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1.0 Introduction

Purpose of this report

1.1 On 20th February 2015, the Council received an application for full planning 
permission, together with an Environmental Statement from Deloitte Real Estate 
on behalf of St Modwen Development for the redevelopment of the Leegate 
Centre.  The proposals comprise the complete demolition of the shopping centre, 
(including the flats and offices within the complex), the car park and the removal of 
the car wash.  

1.2 The submission of this planning application follows extensive pre application 
discussions between the Council and St Modwen regarding development 
opportunities for the Leegate Shopping Centre (Leegate Centre). 

1.3 Since 2012, St Modwen has been in discussions with Council Officers, local ward 
Councillors and local community groups and has undertaken public engagement 
exercises on how the Leegate Centre might be redeveloped.

1.4 A new building would be provided comprising 229 residential flats and houses, a 
3,847m2 food store (Use Class A1), 10 retail units ((1,588m2) Use Class A1-A3), 
690m2 public house (Use Class A4), 2,041m² gym/leisure facility (Use Class D2), 
353m2 non-residential institutions (Use Class D1), approximately 320 public and 
100 residential car parking spaces, 530 public and residential cycle parking 
spaces, highways works, landscaping, access and all other associated work.  

1.5 The proposed redevelopment of the Leegate Centre would result in a replacement 
shopping centre, comprising an anchor supermarket, and a series of smaller 
shops.  The 320 space public car park is proposed to accommodate shoppers 
using the shopping centre facilities, including the smaller retails units and the 
community/leisure facilities as well as the anchor supermarket.

1.6 The vehicular access for the shopping centre and the service area for the food 
store would be from Burnt Ash Road, slightly south of the junction with Taunton 
Road.  Residents parking would be accessed from Leyland Road.

1.7 Pedestrian access to the shopping centre would be from Eltham Road and Burnt 
Ash Road.  The residential entrances would be from all four roads surrounding the 
site being Leyland Road, Burnt Ash Road, Eltham Road and Carston Close. 

1.8 As explained below, the development is EIA development.  In response to matters 
raised during the application process by the Council, further and other information 
has submitted by the Applicant in respect of the Environmental Statement.  This 
responded to matters regarding traffic and transport, air quality, transport, 
townscape and visual heritage and sunlight and daylight.  

1.9 The purpose of this report is to advise Members as to progress with consideration 
of the application to-date and to inform Members about the matters Officers 
consider need further discussion and consideration before the application is 
determined. In summary, a number of matters remain outstanding which Officers 
consider require further information and/ or discussion or consideration before 
Officers are able to make a balanced judgement.



1.10 As this application is complex, locally controversial, and has been with the 
planning department for a number of months, at this stage the report seeks 
endorsement from Members on the ‘direction of travel’ for the application. It will 
explain the scheme and assess its merits but also identify areas where officers 
consider that further information is required . If the recommendation is agreed, , 
Officers will again present the proposals to Members in due course for a formal 
decision on the finalised plan.

1.11 This report considers the proposals in light of relevant planning policy and 
guidance, representations received and other material considerations, and sets 
out the range of matters that Officers consider should be resolved prior to Officers 
making a recommendation and Members subsequently making their decision.

1.12 A summary of the outstanding matters can be found in the conclusion at Section 
15 of this report.

2.0 Property/Site Description

2.1 The Leegate Centre is a shopping centre situated at the junction of Burnt Ash 
Road and Eltham Road and located within the Lee Green District town centre. The 
majority of the site is owned by St. Modwen, the Applicant.  

2.2 The site currently consists of a run-down shopping parade typical of 1960’s layout, 
with retail units facing the surrounding streets of Eltham Road and Burnt Ash 
Road. There is also a pedestrian shopping route running through the site which 
connects a north facing square addressing the corner of Eltham Road and 
Leyland Road connecting to Burnt Ash Road to the west. 

2.3 The tallest building is on the northern part of the site, fronting Burnt Ash Road, 
and measures 8 storeys in height.  Further blocks towards the south of the site 
range from 2 to 6 storeys in height.  On the southernmost part of the site is a 3 
level multi storey car park with capacity for approximately 186 cars.  Adjacent to 
this is a former petrol station currently used as a hand car wash.

2.4 The site is in mixed use, comprising mainly A1 retail use at ground and first floor 
levels with 36 residential flats on the upper floors, while there is an A4 (pub) use 
towards the southern end of the site.  The 8 storey tower comprises B1 office 
space.

2.5 The A20 Eltham Road to the immediate north of the site runs west to Lewisham 
and central London and south-east to both the M20 and M25. The South Circular 
A205 is a short distance away to the south.  Both roads are managed by 
Transport for London (TfL).  

2.6 To the south of the Leegate Centre and within the application site lies the multi-
storey car park and the hand car wash. To the north and west of the site are bus 
stops for services terminating at Lewisham, Bromley, Blackheath and Sidcup.

2.7 The application site area is 1.92 hectares. It has a Public Transport Accessible 
Level (PTAL) rating 4 (as confirmed by the TfL Planning Information database, 
23/8/15) of which 1 means poor access to public transport and 6 is excellent 
access.



2.8 Approximately 40% of the site is within Flood Zones 2 and 3 where parts of the 
District Centre could be affected by flooding from the Quaggy River to the north of 
Eltham Road.  A small part of the site is within Flood Zone 1 meaning that it has a 
low (1:1,000 annual probability) of flooding from the Quaggy.

2.9 There is an existing public square on Eltham Road in the north east corner of the 
site.  Within this space are 3 trees that are protected by Tree Preservation Orders 
(TPO).

2.10 The Lee Manor Conservation Area is located 100m to the south of the site.  To the 
north and north-east, there are Listed Buildings being;

 New Tiger’s Head public house (Grade II)

 Fire Station (Grade II)

 Police Station (Grade II)

 Old Tigers Head public house (locally listed)

2.11 To the immediate east, on the opposite side of Burnt Ash Road is a Sainsbury’s 
supermarket. The remainder of the District town centre includes 2-four storey 
terraced buildings, typically comprising retail uses at ground floor level and 
residential use on the upper floors.

2.12 The Lewisham Central sub area comprises Lee Green, Blackheath and 
Lewisham.

3.0 Planning History

3.1 The site has an extensive planning history with numerous planning decisions 
relating to such matters as telecommunication equipment installations, 
replacement shop fronts, change of uses and advertising.  None of these are 
particularly relevant to the current proposals.  The existing shopping centre was 
constructed following the grant of planning permission in 1959 for the 
redevelopment of the island site bounded by Eltham Road, Burnt Ash Road, 
Leyland Road and Dorville Road comprising the Leegate shopping centre and the 
flats and houses within Burnt Ash Road, Leyland Road and Dorville and Carston 
Close.

3.2 Over the years, planning permissions have been granted for an outdoor market, 
banqueting suite, after school club and a church.  These uses remain on the site.

Pre-application discussions

3.3 Pre-application discussions started between the Applicant and Council Officers in 
2012 and continued until November 2014.

3.4 In a formal pre-application response in May 2012, Officers advised that the 
principle of a mixed use development incorporating a food store could be 
acceptable, provided that it would contribute to the regeneration of the Leegate 
Centre.  



3.5 A Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) was entered into between the Council 
and the Applicant in February 2014 in order to provide a structure and timetable of 
discussions between the Applicant and Officers.  

3.6 In August 2014, the Council issued a Screening and Scoping Opinion under 
Regulations 5 & 13 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2011. The Council determined that the development 
would be EIA development and as such, would require any planning application to 
be accompanied by an Environmental Statement.  

3.7 On 20th February 2015, a full planning application was submitted which is the 
subject of this report.

4.0 Current Planning Application

Summary

4.1 The application seeks planning permission for the demolition of the existing 
buildings and redevelopment to provide a retail led mixed use development, 
including residential (Use Class C3), food store (Use Class A1), retail units (Use 
Class A1-A4), assembly and leisure (Use Class D2), non-residential institutions 
(Use Class D1), public realm, associated car parking, cycle parking, highways 
works, landscaping, access and all other associated works. 

4.2 The proposals would provide a new shopping centre with  an anchor supermarket, 
a series retail units, a community centre and a gym and 229 residential units.

4.3 The proposed building would be at least 2 storeys in height across most of the site 
(save for the areas of public realm) with 8 storey pop up residential towers fronting 
Leyland and Burnt Ash Roads.  A 10 storey feature building is proposed to face 
the Tiger’s Head junction.  

4.4 The ground floor would include retail units (shops/cafes/restaurants), a community 
centre and circulation space leading from Eltham Road to Burnt Ash Road. The 
first floor would comprise car parking for the shopping centre and a gym. The pop 
up towers would comprise residential units from 2nd floor level.  A row of 3 storey 
terraced houses would front Carston Close.

