise living and plans would mean a population increase of
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around 2000 people which is ridiculous as local resources are already
overstretched. Brownfield sites should be utilised instead. Identifies a number of
vacant and derelict buildings within the Borough and is angry that they are being
left to collapse while money is wasted building ugly flats of green land. Plans also
show significant loss of open space which should be enhanced rather than lost.
Too many areas of paving when more greenery is needed. No guarantee that
businesses will move to Lewisham and Citibank should be reused. Population
rise would affect transport and it is already a struggle to get on trains in the
morning. Also resulting increase in pollution from increase in traffic and jams
which could cause health problems. Suggests that less should be spent on a
scheme to build a pedestrian subway under the roundabout or a pedestrian
flyover.

83A Manor Avenue

Objects to planning application.

5 Mercia Grove

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no husiness case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

10, Mill Lane SE18

Good idea and would like to see a cinema.

Montague Avenue SE4

He objects on the grounds that it will change the character and appearance of
Lewisham forever, obliterating views from historic and conservation areas. He
objects to any loss of Quaggy Gardens. The rivers are natural resources and
should be utilised and promoted in Lewisham. He is not convinced about the
transport plans and does not believe that the scheme has been highlighted
enough to the residents. Air quality is a further concern and how environmentally
friendly the development will be.

98 Murillo Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
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of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

12 Oakcroft Road

Concerned that the scheme involves the demolition of the former Plough public
house and it would be highly desirable to avoid its loss. The demolition of small
businesses is also regrettable unless concessions are made to retain local
services (eg dry cleaners) on readily accessible and affordable sites.

Very concerned that there will be no setting down for passengers at the stations
leaving them a long climb with their luggage. Also, it will be difficult to pick
passengers up from the station.

However, generally supports the scheme as a means of sorting out the appalling
arrangements for pedestrians introduced by the roundabout (which the resident
originally objected to).

The resident would also want the reopening of the alley up to Platform 3 or
allowing more frequent access onto Platform 4.

23 Oakcroft Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

25 Oakcroft Road

The objector is particularly concerned about the height of the buildings, which is
unsuitable for the surrounding area (especially views from Blackheath and
Brockley). The area will be a windy, no go environment. There is no proof that
the traffic system will work and feels that there will be a deterioration of air quality
and additional noise pollution. This large development will blight the area.

32 Oakcroft Road

The objector sees no proof that the road system will work and fears that traffic
will get worse. Is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate
high rise buildings. Also objects to anything that lowers air quality and is appalled
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by the lack of affordable housing. Supports QWAGSs concerns over the Quaggy
and sees no business case for building more offices and retail units. He feels that
a cheaper scheme could improve the roundabout without blighting the area.

5 Oakshade Road

The resident is aware of the general improvements along the Quaggy and is
concerned that the proposals aim to encroach on green space alongside the
river. This green space should be maintained to allow for landscaping and
walkways for pedestrians to enjoy the waterway.

23 Otford Road (Roger Stocker)

Very poor cycle access both west-east and north-south. Area will still be
dominated by main busy roads with little improvements for cyclists and
pedestrians. Why no grade separation for pedestrians. Crossing needs to be at
least 20 metres wide. 500 car parking spaces is too many. Cycle links between
Ladywell and the Tesco site needs to be provided along with improvements to
Lewisham BR station.

1 The Orchard, Blackheath

Resident urges the applicant to reconsider the current proposals for the Quaggy.
QWAG's proposal for an extra 4 metres would allow the proper restoration of the
river.

68A Overcliffe Road

Letter to Giles Dolphin (cc to LB Lewisham) and letter to Lewisham.

The GLA letter refers to the inadequacy of the original transport submission and
especially asks the question whether the updated transport assessment will use
a Micro-simulation model. Also asks whether the evaluation takes account of
other developments proposed within the Loampit Vale, Lewisham Gateway area.
The resident argues that the original evaluation does not appear to include buses
in the estimates of the increase in traffic caused by the Gateway development. A
3% increase in traffic generated by the development is clearly unrealistic. He
suggests that the new evaluation should take a more realistic approach and
include extra bus traffic on Loampit Vale that will result in the relocation of the
bus layover.

The letter to Lewisham raises issues about the workability of the new junction.
He states that the transport assessment is biased in favour of the development
and does not give a true reflection of the traffic congestion that would result. It
does not take account of cumulative impact. The letter also refers to Lewisham
Town Centre which is in a valley not surrounded by concrete. The development
would resemble an oppressive concrete jungle which will change the character of
the area for ever. The scheme will not represent improvements or regeneration. It
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will be similar to the negative impact that the Elephant and Castle produced in
the sixties.