4.5 320 car parking spaces are proposed for the commercial elements.  The 
Application includes a further 116 parking spaces for the residential dwellings. The 
116 spaces include 12 integral garages for the houses within Carston Close. The 
initial description of development referred to the provision of 100 residential car 
parking space, but upon Officers counting the actual spaces on the relevant floor 
plans, a further 16 spaces were revealed.  The Applicant has since confirmed that 
the proposals are for 116 residential car parking spaces.  This clarification is 
currently being consulted upon and this matter is discussed later on in this Report.

4.6 Public realm improvements are proposed, together with a landscaped podium for 
use as amenity space by the residents on the upper floors.  Carston Close would 
be redeveloped to provide the 12 new houses in a cul-de-sac. 

4.7 In terms of overall floorspace, the redevelopment would create 229 residential 
flats and houses, a 3,847m² food store (Use Class A1), 10 retail units ((1,588m2) 
Use Class A1-A3), 690m2 public house (Use Class A4), 2,041m2 gym/leisure 



facility (Use Class D2), 353m2 non-residential institutions (Use Class D1), 
approximately 320 public and 116 residential car parking spaces and 530 public 
and residential cycle parking spaces.

Buildings

4.8 The application site is trapezoid in shape.  The Burnt Ash Road, Leyland Road 
and Carston Road site boundaries are more or less straight, facing west, east and 
south respectively.  The northern boundary runs parallel with Eltham Road, 
resulting in an apex towards the Tiger’s Head junction.

4.9 A new building is proposed which would be constructed across most of the  site, 
save space allocated for public realm. 

4.10 All 4 sides of the proposed building would be a minimum of 2 storeys in height. 
The elevations along Eltham Road, Burnt Ash Road and Leyland Road would 
comprise a series of blocks up to 8 storeys in height, rising above a 2 two storey 
podium.  At the junction of Eltham Road/Burnt Ash Road, there is a landmark 
building marking this prominent corner which rises to 10 storeys in height.

Figure 1: Proposal outline plan

Block A

4.11 Block A is located at the south western corner of the site. It is mainly 8 storeys, 
stepping down to 7 storeys in height abutting the new houses which are to front 
onto Carston Close.

Block H 
3 Storeys



4.12 Block A serves as the vehicular entrance into the car park and the internal service 
yard for the supermarket.  Ground floor residential entrance cores would provide 
access to the flats above.

Block B

4.13 This block is set back from Block A and is 8 storeys in height, facing west looking 
towards the junction of Taunton Road/Burnt Ash Road. 

4.14 Retail and residential entrances are proposed at ground floor level.  The car park 
is at 2nd floor level and the remainder of the floors above comprise residential flats.

Block C

4.15 Block C is the feature block, 10 storeys high in an hexagonal shape, stepping 
down to an 8 storey, west facing wing.  The feature block fronts the Tiger’s Head 
junction, but also has frontages onto Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Road. It is 
located at the north-western corner of the site and the west facing wing sits 
directly opposite the Sainsbury’s Car park on Burnt Ash Road.

4.16 Retail use, a pub, a stepped entrance to a first floor gym, and a residential core 
entrance are located at ground floor level with residential flats on the upper floors.

Block D

4.17 Block D is 8 storeys in height, with the top storey set back from the main building 
frontage.  

4.18 It comprises retail units and a community facility at ground floor level, the gym at 
2nd floor level and residential use on the floors above.

Block E

4.19 This block faces north east and is 8 storeys in height.  It marks the junction of 
Eltham Road and Leyland Road.  The top floor is set back from both Eltham Road 
and Leyland Road.  

4.20 At ground floor on the corner facing Eltham Road there is a café with D1 use 
above at 1st floor. The side of block E which faces Leyland Road provides an 
entrance to a residential core and car parking.

4.21 Residential flats are on the remainder of the upper floors.

Block F

4.22 This block is east facing onto Leyland Road and is 8 storeys in height, with the top 
floor set back from the front elevation.

4.23 It includes residential core entrances at street level, with space ancillary to the A1 
anchor supermarket within the core of the development at first floor and car 
parking at first floor level.

4.24 Residential flats occupy the remainder of the upper floors.

Block G



4.25 This block is located at the south-eastern corner of the site, facing directly east.  It 
is 8 storeys in height, with the top floor set back from the floors below.

4.26 Residential core entrances are located at ground floor level, together with 
residential duplex units and vehicular access to the basement car park. 

4.27 Parking is at first floor level, while residential flats are located on the remainder of 
the upper floors.

Block H

4.28 This block comprises a row of 12, 3 storey town houses in Carston Close along 
the southern boundary of the site  adjoining Blocks A and H to the north.

4.29 The houses would be individually accessed from Carston Close, and all have 
integral garages.

4.30 Amenity space is provided at roof level, matching the podium level within the 
centre of the development.

Arcade

4.31 A double height arcade (Arcade) is proposed, accessed between Blocks B & C 
from Burnt Ash Road, and between Blocks D & E, onto Eltham Road (see Image 1 
above).

4.32 The Arcade is proposed to have a glass roof, and double height glass entrance 
doors at either end.  

4.33 Access to the anchor supermarket, would be at ground floor level from with the 
Arcade, while a travellator would provide access to the gym (Use Class D2), the 
Education Centre (D1) and shopping centre car park at second floor level.  The 
second of the two D1 community facilities would also be accessed from within the 
Arcade at ground floor level.

4.34 Vehicular access for parking and servicing is proposed from Burnt Ash Road and 
Leyland Road.  The car park for the supermarket would be located at second floor 
level, with access to the Arcade via travellators leading down from the car park.

4.35 Pedestrians would access the smaller commercial units directly from Eltham and 
Burnt Ash Roads. As referred to above, the supermarket is Accessed via the 
Arcade from Eltham and Burnt Ash Roads.

4.36 The proposal also involves the extension and slight shifting north of the existing 
bus stop on the eastern side of Burnt Ash Road, directly outside the Arcade 
entrance (west).  Additional lay-bys are proposed on Eltham and Burnt Ash Roads 
to service the smaller commercial units.

Residential proposals

4.37 The majority of the residential units are to be in seven apartment blocks, while a 
terrace of 12 town houses would line the southern boundary at Carston Close.  A 
total of 229 residential units are proposed comprising the following;

 80 x 1 bed flats (above the commercial units)



 128 x 2 bed flats (above the commercial units)

 21 x 3 bed units (above the commercial units and including 12 
townhouses fronting Carston Close)

4.38 The majority of the residential units would be above the commercial units, save 2 
units fronting Leyland Road at raised ground floor level and the 3 storey houses 
fronting Carston Close. All other flats would be accessed from cores on the Burnt 
Ash Road, Leyland Road and Eltham Road frontages with a maximum of 8 units 
per core.

4.39 All flats would have access to private amenity space in the form of a 
balcony/terrace or roof terrace.

4.40 No north facing single aspect units are proposed .

4.41 Larger (3 bed +) units are provided as townhouses to the south or at deck and 
penthouse level where room for larger amenity spaces exists.

Retail

4.42 The proposed supermarket (Use Class A1) measures 3,847m2 and is proposed 
within the centre of the proposed building. The smaller commercial units and 
residential houses and flats would wrap around the supermarket and ancillary 
space at ground and first floor levels.

4.43 The supermarket would have a frontage facing onto, and would be accessed from, 
the Arcade.  

4.44 10 retail units are proposed with frontages onto Eltham and Burnt Ash Roads.

4.45 A gym is proposed at 2nd floor level, accessed at ground floor level from Eltham 
Road or from the car park, also at 2nd floor level.

4.46 A community centre is also proposed, accessed from within the Arcade.  A further 
D1 space is proposed at 2nd floor level, accessed from the travellator to second 
floor level.

Public Realm

4.47 Works to the public realm are proposed for all 4 sides of the site. The proposals 
alter the distribution of the public realm on site resulting in the loss of the north 
eastern open space on Eltham Road, but providing an area of public space along 
Burnt Ash Road.

4.48 The existing north eastern square currently measures 1,069m2 which would be 
lost in its entirety.  The east to west route through the site measures 1,152m2 and 
this too would be lost as a result of the proposed development.  

Burnt Ash Road

4.49 The proposals include a new public square incorporating trees, landscaping, 
designated areas for market stalls and areas allocated in front of shop fronts.  
Designated seating is proposed running parallel to the highway providing 
opportunities for people to stop and dwell. 



4.50 The new square would measure 1,284m2 and would measure 90m long (north to 
south) and up to 17.8m wide (east to west), including shared surfaces. The 
pavement to the north of the public square narrows to a minimum of 6m but not for 
a significant stretch of the street. 

4.51 The area would also include a bus stop at its northern end for people travelling 
south along Burnt Ash Road. To the south of the site is a vehicular entrance into 
the car park accommodated on at second floor level.

4.52 The Arcade through the site would also be accessed from the Burnt Ash public 
square, providing access through to the large supermarket, while also serving as 
a pedestrian route through to Eltham Road.

Eltham Road

4.53 The area of existing public space would be repaved in high quality granite sets.  
All existing trees would be replaced, to provide a more uniform appearance and 
seating and cycle parking would be aligned between the trees within the centre of 
a bound gravel centre strip.  

4.54 This area would still include the bus stop, but would also serve the new entrance 
to the Arcade from Eltham Road.

Carston Close

4.55 Carston Close would be re-developed to provide a new street with a shared 
surface which would serve as the vehicular, cycle and pedestrian entrance to the 
proposed new houses and also as a thoroughfare for cyclists and pedestrians to 
and from Burnt Ash Road and Leyland Road.

4.56 Refuse access to this section of Carston Close would be from either Carston 
Close or Burnt Ash Road.

4.57 The front gardens to the new houses would be soft landscaped and less urban in 
character than the rest of the proposal.

4.58 The garages on the opposite side of Carston Close, to the west would remain, 
while additional disabled car parking would be provided to the east.

Leyland Road

4.59 The proposed new building line results in an increase in pavement width for much 
of the road providing up to 4.5m from back edge of carriageway to building edge.  
The public realm improvements include replacement paving, cycle parking, street 
lighting, and new street trees to sit alongside some of the existing retained on site.  

Additional Public works 

4.60 The bus stop on Burnt Ash Road (the same side as the application site) would be 
moved south and made longer to accommodate 2 buses at a time.  It would also 
be inset into the pavement.  



4.61 The bus shelters on Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road would be updated to the 
TfL standard black versions, which are to include real time information for bus 
time arrivals.

4.62 All paving around the site would be upgraded and integrated into the public realm 
strategy, aligning with building facades and level with building entrances.

4.63 The open space to the south east of the Tiger’s Head junction would be 
resurfaced, and would incorporate seating, a civic feature (for example, a clock or 
water feature) and a feature tree such as the Monteray Pine tree or a 
Liquidamber.

Highways

4.64 The proposals include a number of lay-bys around the site periphery so that 
loading and access points does not interfere with the surrounding free-flow of 
traffic.

4.65 A lay-by is proposed to the north-west corner of the site, immediately southeast of 
the Tiger’s Head junction for the bus stop. An additional loading bay is proposed 
opposite the Taunton Road junction.

4.66 Further south, a cross-over is proposed for access into a service entrance, 
designated for sole use by the A1 supermarket.  Further south again is the main 
retail vehicular entrance which provides separate in and out access to the upper 
level car park.

4.67 The existing access to Carston Close at the south of the site would be improved 
through the provision of a shared surface. This would allow access to the 
proposed houses, and also provide a pedestrian and cycle route between Carston 
Close and Leyland Road.  Parking spaces for the flats and houses are also 
proposed at the eastern end of Carston Close.

4.68 A vehicular entrance is proposed off Leyland Road providing access to the 
basement cycle and car parking for the residential uses above.

4.69 An existing lay-by on Eltham Road, immediately east of the Tiger’s Head junction 
is to be extended in length towards the junction.  This would serve the commercial 
units fronting Eltham Road.

4.70 The bus stops on Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Road would be replaced renewed 
as part of the proposals.

Supporting Documents 

4.71 In addition to the plans and drawings, a number of supporting document shave 
been submitted with the application.  These are summarised below.

Statement of community engagement (SCE)

4.72 The SCE sets out the consultation undertaken by the Applicant prior to the 
submission of the planning application.  The SCE states that the application 
submission was informed by the results of the consultation exercises.  Appended 



to the SCE are the various exhibition materials, questionnaires and online pages 
and newspaper articles regarding the evolution of the current planning application.

Design and Access Statement (DAS)

4.73 The DAS provides an overview of the proposals, starting with evolution of the 
design concepts, a description of the existing environs through to the justification 
of the design and quantum of development proposed.  

4.74 The DAS describes the scale, design and uses proposed and also public realm, 
and provides examples of floor layouts within the  commercial and residential 
units.  It also explains the design rationale for the massing of the blocks and its 
context, down to the detail of the materials proposed and the patterns proposed 
for the balconies and shutters.

4.75 Additional information was submitted in on 24th February 2015, which included 
updates to planning policies referred to in the Design and Access Statement and 
clarified the number of wheelchair units proposed (24 not 23).

Development delivery strategy (DDS)

4.76 This document sets out the vision and objectives of the proposed development.  It 
explains that the Applicant owns the majority of the application site, but that some 
of the land to be developed is currently owned/managed by other parties such as 
the Council, TfL or third parties. In relation to the existing flats, St. Modwen owns 
the freehold interest and 18 of these are subject to long leases.  The Applicant’s 
intention is to negotiate for their acquisition by agreement once planning 
permission has been granted.  The DDS notes that if they are unsuccessful, St 
Modwen may ask the Council to consider using its compulsory purchase powers.  
Should that occur, that would be subject to separate procedures and any decision 
would be a matter for Mayor and Cabinet.

4.77 A Section of the proposed building fronting Eltham Road would overlap the 
footway.   This footway is managed by TfL and is public highway.  The DDS notes 
that the public right of way over the existing public square which currently fronts 
Eltham Road and the routes through the site and states the Applicant’s intention 
to seek a stopping up Order to enable the development to be carried out. 

4.78 The DDS also confirms that the Applicant intends to develop out the site itself and 
then maintain and manage the shopping centre.  The residential element would 
be run and managed by an Estate Management Team. The affordable units would 
be transferred to and managed by a Registered Provider. 

Arboricultural Survey

4.79 This has been prepared by Tree: Fabrik who assessed a total of 27 trees in and 
around the site.  The survey concludes that the 3 protected trees within the 
existing public open space on Eltham Road are Category A trees, meaning they 
are trees of high quality and value capable of making a significant contribution to 
the area for 40 or more years. 

Retail Statement



4.80 The Retail Statement describes the site and its environs from a commercial point 
of view.  It identifies the commercial activity in and around the District town centre 
and describes the proposals.

4.81 The Statement sets out the planning policy base and explains why the proposals 
are considered to adhere to planning policies. Although it advises that a 
Sequential test is not required, due to the District Centre location the report 
includes a Sequential test, which the proposed development passed.

4.82 The Statement considers the retail capacity of the town centre and concludes that 
the new anchor supermarket would support the new housing within the 
development in terms of jobs and retail offer.  It also confirms that there is enough 
capacity for an additional supermarket as proposed until at least 2025.  

4.83 The Retail Statement concludes by saying that the anchor store would provide 
consumer choice, generate employment and is in accordance with planning 
policies.

Stage 1 Road Safety Audit

4.84 The Road Safety Audit considered the proposed alterations to the highway 
consequent upon the development.  These include the following;

 Extended bus stop on A2212 Burnt Ash Road

 Modified Raised Table at junction of A20 Eltham Road/ Leyland 
Road

 Footway widening on the southern side of A20 Eltham Road (south 
east of Leyland Road to accommodate a shared use pedestrian/ 
cyclist facility)

 Revised parking arrangements on Leyland Road

 New Pedestrian/ Cycle Route between Leyland Road and A2212 
Burnt Ash Road

 General alterations on Burnt Ash Road relating to development 
and access for a new supermarket and residential units.

4.85 The report sets out a series of traffic movement scenarios as a result of the 
proposed highways works associated with the proposals and identifies any 
possible risks.  Each change is considered to be accepted/part accepted/rejected.  
In all cases, recommendations for improvements are provided.

Transport Statement and appendices

4.86 This document sets out the policy basis for the proposals in respect of transport 
matters and describes the transport infrastructure surrounding and serving the 
application site.  Details of the transport elements of the proposals are then set 
out.  The Statement provides the parameters of the studies which include the 
Tiger’s head junction, the Taunton Road junction with Burnt Ash Road, Carston 
Close (north, which abuts the southern boundary of the application site) and 
Leyland and Eltham Roads which run parallel with the site boundary.



4.87 The Statement sets out the methodology for predicting the trips generated from 
the proposed development and provides information about where those trips 
would be distributed within the surrounding highway network.

4.88 It consider future traffic tends and how that might impact the site.  The Statement 
estimates the parking demand for the site based on existing demand and 
discusses other forms of travel.

4.89 The appendices to the Transport Assessment provide the detail and evidence 
base for the information and conclusions set out within the Transport Assessment.

Framework Travel Plan

4.90 This documents provides a strategy for users of the proposed development to 
move around, with a focus on sustainable modes of movement.  It includes aims, 
objectives and targets and measures for monitoring the implementation of the 
Travel Plan.

Mechanical and Electrical Utilities Statement

4.91 This statement has been submitted in order to identify where existing utilities 
infrastructure is located, and how it might be relocated as a result of the proposed 
development.

Planning Statement

4.92 The Planning Statement sets out the policies the Applicant considers relevant to 
the proposals.  It provides a summary of the development and how it has evolved, 
including the influence of consultation with local stakeholders. The document sets 
out the policy justification for the proposal and concludes that the proposals result 
in the opportunity to regenerate a run down shopping centre, while providing 
needed housing.

Affordable Housing Statement (AHS) 

4.93 The AHS sets out the justification for the affordable housing proposed for the 
scheme. 

4.94 The document provides the policy background which is followed by the breakdown 
of the tenure and dwelling mix.  In summary, 80 x 1 bed, 128 x 2 beds and 21 x 3 
bed dwellings are proposed, of which 36 would be affordable.  This equates to 
15.7% by unit or 19% by habitable rooms.