Public consultation on the scheme has been inadequate. The consultation letter
did not clearly indicate the presence of 70 metre high tower blocks. The letter
required the reader to work out the likely implication of the development figures
presented.

At no point has a survey of opinion been undertaken similar to that for the
proposed development of Loampit Vale or traffic calming schemes. If a proper
case had been made, the objector would not have been objecting.

Flat 1, 7 Princes Rise (letter and e-mail)

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

23 The Priory, Priory Park

The new road should be located 4 metres away from the Quaggy and should be
restored with safe and gentle sloping banks.

Flat 1 152 Rye Lane

Wants to find out who to speak to gain a new shop as business will be affected
by the development. Has a successful phone card kiosk on Loampit vale.

1 St Austell Road

Is delighted that there will be significant development of what is a scruffy and
pedestrian unfriendly hub of the town. However, the resident can see that there
will be significant disruption of traffic as the development takes place, especially
when wanting to travel out of the St Austell Road area.s

130 Salehurst Road

Lewisham 2000 did not make enough of the available opportunities, but it opened
up some attractive green spaces. The new plans will totally wipe out these
spaces. Not enough is made of the rivers and more is needed to be made of the
course of the River Quaggy. | would prefer to have more delays travelling
through Lewisham than to lose green space to accommodate lanes of traffic
should allow the Quaggy to flow in a more natural course and we will then have
an asset that money cannot buy.
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68A Sandrock Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings.
We should be highlighting natural beauty, not destroying it. Blackheath and
Greenwich are places that people wish to live in because of their parks,
interesting shop, monuments and beautiful historic buildings. We will be putting
Lewisham on list as next nearest town that is worst place to live. She is also
concerned about air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, can
see no business case for more shops and offices. She believes that a cheaper
scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the
area in such a permanent way.

48 Shell Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no husiness case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

69 Shell Road

A financial return to the developer can be done without jeopardising the health,
wealth and social well being of Lewisham residents. The replacement of the
roundabout should hold more aesthetic appeal, accommodate larger volumes of
public transport vehicles and priorities the safety of pedestrians and cyclists.

Concerned about the lack of affordable housing. Complains that Lewisham
already has unlet office accommodation. Insufficient consideration has been
afforded to the existing market and retail units in Lewisham High Street(including
the Lewisham Centre) should be prioritised as the focus for regenerating the
retail economy. There will be social and health impacts associated with high rise
development. Medium and low rise would be preferable. This may mean the
reduction of residential accommodation and office space. One should observe
the difficulties residents will experience (similar to Milford Tower residents).

The health and social networking of Lewisham needs to be accommodated.
Residents will need access to local health services. Needs will not be met by
existing capacity. It is reasonable to offer residential accommodation without car
parking, in view of the sites sustainable credentials. Residents should be given
spaces for secure cycle storage. Attention should be given to organising a car
loan business.
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If residents with the financial wherewithal chose to vote with their feet and depart,
Lewisham will be disadvantaged.

1 St. Germains Villas, Silk Mills Path

Object to high rise buildings and notes that there is already plenty of office space
in Lewisham Gateway. States that her neighbours are not aware of the scheme
but if they were they would object.

6 Silk Mills Path

There is no proof that the new road system would work and fears that traffic will
get worse. The objector is also opposed to moving river, especially to
accommodate high rise development. He is also opposed to anything that lowers
air quality and is appalled at the lack of affordable housing in such a huge
development. He objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land (Charlottenburg
Gardens) and supports QWAGs proposals for improving the Quaggy. He can see
no business for more shops and offices and believes that a much cheaper
scheme could improve the roundabout without blighting the area in such a
permanent way.

10 Slaithwaite Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

29 Slaithwaite Road

Strong support for the proposed for the proposed development of the Lewisham
town centre. Has been living in Lewisham for several years and believes that the
town centre is in desperate need of a revamp and this development can not
come soon enough.

Will Debenham's or any other department stores be included within the proposed
development and will there be new entertainment facilities such as a cinema,
restaurant, leisure, bars etc?

States that views are shared with neighbours who also are owners on the same
street that | live in.

106 Tressillian Road
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Has lived in Lewisham for 18 years and is pleased that the Council wants to
make a significant improvement to the town centre but does not support the
proposals made to date. Concerned about the poor track record of the Council
and do not think they are the right people to be leading the development. The
objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears that
traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed. Does
not think the Council or the developers are competent to identify and deliver
improvements and that alternative experts should do this with a better track
record. Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is
appalled at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan
Open Land, supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business
case for building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing
the roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a
permanent way. Suggests that a number of alternative management
organisations should be proposed and residents should chose one based on
their merits. She nominates the organisation responsible for Coin Street.