4.95 The affordable rented properties comprise the houses fronting Carston Close, 
while the remainder (24 units) would be shared ownership units in Block G.

4.96 It is proposed that the affordable rents would be 65% of market value while the 3 
bed units are capped at £250 per week.  The income thresholds for the 1 bed 
shared ownership units is proposed at £37k and the 2 beds at £43k.

4.97 This AHS does not include information about the viability of the scheme. This is 
the subject of a viability assessment which has been submitted separately by the 
Applicant. 



5.0 Environmental Impact Assessment

5.1 By virtue of Regulation 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 as amended (EIA Regulations) the Council 
cannot grant planning permission in respect of the application unless it has first 
taken the environmental information into consideration. The environmental 
information means the ES, any further or other information received, any 
representations made by any consultation bodies and any representations made 
by any other person about the environmental effects of the proposed 
development. 

5.2 Paragraph 10 (b) of Schedule 2 to the EIA Regulations identifies ‘urban 
development projects’ as requiring an environmental impact assessment (EIA) if 
the development includes more than 1 hectare of development which is not 
dwelling-house development or it includes more than 150 dwelling-houses or the 
area of the development exceeds 5 hectares and, in each case, the development 
is likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue of factors such as 
size, nature and location.

5.3 In August 2014, the Applicant submitted a request for a Screening and Scoping 
Opinion under Regulations 5 and 13 of the EIA Regulations.  The Screening 
Opinion issued in August 2014 confirmed the Council’s view that the proposals 
constituted EIA development and an ES would be required.  The Scoping Opinion 
advised the Applicant that the ES should assess the impact of the proposals in 
respect of Socio-Economics, Traffic and transportation, Air Quality, Noise and 
vibration, Townscape, Cultural Heritage and Visual impact, Daylight, 
Overshadowing, Light pollution and Solar glare, Water environment, Ground 
conditions and contamination risk, Wind microclimate, Cumulative effects and 
Climate change.

5.4 Where EIA is required, the EIA Regulations require submission of an 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 it has first taken the 
environmental impacts of the proposed development

5.5 An ES was submitted with the planning application. Land Use Consultants, 
independent EIA consultants, were appointed to advise the Council on EIA issues 
arising from the scheme and to help Officers scrutinise technical material 
prepared by the Applicant.  Following their appraisal of the ES, the Council 
concluded that the submitted ES was deficient in respect of transport matters, 
such that it could not properly be considered an ES.  Additional information was 
also required to clarify certain matters relating to townscape and visual heritage 
and air quality.  A Regulation 22 request was therefore served requiring further 
information to complete the ES.  This was provided by the Applicant in May 2015, 



together with other information requested. In November 2015, the Applicant 
submitted additional information in respect of discrepancies found in Chapter 11 
Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light Pollution and Solar Glare of the ES and 
ESNTS which incorrectly labelled the two towers to the east of the site. They were 
previously recorded as 1 and 45 Leyland Road, and should be 1-44 Leybridge 
Court and 45-88 Leybridge Court.  Stafford House to the west of the application 
site was referred to as Starford House.  Consultation letters were sent directly to 
the affected properties, and communications in the forms of letters or emails were 
sent to anyone who had previously submitted representations to the proposals 
together with all statutory consultees. This information was also publicised in 
accordance with Regulation 22.

5.6 The ES is considered in Section 9 of this Report. 

6.0 Consultation

6.1 This section outlines the consultation carried out by the Applicant prior to 
submission of the planning application and by the Council following its receipt and 
summarises the responses received. 

Pre-application consultation

6.2 The Applicant has undertaken a series of public engagement exercises.  The first 
public exhibition was held in March 2012. In June 2014 a further public exhibition 
was held.  A third exhibition took place in November 2014.  During this time, the 
Applicant also held separate meetings with local groups.

6.3 The Lee Green Assemblies Group (LGAG) includes a group of local stakeholders 
such as residents and businesses in Lee Green who discuss ways to improve the 
local area.  LGAG created a working group to provide feedback to the Applicant in 
a more structured way.  The LGAG held meetings specifically to discuss the 
details of the scheme and to provide feedback to the Applicant team.

6.4 In October 2014, the Deputy Mayor held a meeting in response to an 
exceptionally high level of questions submitted to the Mayor about the proposals. 
Subsequent questions have been submitted to the Deputy Mayor since the 
application was submitted in February 2015.  The Mayor’s questions can be found 
in Appendix 3 to this report. 

Council consultation

6.5 The Council’s consultation was in accordance with the minimum statutory 
requirements and those required by the Council’s adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement.

6.6 Five site notices were displayed for the planning application and a further 5 were 
displayed in respect of the ES.  Both notices were displayed on lamp posts on 
Leyland, Burnt Ash and Eltham Roads and Carston Close. The application and 
supporting documents and other relevant material are lodged on the Council’s 
website in the usual way. A press notice was also published in the local 
newspaper in respect of the planning application accompanied by the 
Environmental Impact Assessment.



6.7 Letters were sent to 8,500 residents and business in the surrounding area. Emails 
providing a link to the application details were sent to the relevant ward 
Greenwich and Lewisham Councillors. The following statutory consultees and 
stakeholders were also consulted:

Friends and Users of Staplehurst Road Shops  
Hither Green Community Association  
Grove Park Community Group  
Grove Park Residents Association  
Blackheath Village Residents Group  
Blackheath Village Traders Association  
Historic England
Environment Agency  
Fire Prevention Group  
Lewisham Cyclists  
Royal Borough of Greenwich  
London Cycling Network  
Lewisham Primary Care Trust  
Natural England  
Network Rail  
Thames Water  
Transport for London’s Land Use Planning Team 
SUSTRANS  
Met Police Design Out Crime Officer (Lewisham)  
Greenwich Conservation Group  
Neighbourhood Community Safety Service Central  
London Fire & Emergency Authority  
Sports England  
Greater London Authority

6.8 The following local groups were consulted;

Lee Manor Society  
Blackheath Society  
Greenwich Society
The Corbett Society
Lee Green Lives 
A Better Lee Green

6.9 The following Council departments were consulted:

Environmental Sustainability  
Highways  
Ecological Regeneration 
Environmental Health  
Housing  
Education  
Legal Services     
Parks Manager

6.10 In response to further information provided in respect of the Environmental 
Statement under Regulation 22 of  The Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 and submitted in 



September 2015, a second consultation exercise was undertaken. Consultation 
emails and letters were sent to anyone who had previously submitted 
representations to the proposals together with all statutory consultees. This 
information was also publicised in accordance with Regulation 22 which included 
site notices in and around the application site and a public notice published in the 
local press.  Further consultation was also undertaken in November 2015 relating 
to the Environmental Statement and sunlight and daylight issues, as well as 
clarification relating to the level of residential car parking. Consultation again 
included letters which were sent directly to the affected properties, and 
communications in the forms of letters or emails were sent to anyone who had 
previously submitted representations to the proposals together with all statutory 
consultees. This information was also publicised in accordance with Regulation 
22.  The consultation period ends 10 December 2015.  An update will be given at 
the Committee meeting.

Written Responses received from Local Residents and Organisations

6.11 Written responses plus a petition objecting to the proposals and signed by 906 
people (of which 505 signed online), were received by the Council in response to 
the application. Further responses have been received in response to the 
consultation in September and November 2015 regarding the ES information 
submitted.  At the writing of this report, 23 comments, 33 letters of support and 
200 objections (256 in total) have been received.  

6.12 Objections received are addressed in Section 14 ‘Summary of representations’ of 
this report and a more detailed summary of all consultation responses is included 
at Appendix 2 to this report. Responses to the re-consultation in September and 
November 2015 are also included. A summary of comments received is set out 
below.

Blackheath Society

6.13 The Blackheath Society object to the proposals on the following grounds:

 The proposal results in a loss of 60% of public space which is unacceptable

 The proposed scale, mass and bulk of the scheme is unacceptable

 The proposal fails to provide a sufficient level of family sized dwellings and 
affordable housing

Lee Green Assembly

6.14 The representations received from the Assembly can be summarised as follows::

 The amount of existing and proposed amenity space should be 
independently verified

 The delivery bays, bus stop and supermarket entrances all compromise the 
amount of public space to be provided

 The amount of public space proposed is inadequate

 15% of affordable housing is inadequate



 There should be more certainty regarding the mix of smaller retail shops

 The proposed location of the public space would be exposed to greater 
levels congestion and pollution

 There is insufficient space for both the public space and the proposed 
market stalls

 The proposed development would result in additional car trips

 The proposed public square would be located in an area which is exposed 
to air pollution 25% higher than the existing public space

 The building, and equipping of the community centre needs to be secured

 The Applicant should agree to reduced rents for the existing shops and 
market stall holders

 The Applicant should ensure that the existing tenants do not become 
homeless as a result of the redevelopment proposals

Lee Manor Society

6.15 The representations received from Lee Manor Society can be summarised as 
follows:

 The proposed public space is significantly less than the existing

 The images for comparison of public space are not comparable

 The proposed public space would be too close to the traffic

 The existing information panel (the sign board in the public open space 
immediately south east of the Tiger’s Head Junction)  should be retained or 
its removal separately consulted upon

 The podium level amenity space would result in a ‘gated community in the 
sky’

 The proposed development is clearly contrary to very clear policies

 The proposed scale and massing would be damaging to the District Centre

 The proposed development should not result in any changes to traffic 
volumes

 The increased traffic should be located on Eltham Road which is an A road

 Burnt Ash Road would have more traffic and would make the proposed 
public space less inviting

 The proposed highways mitigation measures are not convincing



 The prediction of car volumes is in excess of the car parking spaces 
proposed

 Overall, the proposed development would not be sustainable

 Further discussions with planners should take place to improve the 
proposals

The Traders of Leegate

6.16 The Traders of Leegate includes the occupiers of the existing retail units at the 
Leegate shopping centre.  Their representations can be summarised as follows: 

 No objections are raised to the proposals
 Compensation should be provided to the existing occupiers
 The planning process has resulted in the withdrawal of external funding 

and the reduction of trade
 The site has been poorly managed and maintained due to the pending 

redevelopment proposals

A Better Lee Green

6.17 A Better Lee Green’s representations (which include a completed on-line survey) 
can be summarised as follows:

 The application should be refused or deferred until the proposals become 
compliant or refused

 The Applicant has failed to demonstrate a need for the additional 
supermarket

 The proposed smaller units need to be of an appropriate size for them to be 
feasible

 The diversity of the existing 25 retailers needs to be protected
 Independent advice needs to be sought regarding the need for the 

sequential test
 The Applicant needs to demonstrate how the proposal will adapt/survive 

with the growing trend of internet shopping
 A larger community should be provided
 Officers need to scrutinise the viability statement
 The existing and proposed amenity space should be independently 

measured
 Anyone who has an interest in the proposals should be made aware that 

the Lewisham Design Review Planning did not fully support the proposals.
 The Strategic Committee must be advised that the GLA considered the 

scheme using incorrect figures  regarding the public space
 Planning Officers should obtain the responses the pre-application 

consultation exercises from the Applicant
 The application should not be determined until the outstanding concerns 

regarding public space, housing, education and community facilities has 
been adequately addressed

 The cumulative highways impact does not include developments 
immediately surrounding the application site



 The trip generation figures do not reflect the experience of the local 
community

 No evidence has been provided to mitigate any further rat running to local 
roads

 The application should not be considered while there are outstanding 
Highways matters

 No information has been provided regarding the home office spaces within 
the residential units

 Evidence should be provided regarding the future use of the cycle as a way 
of visiting the site and the cycle racks to be provided

 Further justification needs to be provided regarding the dangerous levels of 
air quality caused by a smaller public space and more vehicles around the 
site

 The Applicant should demonstrate that the new residents would be 
protected from noise and pollution

 The proposed development would not be a sustainable form of 
development and a scheme with greater longevity should be considered.

Written Responses received from Statutory Agencies

Greater London Authority 

6.18 The application is one of potential strategic importance under paragraphs 1A, 1B 
and 1C of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.  The 
application is therefore required to be notified to the Mayor of London. 

6.19 The GLA provided its Stage 1 response letter on the proposals on 30 April 2015.  
The GLA strongly supports principle of a mixed use development at the Leegate 
District Centre and considers the scheme to be well designed, in particular, with 
the wrapping of the supermarket with active frontages and the provision of the 
town houses.  The appearance, scale and bulk of the proposed buildings is 
appropriate for the District Centre location.  The GLA suggest a condition is added 
to the decision notice requiring the architects to be retained during the 
construction to ensure that the quality envisaged for the scheme is delivered.

6.20 Paragraph 16 of the Stage 1 response confirms that the GLA is satisfied with the 
information provided in the Retail Statement, which confirms that the retail floor 
space proposed would positively enhance  the viability and vitality of the District 
Centre. Paragraph 19 states that the proposed development would make a 16.5% 
contribution to Lewisham’s Housing target of 1385 new home by 2025 which is 
welcomed.

6.21 The London Plan density matrix suggests a density of between 70 to 170 
habitable rooms per hectare.  The application proposes 119 dwellings per hectare 
which the GLA therefore considers acceptable.

6.22 The GLA raises a number of strategic concerns, however, and considers that the 
application does not comply with the London Plan (March 2015) housing, urban 
design, inclusive design, climate change and transport policies because of the 
reasons set out below but does provide guidance on how to potentially address 
the policy failures: 



 Principle of development: The principle of the proposed mixed use 
development on the Applicant’s site is strongly supported. But assurance 
is required in relation to the relocation of the evangelical church and 
decanting of existing business and residential tenants. 

 Housing mix: The proposed residential mix does not provide for a 
reasonable provision of larger units with just 9% 3- bed units, whilst 35% 
are 1-bed dwellings and 56% are 2 bed dwellings. The overall percentage 
of larger units should be increased to create a more balanced housing 
mix. 

 Affordable housing: The initial 15.7% affordable housing offer is 
supported by a viability assessment this report should be independently 
assessed on behalf of Lewisham Council to ensure the maximum is being 
achieved on-site and the findings shared with GLA officers prior to stage 
2 referral; the Council should confirm the agreement over the affordable 
housing mix because it is GLA officers opinion that whilst the provision of 
town houses is a welcome part of the scheme the Applicant should 
increase the proportion of 3 bed units and that the affordable rent/ 
intermediate for sale mix should closer to the 60%:40% targeted by 
London Plan policy; and the Applicant has received offers from 2 
registered providers for a slightly different housing mix and GLA officers 
require that any correspondence be made available to review in context 
of concerns raised in relation to the affordable offer.

 Retail: The Applicant should provide further details on the businesses 
response to the decanting strategy for existing businesses and set out the 
options explored to where existing retailers can be relocated.

 Urban design: The approach to the development masterplan is strongly 
supported.

 Access: The Applicant should provide justification for 2 type 2.25 ground 
floor duplex units to the south of cores F and G being elevated for visual 
privacy and flood protection that are not Lifetime Homes Appendix 1 
compliant; increase the variety of wheelchair dwellings; and the Applicant 
should also illustrate what design features that will be incorporated to 
ensure that all shared surface areas are safe and usable for disabled 
people.

 Children & young person’s play: The Applicant has provided this strategy 
but has not completed detailed work on the child yield using the Mayor’s 
Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Recreation SPG (2012). The 
Applicant should undertake this calculation work and the findings should 
relate to its play space strategy and the Council should consider if funds 
should be provided for the enhancement of existing facilities for off-site 
play provision.

 Sustainable energy: Based on the submitted energy assessment the 
carbon dioxide savings exceed the target set within Policy 5.2 of the 
London Plan.  However, the comments set out in energy assessment 
relating to verification information should be addressed in full before 



compliance with London Plan energy policy can be accepted. This 
information should be provided before stage 2 referral.

 Flood risk/ surface water: All flood risk and surface water run-off 
mitigation measures should be by condition.

 Transport: It is recommended that discussions should continue between 
TFL, the Applicant and Lewisham Council to resolve issues relating to 
Eltham Road/Burnt Ash Road/Lee High Road/Lee Road junction. The 
Applicant should also respond in full to issues raised by TFL in relation to 
access and parking, trip generation & mode split, walking cycling, public 
transport and freight and travel planning.

6.23 The following matters were also considered within the Stage I report as 
outstanding:

 Further information is required about how the existing tenants would be 
decanted and how their housing needs would be met.

 The GLA would like to see correspondence between the Applicant team, LB 
Lewisham and the potential Registered providers to understand the 
justification of the dwelling and tenure mix proposed.

 Clarification is required as to why the Leyland Road maisonettes do not have 
level entry.  Without it, the units are incapable of being built to Lifetime Homes 
standards.

 19 of the 24 Wheelchair units are 1 bed, 2 person. Larger units be provided 
unless a housing needs assessment can be provided to justify the unbalanced 
dwelling mix.

 Information should be provided about how disabled people would safely use 
the shared surfaces.

 The child yield from the scheme should be provided and incorporated into the 
child play space strategy. The Applicant should also commit to enhancing the 
Weigall Road Sports Ground and Edith Smith [Nesbit] Gardens secured by 
condition or S.106.

 The flooding management measures should be secured as a condition to the 
decision notice.

 TfL trees should be retained and protected during works and permission may 
be required from TfL before any works commence.

 £57k is required for bus stop upgrades and Legible London signage

 At the request of Lewisham’s Highways officers, the TfL woks to the Tiger’s 
Head junction have been delayed until an acceptable mitigation strategy can 
be agreed.  These discussions should be satisfactorily concluded prior to the 
Stage II referral. 

 There should be a reduction in the number of spaces in the town centre car 
park.