3 Tyrwhitt Road

The resident has no proof that the road system would work and fears that the
traffic will get worst. He believes a cheaper scheme could improve the
roundabout, by separating the pedestrian flows from the traffic. Pedestrians
should be redirected either under of over the roads. There are sufficient
development sites without creating a further large site for which there is not
proven demand for occupation.

94 Tyrwhitt Road

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

The town centre will soon be very similar to Croydon. There is a sense that
depersonalisation is the only way to progress in this day and age. Will not be
proud to walk through the development in ten years time.

6C Vicars Hill

There is no proof that the road system will work and fears that traffic will get
worse. The resident is opposed to moving the rivers, especially to accommodate
high rise buildings, is opposed to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled by
the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supports QWAGs proposals to widen the river, can se no business case for
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further retail and office accommodation and believes that cheaper scheme could
improve the roundabout without blighting the area in such a permanent way.

9B Vicars Hill

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Opposed to moving rivers, objects to anything that lowers air quality, is appalled
at the lack of affordable housing, objects to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land,
supported QWAGs proposals for the Quaggy and sees no business case for
building more offices and retail units. A cheaper scheme for replacing the
roundabout should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent
way.

11A Vicars Hill

Concerns about the effect of the proposal on local traffic as Vicars Hill is already
suffering from over-use. As a consequence they suffer from noise and air
pollution. Also worried about parking provision.

27 Vicars Hill

Even though he has received a leaflet from a campaign group against the
Lewisham Gateway proposals, wanted to email to say that he is in favour of the
proposals. He feels that the development will benefit Lewisham (more shops,
homes and improved road layout). Does not see how the existing townscape
would be spoilt by adding some extra high rise buildings. Also he does not
support the argument that more congestion would be caused (with Lewisham
being an urban centre which is already congested to the point that car users are
deterred).

36 Vicars Hill

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
Is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings is
concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions of
air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no bhusiness case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

38 Vicars Hill
The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.

He is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
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of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

44 Vicars Hill (two letters)

The objector sees no proof that the proposed road system will work and fears
that traffic will get worse, especially given all the other developments proposed.
She is opposed to moving rivers, especially if it is to accommodate high buildings
is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings, is opposed to reductions
of air quality, is appalled about the lack of affordable housing, objects to the
replacement of Metropolitan Open Land, supports the QWAGs proposals and
can see no business case for more shops and offices. He believes that a
cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout should be promoted without
blighting the area in such a permanent way.

46 Vicars Hill

His property overlooks the town centre and is a user of Hillyfields. She objects to
the Gateway because of its impact on the environment. The scheme at ground
level will have a poor impact on the shoppers, commuters and residents. There is
no evidence that the road scheme will represent an improvement and is
concerned about views across Lewisham. He supports QWAGs proposals for the
Quaggy and feels that the development will undermine the value of the rivers
through Lewisham. The development will do nothing for air quality. The retalil
units proposed will not attract the retailers that we need to improve the town
centre. The site will be blighted with empty properties. We need a thoughtful
development that is not driven by a developer’s desire to maximise profit.

45 Waite Davies Road

Hope that the development will make going round the area a lot safer as drivers
currently take their life in their hands. More needs to be done with the High Street
(frightened of knocking over fruit and vegetable boxes and slipping on fruit and
vegetables not picked up. Centre is a pick pocket paradise. Fish stall stinks of
rotten fish with no refrigeration.

16B Walerand Road

The objector is concerned about the principle of high rise buildings which will
blight the local landscape. It is a great shame that Charlettonburg Gardens and
Quaggy Gardens will be lost to the development. She sees no proof that the
proposed road system will work and fears that traffic will get worse, especially
given all the other developments proposed. She supports QWAGs proposals for
the Quaggy and believes that a cheaper scheme for replacing the roundabout
should be promoted without blighting the area in such a permanent way.
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6 Windsor Court, Southlands Grove

It will be a great pity if the full potential of the Quaggy is not realised. The river
should be restored with gentle sloping bans and a safe environment.

33 Woodyates Way

There should be more emphasis on leisure and the river junction. The river
should be given a further 4 metres so that emphasis of river restoration takes
place.

External Organisations

Blackheath Society

The Society remains supportive of this major scheme which will expand the
range of retail facilities and other town centre uses will provide a more direct link
between the station and the existing centre. Would favour the main route being
either covered or canopied.