 New residents should be prohibited from applying to any CPZ.

 Free membership to a car club for all new residents.

Environment Agency

6.24 No objection subject to 7 conditions to be added to the decision notice with regard 
to the flooding, securing the recommendations in the FRA submitted, 
contamination and SUDS.

Thames Water

6.25 Initially, Thames Water did not raise any objections to the proposals, but 
requested that 2 conditions be added requesting further information regarding the 
existing infrastructure capacities and piling.  The information is to be provided 
prior to the commencement of works. 

6.26 In response to the consultation exercise carried out in November 2015, Thames 
Water still did not raise any objections but this time repeated the request for the 
previously mentioned conditions, but requested a further regarding a drainage 
strategy.

Network Rail

6.27 After reviewing the information submitted, Network Rail has no objection or further 
observations to make.

Historic England

6.28 Having considered the available information it is concluded that any 
archaeological potential associated with the site would have been removed at the 
time the site was previously developed.  It is therefore considered that there is no 
on-going archaeology interest with this site.

Royal London Borough of Greenwich – Reply from the Planning Department

6.29 Greenwich Council raised no objections to the proposals, and advised that it had 
no further observations to make regarding the proposals.  

Written Objections from Councillors and MPs

Labour Party 

6.30 The Local MP for Lewisham East, Heidi Alexander wrote the following in response 
to the Leegate proposals:

“I support the principle of redeveloping Leegate and believe a high quality, 
mixed use development in this location is long overdue. 

In an ideal world, the redevelopment of Leegate would not entail another 
large supermarket in Lee Green but I appreciate the arguments advanced by 
the Applicant about how the presence of a large retailer makes the scheme 
commercially viable. I trust your Officers have thoroughly interrogated St 
Modwen’ s claims in this regard and that St Modwen have been encouraged 
to consider alternatives. I know the Local Assembly’s Leegate Working 



Group have cross-examined St Modwen about alternatives, and both St 
Modwen and Asda about ways of reducing the size and/or impact of Asda, 
unfortunately to no avail — so we are left with the superstore.

Anyone who lives in the vicinity of Leegate will know how it has deteriorated 
over the last two decades. I therefore broadly welcome the plans submitted 
by St Modwen. However, I have a number of outstanding concerns which I 
list below:

Traffic - The new supermarket and the additional housing will generate new 
traffic. I am aware that Transport for London are currently remodelling the 
Lee Green junction and it is absolutely essential that the proposed 
redevelopment of Leegate does not result in further gridlock than that which 
is currently experienced. I understand that planning Officers have sought 
additional information from the Applicant about the impact of the 
development on traffic and I would hope the council could commission an 
independent consultant to review the data provided  by St Modwen. I have 
read the response of “A Better Lee Green” to the planning consultation and 
believe they make a number of credible points regarding St Modwen’ s traffic 
modelling which must be addressed.

Affordable Housing and New Retail Units - I understand that of the 229 new 
homes which will be built as part of this development, just 12 will be built to 
be let at affordable rents and 24 will be shared ownership properties. This is 
not an acceptable amount of affordable housing on a scheme of this size. I 
appreciate some of the units will be family-sized but the overall amount of 
affordable housing is still inadequate. I am also concerned that suitable 
arrangements should be made for the residents who currently own or rent 
property in the flats which sit above the existing retail and commercial units. I 
have written directly to St Modwen with some suggestions as to how this 
might be managed. I also hope that St Modwen will work with existing traders 
to ensure they can return to Leegate should they want to and that proper 
consideration has been given to the size and nature of new retail/commercial 
units, given the sort of future demand that will exist in a District Centre 
location such as Lee Green. 

Public Space – I broadly support the principle of a wide linear public space 
on Burnt Ash Road. I believe St Modwen do need to demonstrate how such 
a space works in an urban environment such as Lewisham. The public space 
which exists currently on the corner of Eltham Road and Leyland Road is of 
a poor quality and the new public realm must be of significantly higher quality 
if it is to fulfil its intended function. I am unconvinced by the covered walkway 
which acts as an entrance to the supermarket for customers arriving on foot 
but I welcome the new pedestrian and cycling route that is opened on 
Carston Way. 

Community Space – In recent years, the Lee Green Community Centre has 
become a valuable community resource. I welcome the inclusion in the 
scheme of new community space and note the commitment of Affinity Sutton 
(as per their response to the planning consultation) to supporting Lee Green 
Lives should they take on the running of such a space.  



I would be grateful if my views could be relayed to the Planning Committee 
which considers this application as part of the Officer’s report. I am copying 
this letter to Killian Morris at St Modwen and would be grateful for any further 
information from you or him which addresses my concerns.”

Green Party

6.31 Below is an excerpt from a letter in response to the Leegate proposals from Störm 
Poorun, Green Party Parliament Candidate for Lewisham East:

“1.  The plans go against the principles of town planning in that they 
would have a significant competitive impact on other traders and 
retailers in the area, large and small - but assessed on their own 
rather than against a properly considered and consulted-upon plan.

The lack of a town plan means that this impact on economic diversity 
is unmitigated and gives significant retail power over the District 
Centre to a single building owner, with no pre-planning from a public 
perspective.

2. The results of an air pollution study of NO [Nitrogen Oxide] levels, 
which itself is a material consideration, largely contradicts the 
assertions of the Applicants and both their Air Quality Assessment 
and the Environmental Impact Assessment.

NO levels are clearly welt above safe limits.  PM 2.5 particulate 
pollution is also very likely by analogy to be well above safe limits.

Granting permission for an application that is going to increase traffic, 
parking, and pollution, even by the Applicants conservative estimates 
is damaging.

Permission should not be granted until a more thorough assessment 
of PM 2.5 particles and NO is undertaken, and modelled to account 
for the impact of the increased traffic, stopping, and parking.

3. The frontages of proposed cafés, and bus stops, where people dwelt 
for substantial periods, are likely to be well above safe limits of both 
NO and PM2.5 limits.

4. Air quality impact breaches the London Plan, Lewisham Air Quality 
Plan, the London Air Quality Plan, and Development Framework 
policy Development Management Policy 2.23 and Core Strategy 2.10 
objective of improving local air quality.

5. It breaches the presumption in favour of development for sustainable 
developments, as it cannot be considered sustainable as the evidence 
currently available suggests it would increase illegal and dangerous 
air quality levels in a highly densely populated urban area.

6. Lost public areas, such as footpaths which are used as such within 
the development, will be lost, and such assets will not be replaced.



7. Within the plan, it appears that the current significant number of 
reasonably-sized business units suitable for SMEs will disappear. 
Their replacement would be a very small number (10 or less) much 
smaller units - that wouldn’t be suitable for many retailers or other 
small businesses. This would damage the economic diversity of Lee 
Green, resulting in deterioration of the character of the district town 
centre, breaching the Development Framework core strategy policies.”

Liberal Democrats

6.32 Below is the response to the proposals from Julia Fletcher, Liberal Democrat 
Parliamentary Candidate for Lewisham East:

“As you may be aware, we delivered a street letter around the 
immediate area asking for people’s views.

In response I received 11 replies in favour of the plans and 26 against.

Of the 11 in favour, 5 did not include any comments but just ticked the 
box to indicate that they were happy with the proposals. The other six 
included comments. A number of these were from people in the 
immediate vicinity of the existing centre who said they were fed up 
with anti-social behaviour there and the state of the current centre. 
One mentioned that the proposed new Asda store would provide jobs 
for local people.

Of the 26 against (one of which was by phone message) all put 
comments. Most were unhappy about the proposal being dominated 
by one large Asda store and would prefer a range of shops and 
services. Several commented that it does not make sense to have a 
new store so close to the existing Sainsbury’s. One commented that 
he was concerned about what would happen to the existing small 
shops.

A number mentioned concerns about increased traffic and pollution in 
the area and the use of local roads as rat-runs, it was mentioned that 
the junction is already a very congested and polluted one. Parking 
was also raised as a concern.

Several mentioned they wanted more meaningful public space, as 
proposed by the Lee Green Working Group and one said they would 
like more trees and plants to be included.

There were also concerns about the height of the proposed 
development and overdevelopment of the site, together with the 
appearance of the blocks (likened to a barracks).

One person highlighted the very low proportion of social housing to be 
included, especially when there is such a desperate need for social 
housing in London.

Another person was concerned about the proposed properties in 
Carston Close and Leyland Road and the lack of garden space for 
these, together the impact on parking.



A few people were concerned about the likely impact of the large 
number of flats in the proposed development on local services, 
particularly school places and health facilities.

School places in particular are already difficult to secure in the area.

A respondent who would be made homeless if the proposal goes 
ahead felt that he had not been properly consulted.

Somebody mentioned that they would like to see more evidence of 
energy conservation proposals.”

Royal London Borough of Greenwich – Reply from Local ward Councillors

6.33 Below is a letter in response to the Leegate proposals from Councillors Christine 
May, Mark James and Clare Morris, Middle Park and Sutcliffe Ward, Royal 
Borough of Greenwich:

“The Leegate corner is positioned on the border with Middle Park and 
Sutcliffe ward in the Royal Borough of Greenwich and the constituency of 
Eltham. As Councillors of the neighbouring Borough we welcome the 
opportunity to respond as part of the consultation process over the 
redevelopment of the Leegate site. Our comments on the application as set 
out in the document Design and Access Statement February 2015 are listed 
below:-

1. Section 2. The Process

Referred to under Section 2 The Process (The District Centre Page 17) the 
site is described as having an 'unfortunate location' with its administrative 
boundary being 'designated in both the London Borough of Lewisham and 
the Borough of Greenwich'. 

We are disappointed by the lack of engagement with Councillors and the 
local community living in the Royal Borough of Greenwich by the Applicant.

Given the proximity of Middle Park and Sutcliffe ward to the proposed 
development and its common interest in the successful future of this area, 
we would have expected the Applicant to proactively seek full input from all 
democratically elected representatives, local residents' groups and 
conservation societies from the earliest stages.

2. Section 3. Use

We have considered the impact on the food store, which is the keystone of 
the new District Centre, of changing retail patterns in the long term. The 
trend is moving away from larger stores and towards smaller high street 
shops to meet every day requirements. Bulkier items and weekly food shops 
are increasingly purchased via the internet. It is our view that this will 
continue to be the direction of travel into the future. Given the dependence of 
this application on the sustainability of a large food store, more information is 
needed on possible alternative uses for the site.  

3. Section 5. Layout



The plans for small retail outlets, within the Arcade, appear cramped and not 
fit for purpose. Within the existing structure there are a number of spacious 
outlets, both inward and outward facing, which are available and adaptable 
for a variety of uses.

We note from the plans that the publicly accessible areas that are protected 
from traffic noise and pollution would be lost. The plans for courtyard space 
are attractive and pleasantly designed, but it is a private communal area and 
not an open community space. Only residents will be able to enjoy this 
amenity, not the wider residential area.

4. Section 7. Public Realm

There is an overall loss of public space. Misleading claims have been made 
by the Applicant that existing open space positioned on the corner of Eltham 
Road and Leyland Road would be redistributed to form a wider pavement on 
Burnt Ash Road.  This is not a direct transfer of open space as implied, as a 
portion of this space already exists there and this is not reflected in the 
calculations (page 59). 

5. Section 8. Appearance

The current design would create a very different aspect to Eltham Road, 
altering its character in terms of light and perception of space. The CGIs of 
these elevations create an impression of over-bearing bulk, scale and 
density which appear disproportionate to the size of the site and surrounding 
buildings.

We are disappointed by the poor quality of the design which appears to have 
little architectural merit and is out of keeping with the area.  The 
redevelopment should be an opportunity to improve the street scenery; 
however the buildings are imposing, bland and unimaginative.

6. Section 9. Access

The considerable increase in noise and air pollution caused by the additional 
traffic volume commensurate with a food store of this size would significantly 
impact on Royal Borough of Greenwich residents.  It is also of concern that 
supermarkets rely on out of hour’s deliveries by HGVs, which will bring round 
the clock nuisance and disturbance to an area which is relatively quiet by 
night.

The increase in traffic has not been accurately projected, taking into account 
the new and significant developments at Huntsman and Kidbrooke Village. 
Congestion at the Tigers Head junction is already problematic with very long 
tail backs heading towards Leegate often to be found on Eltham Road and 
Lee Road. 

The Tigers Head is a very hazardous junction, with higher than average 
collision rates according to TFL figures.  This places all residents, whether 
pedestrian or vehicle users, at greater risk.

Conclusion



As elected representatives, we support the redevelopment of the Leegate 
site for the benefit of existing and future residents of the whole community.  
We understand the objectives, challenges and constraints that are faced in 
undertaking a project of this scale. 

Unfortunately, a cycle of decline has been set in motion by businesses 
vacating their premises and the area has become a magnet for antisocial 
behaviour and other associated problems. We are dismayed at the rundown 
appearance of the Leegate shopping centre and believe this to be a relatively 
recent phenomenon and a direct consequence of the precinct's uncertain 
future. We also know this is often cited as a cynical and deliberate tactic 
employed by a developer seeking approval for a scheme which is likely to 
prove unpopular. 

We urge a long term courageous approach is taken to maximise the potential 
of this opportunity and ensure a sustainable future for this development.”

Responses from Council departments and affiliates

Sustainability Manager

6.34 No objection to the proposed sustainability strategy.

Designing Out Crime Officer, South East Area Team (including Lewisham)

6.35 The Designing Out Crime Officer has provided an up to date analysis of reports of 
crime and anti-social behaviour within the Lee Green Ward which shows that for 
the 12 month period prior to the end of August last, the top 5 reports of serious 
crime were:

1. Crimes involving violence = 125.

2. Vehicle crime = 85.

3. Theft = 32.

4. Burglary = 23.

5. Anti-social behaviour = 125.

6.36 The Designing Out Crime Officer states that crime prevention measures have to 
be right to ensure a safe and as crime free environment as possible. This could be 
achieved through good design and layout as discussed and through police 
approved physical security measures as catered for in the Secured by Design 
Scheme which sets the minimum standards to be achieved.

6.37 This development would  be prone to levels of crime and effective measures need 
to be put in place to counter this. There have over the past few years been serious 
assaults in the area one resulting in a high profile fatal stabbing.

6.38 The Designing Out Crime Officer therefore requests that an appropriate planning 
condition be applied to ensure that the development both Commercial and the 
Residential Units achieve Secured by Design Certification.

Education



6.39 Education Officers appreciate that this area of the Borough would benefit from 
regeneration and the homes included in the scheme would be an important 
contribution to the Borough’s target for the provision of new homes.

6.40 A development of this size is likely to increase the demand for school places in the 
area which the Council would be unable to meet locally. The schools serving the 
area, both primary and secondary, are full and on sites which are constrained and 
difficult to develop within the levels of funding currently available. If Lewisham 
residents with school age children are re-housed within the Leegate development 
they may be obliged to continue in their current school placement. This generates 
additional journeys and is expensive for parents who need to accompany their 
children.

6.41 Officers do not wish to object to the development but hope that the possible 
impact on other services is recognised and mitigated.

Highways 

6.42 The Council’s highways officer considers that further information should be 
submitted, and further clarification provided before Officers make a 
recommendation.  

6.43 Having all loading and drop-off from the highway is not acceptable. This would 
either use up footway/public realm space or carriageway, either of which should 
be prioritised over loading/drop off, which on both principle and in practical terms 
should be catered for within the site.  Car parking at podium level should be 
reduced as a solution.  The scenario of people waiting in the adjoining roads with 
their supermarket trolleys and/or shopping bags is not acceptable.  

6.44 The traffic mitigation measures proposed do not include Borough roads - though 
an appendix showing areas for proposed traffic calming, most of which are 
already traffic calmed has been submitted.  The mitigation should at least include 
the rest of Dorville, Cambridge and Upwood Road.  The traffic calming measures 
also identify some proposed "Quietways", which shows a misunderstanding of 
what a Quietway is (a strategic cycle route linking destinations on a sub-regional 
level). If routes were to link to a future Quietway that would be acceptable.  That 
said, the suggested local cycling improvements could help mitigate against the 
increase in local traffic and should be included, but these are already quiet streets 
which would be relatively safe for cycling.  

6.45 Regardless of the junction modelling, there would be an increase in local journeys 
even compared with the Leegate Centre as existing and fully occupied.  With this 
in mind, in terms of the pedestrian environment, the scope of works on Burnt Ash 
Road should be extended to Lee station and beyond to Burnt Ash Hill.

6.46 Similarly, a contribution to bus service improvements should be sought.  This is to 
mitigate the additional journeys through the area. 

6.47 The Applicant should provide 3 years membership to the local car club for future 
residential occupiers of the proposed development; 1 year is not enough to embed 
behaviours.

6.48 A robust travel plan should also be secured.



6.49 To conclude, as the proposals currently stand, an objection is maintained and 
Highways officers remain unconvinced that the Applicant has made sufficient 
effort to identify and mitigate impacts on local roads.

Environmental Health

6.50 The Environmental Health Officer considered that the applicant had carried out 
the Air Quality Assessment in accordance with the guidance provided by 
Lewisham prior to the submission of the current planning application.

6.51 However, the results of the comparison to the benchmark were unavailable.

6.52 In relation to the construction, it is classified as high risk so would require the 
monitoring as detailed in the GLA SPD.  In relation to the dust minimisation this 
can be picked up by a condition within the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) which should also include details of noise and dust/air 
quality control.

6.53 Officers understand that a £50k contribution towards air quality monitoring will be 
secured via a S.106 which is welcomed.

6.54 Specific text and information was provided for conditions relating to CEMP, noise 
protection and dust.

6.55 Objections are raised to the delivery and servicing hours given the close proximity 
of the residential units.

Lewisham Strategic Housing (LSH)

6.56 This is a large strategic site and should be aiming for a higher % towards the 
policy position of 50% of affordable housing. Departure from this should be tested 
via a viability assessment.