Principle concern is lack of convenient interchange for rail passengers arriving or
being picked up by private car. The Council’'s emerging strategy should identify
other drop off areas at the edges of the development. Able bodied passengers
should be able to be dropped of during off peak times. The possibility of a new
link over the relocated Rennell Street (into the Lewisham Centre) would be a
welcome addition to the ground level link.

LB Bromley

Formal Objection

The proposal represents an overdevelopment and is out of scale with the
designation of Lewisham Town Centre as a Major Centre. The proposed
development is likely to have an adverse effect on the vitality and viability of town
centres in the Borough, in particular Bromley Town Centre and will potentially be
detrimental to the Metropolitan Centre status of Bromley Town Centre.

CABE

Most recent letter (28 June 2006) states that due to limited resources, they are
unable to offer any further assistance on the scheme. Refer to the previous letter
(dated 22 February 2006). This letter offered a warm welcome for the aspirations
set out by the proposal. CABE support the removal of the roundabout and the
improvement of the connections.

It commended the decision to distribute bus stops around the site, rather than

concentrate the buses at the bus station. The mix of uses (including the cinema
and restaurants was welcomed (with links to the night time economy).
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Concerned about whether the quality of Confluence Place will match the
importance attached to it. Welcomes the use of water and attempts to engage
with the public with the rivers in the square. However there must be commitment
in terms of the necessary budget and design time and the on going management
of the open space.

Seems to be a tension between the tranquillity suggested by the use of greenery
and water as prominent features and the expiation that the area will be heavily
used. The design team should be clear about what nature of the space is
intended to be and what the patterns of use are likely to be.

CABE thought that the scheme would benefit from greater differentiation in terms
of mass in the height of the blocks. The higher building could act as markers for
the scheme. The massing should take into consideration issues such as daylight
penetration into the public space.

The scheme has the potential, to bring great improvements to this area; its
inspirations are laudable. It is important that a scheme for this site is of a very
high quality.

The Countryside Agency

The application does not affect any priority interests of the Countryside Agency
within Greater London and therefore have formally confirmed that they do not
intend to make formal representation.

English Heritage

The application should be determined in accordance with national and local
policy guidance and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice

LB Greenwich

Formal Objection

Block F is the only building form the Lewisham Gateway development to be
shown illustrated in information provided for the proposal. It is therefore
considered that there is insufficient information provided in visual form for other
buildings situated within the proposal.

The proposal is considered by the Greenwich Borough Council to be
unacceptable due to its height, scale and bulk. The height, scale and bulk of the
Lewisham gateway development is considered to be detrimental to local views
enjoyed from within Greenwich Borough.

HSE

The scheme does not appear to meet agreed criteria and therefore the HSE is
unable to provide advice on the suitability of the proposed development.
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Ladywell Society

The scheme addresses the present predicament of pedestrians getting to the
centre and especially from the station and DLR. Rennell Street is the only road to
cross compared with at least three currently.

Bus stops are adjacent to the development with no roads to cross.

Support the mix of uses which should revitalise the area, especially in the
evenings. It will either make the centre much safer, or have the opposite
disastrous effect.

Limited use has been made of the Ravensbourne and Quaggy as a focus
landscape feature for the centre.

If the estimated provision of 800 residential units takes pressure off unsuitable
and over dense development in residential areas, the high buildings are
acceptable. However, they will be highly visible (from high ground) and will need
to be of the highest quality.

But

The plan seems ambitious when one looks at the size of the whole site

The low H will cause bottlenecks in a major route through the centre Rennell
Street will significantly slow down traffic (with a reduction in the number of lanes)
and will it take account of the need to keep coach routes free (and a stop for

national Express coaches).

The effect of the traffic flow on the access to the 500 space underground car
park.

Will the length of bus stopping in Molesworth be enough to accommodate the
different bus routes intended.

Appears to be insufficient banks for the rivers and also more rivers will be
covered than they are at present.

The height of the buildings will mar the view from many houses that look across
the valley in which Lewisham is situated. This is already causing concern in the
Ladywell area. Also there is concern that the infrastructure (education, health,
social services, sewerage etc) will be able to cope.

Unclear where the access into the Riverdale Centre is going to be as the plans
do not indicate detailed changes.

The scheme should not jeopardise Lewisham market and its stallholders.

139



There appears to be no intention to include cultural activities as part of the
development (art gallery, museum or theatre/concert hall within the site, apart
from a possible cinema or leisure complex.

Hopes that a compromise can be reached where some of the points raised in the
prior consultations have been considered (especially pedestrians) The Society is
particularly disappointed that the landscaping of the two rivers is so limited.

Lewisham Cyclists

Whilst there are some positive aspects of the planning application, such as cycle
parking and some re-routing of LCN’s and routes, there are a number of major
gaps in the assessment that need to be addressed at an early stage, such as the
number of cycle spaces for residents, a more rigorous assessment of the
dismount policy and a more careful assessment of safety improvements. The
plans lack vision and do not appear to fulfl much more than minimum
expectations. There needs to be a more progressive approach to cycling.

The proposed cycle facilities do not go far enough. Not clear whether the cycle
advance areas will be signal controlled for cycle priority or as simple advance
stop lines sharing the same signal as other transport modes. Extra wide bus
lanes to allow safe overtaking of cyclists by buses should be considered if they
are to share the road. Alternatively, built cycle lanes should be considered at
certain stretches on main roads (provided that there is no traffic conflict at
junctions). They questions why segregated cycle lanes were not considered in
the Transport Document.

The cycle route between Lewisham High Street and Loampit Vale would skirt
north-west along Station Road and then south, which will be a long diversion. A
westbound cycle route should be provided on the south side of Rennell Street to
provide an alternative direct route. Alternatively, a cycle route should be allowed
to go east west through the centre of the Gateway to provide a direct and safe
route to Loampit Vale.

The crossings appear to have secondary priority to the road in the plans, which
go against general UDP approaches. The only toucan crossing mentioned is at
the junction of Lewisham Road and Station Road. There is no other mention of
toucans to help cyclists access the development from the south west or to other
parts of the gateway development. The pedestrian crossing across Rennell
Street should be much wider, bearing in mind the volume of people who use the
stations. The crossing needs to take account also of cyclists wishing to cross as
well as wheelchair users. Tiger Crossings (shared use) should be considered.

Lewisham Cyclists are against a complete ban on cycling within the Gateway
development. The dismount policy could be made much clearer in the Transport
Assessment. They suggest that shared pedestrian cycle use be made of certain
low density routes through the Gateway and the pedestrian flow models suggest
that there is some spare capacity to accommodate shared use (south and
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northern parts of the development). One should not discriminate against trikes
and bicycles (which are considered to be mobility aids).

Support the short and long term cycle parking requirements. Short stay cycle
parking should be conveniently located (close to shops and leisure facilities). If
dismount policy is followed, there will need to be storage on the margins of the
development which will not be conveniently located. The location of cycle parking
should be linked to the shared surface strategy. One also needs to consider
CCTV within the development.

Requests that the number of residential secure cycle parking is clearly set down
as part of the outline planning application (in absolute terms) and included in the
plans for the start. As the flats are unlikely to be occupied by single residents the
cycle parking standard should be increased to 2 per flat.

London Cycle Network

The LCN route 143 passes through the Lewisham northern roundabout. As a
consequence,, a high standard of route is expected to be developed. Also LCN
has a planned route along the A20 (by 2010) through the northern roundabout.

Cycle lanes and cycle track should be provided between the junctions, given the
number of vehicles along this route.

Access to and from the transport interchange by bike should be possible without
dismounting. Cycle users should be accommodated along Station Road (both
directions) — a contra-flow arrangement.

Further guidance on cycle parking should be taken from the London Cycling
Design Standards (particularly micro positioning and disability discrimination act).

High priority should also be given to provision of secure cycle parking immediate
to the transport interchange. A survey should be carried out to identify secure
cycle parking is most likely to be used by commuters using the station.

Met Police

Met Police is concerned that the development will restrict or stop police vehicles
from accessing Lewisham High Street via St Stephens Grove, Cressington Road
and Granville Road. The Police are concerned about the installation of barriers at
the various junctions outlined above.

Police object on the assumption that the scheme restricts and stops police
access.

PCT
Planning obligations are required for health service to meet the increased need

for health facilities to meet the increased need for health services generated by
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the proposals. If such support is not provided, health service facilities are likely to
be adversely affected.

The health service is currently operating at or above capacity in some/all areas.
In order to expand, the PCT requires increased resources. With the time lag
between population growth and resources becoming available the PCT is
experiencing funding gaps and workforce shortages. In order that development is
sustainable, the PCT will need to be assisted with the means to meet the
increased need for primary health services and facilities during the funding gap
period.

Using the HUDU model (and with reference to Circular 05/05) it is calculated that
the proposals would create health needs that would cost £4,835,000 to address.
Local practices, Morden Hill, Belmont Hill, Morley Road, Lewisham way are all
running at capacity (in terms of list sizes or site capacity.

The letter refers to various policies (London Plan policy 3A.17 and 3A.18) which
calls for