6.57 For the affordable rented housing the headline figure of 5% of total units is 
disappointing and they would like to see an increase of the overall percentage 
with some of the 2 bed properties – either private or intermediate - becoming 
rented units. However, Officers are pleased to see that 100% of the family sized 
houses are to be affordable rent with an intended capped rent of £1000 pcm. This 
is very much welcomed.  

6.58 In terms of intermediate housing a reduction in the number of 1 beds and an 
increase in 2 beds – rented if viable - would be preferable.

6.59 LSH do not consider the suggested tenure split complies with the policy position. 
The February 2015 SPD does allow for a slight variation in favour of more 
intermediate in areas of where there is already a high concentration of 
social/affordable housing (3.1.51), but LSH do not consider this to be such a site 
with the amount of private homes already in the area in addition to this 
development balancing the tenure at nearby Leybridge Court, but in any case the 
suggested split is not considered ‘a slight variation’.

6.60 The balance should re-dressed with more affordable rent units  being provided in 
lieu of some of the 1 bed intermediate units. 



Lewisham’s Ecological regeneration manager

6.61 The Leegate shopping centre appears to be delivering 2,580.70m² of living roofs. 

6.62 The design and access statement indicates that these will be 'brown roofs'. This is 
a term that normally indicates that they will be extensive substrate based roofs (of 
which Officers approve and favour) but that they will be left to naturally colonise.

6.63 Officers would however not recommend this form of establishment as it provides 
unwanted species such as buddleia and other weed species/grasses the 
opportunity to get a foothold and limit the functioning and value of the roof. They 
would prefer that the roofs are designed to provide a SUDS and biodiversity 
function and as such are plug planted and over seeded. The roofs should achieve 
the London Plan Policy 4A.11 Living Roofs and Walls aspirations by 
delivering both a biodiversity function and SUDS contribution as per the below 
associated definitions.

 where some contribution to an overall SUDS scheme is considered to be of 
importance the minimum holding capacity of the roof should be at least 12 
litre/m²

 where some contribution to the Biodiversity value of the building is required a 
mosaic of different substrate depths; varying between 75mm and 150mm, 
seeded and planted with native wildflower species that includes other 
materials to vary the micro-habitat/typography characteristic of the locality in 
which the roof is situated must be provided

6.64 Given that detailed designs have not been supplied with respect to living roofs the 
implement the recommendations should be secured by way of an appropriately 
worded condition.

Lewisham Design Review Panel (LDRP)

6.65 The application was submitted following a series of pre-applications meetings with 
Planning and Design Officers as well as undergoing a number of reviews 
throughout the process with the LDRP.

6.66 The LDRP is a group of professional design experts, who meet regularly to review 
development schemes at pre-application stages of the planning process. While 
the LDRP does not have decision-making powers, it serves as an advisory body 
to Officers, helping to achieve the best built environment. Comments from the 
LDRP have been fed into pre-application discussions and the assessment of this 
planning application.

6.67 The LDRP is broadly supportive of the final massing strategy and of the approach 
to the elevational composition.  The concept of acknowledging Lee Cross, the 
junction of 5 major roads, with the taller building of the new development acting as 
the visual anchor is supported in terms of place marking, and setting back the 
building to create street level public realm is welcomed by the Panel.

6.68 The LDRP acknowledged the attention given to the elevational treatment to Burnt 
Ash Road which proposes a horizontal emphasis with wider windows to 
emphasise looking out not down, along with the elevational treatment to Leyland 
Road which is proposed to have a vertical emphasis with longer windows to 



emphasise looking out over the parkland setting of the Leybridge Estate. The 
LDRP also supports the strong architecturally framed ground floor emphasis 
which ties the whole scheme together.

6.69 General support is also afforded to the proposed internal layouts of the residential 
units, and the provision of amenity space in the form of the podium, balconies and 
roof terraces. With reference to the podium deck, the LDRP did remark that 
certain elements of the supermarket plant would need careful design, visual and 
acoustic screening at podium garden level so as not cause nuisance to the 
proposed apartments located nearby.

6.70 The approach to repositioning the existing public square from Eltham Road (to the 
north of the site), over to Burnt Ash Road (to the west) was supported by the 
LDRP. as this results in the creation of a more sheltered western facing square 
along Burn Ash Road which can create a better sense of place to the 
development and provide a more successful micro-climate for the public using the 
space: both walking past, waiting for a bus or using the proposed facilities.   
Overall the LDRP considered the proposals for the public realm result in a more 
generous offering along Burnt Ash Road which creates generous tree lined streets 
which knit back into the leafy streets of Lee and help to ground the proposals in its 
context.

6.71 The Panel did consider the Arcade to be sterile in appearance and suggest further 
thought is required in order to make the Arcade more successful.  The LDRP 
considered rather than achieving a classic top lit mall environment, the proposals 
result in a standard shopping mall with the dominance of a number of travellators 
positioned approximately in the middle of the mall which divide the space 
uncomfortably both laterally and axially. 

6.72 All written representations received will be made available to Members.

Local meeting

6.73 Given the level of local interest for the proposals, the consultation letter sent 
informing residents and businesses of the application also included an invitation to 
a local meeting which took place on 18 March 2015, at Trinity School. The 
minutes of the meeting are at Appendix 1.

7.0 Policy Context

Introduction

7.1 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) sets out 
that in considering and determining applications for planning permission the local 
planning authority must have regard to:-

(a) the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the 
application,

(b) any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application, and
(c) any other material considerations.

7.2 A local finance consideration means:-



(a) a grant or other financial assistance that has been, or would or could be, 
provided to a relevant authority by a Minister of the Crown, or

(b) sums that a relevant authority has received, or would or could receive, in 
payment of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

7.3 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) makes it clear 
that ‘if regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 
determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must be 
made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.'  

7.4 The development plan for Lewisham comprises the Lewisham Core Strategy, the 
Lewisham Development Management Local Plan, the Lewisham Site Allocations 
Local Plan and the Lewisham Town Centre Local Plan, and the London Plan 
Consolidated with Alterations since 2011) 2015.  The NPPF does not change the 
legal status of the development plan.

7.5 It is important to note that when considering whether development proposals 
accord with the development plan, it is necessary to consider the question with 
regard to the development plan as a whole.

National Planning Policy Framework

7.6 The NPPF was published on 27 March 2012 and is a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications.  It contains at paragraph 14, a 
‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’. Annex 1 of the NPPF 
provides guidance on implementation of the NPPF.  In summary, this states in 
paragraph 211, that policies in the development plan should not be considered out 
of date just because they were adopted prior to the publication of the NPPF.  At 
paragraphs 214 and 215 guidance is given on the weight to be given to policies in 
the development plan.  Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states in part that ‘…due 
weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their 
degree of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to 
the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)’.

7.7 Officers consider that having regard to the development plan as a whole, the 
proposals accord with the development plan and are consistent with the NPPF As 
such, it is considered that full weight can be given to these policies in the decision 
making process in accordance with paragraphs 211, and 215 of the NPPF.

Other National Guidance

7.8 On 6 March 2014, DCLG launched the National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG) resource.  This replaced a number of planning practice guidance 
documents.

7.9 In March 2015, the Technical housing standards – nationally described space 
standard was adopted and sets out the minimum space requirements for 
residential accommodation. 

London Plan (March 2015)

7.10 The London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2011) (London Plan)  was 
adopted on 10 March 2015.  The policies relevant to this application are:-



Policy 1.1 Delivering the strategic vision and objectives for London
Policy 2.6 Outer London: vision and strategy
Policy 2.7 Outer London: economy
Policy 2.8 Outer London: transport
Policy 2.9 Inner London
Policy 2.15 Town centres
Policy 2.16 Strategic outer London development centres
Policy 3.1 Ensuring equal life chances for all
Policy 3.2 Improving health and addressing health inequalities
Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply
Policy 3.4 Optimising housing potential
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing developments
Policy 3.6 Children and young people’s play and informal recreation facilities
Policy 3.7 Large residential developments
Policy 3.8 Housing choice
Policy 3.9 Mixed and balanced communities
Policy 3.10 Definition of affordable housing
Policy 3.11 Affordable housing targets
Policy 3.12 Negotiating affordable housing on individual private residential and 

mixed use schemes
Policy 3.13 Affordable housing thresholds
Policy 3.14 Existing housing
Policy 3.15 Co-ordination of housing development and investment
Policy 3.16 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure
Policy 3.17 Health and social care facilities
Policy 3.18 Education facilities
Policy 3.19 Sports facilities
Policy 4.1 Developing London’s economy
Policy 4.2 Offices
Policy 4.7 Retail and town centre development
Policy 4.8 Supporting a successful and diverse retail sector
Policy 4.9 Small shops
Policy 4.12 Improving opportunities for all
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and construction
Policy 5.5 Decentralised energy networks
Policy 5.6 Decentralised energy in development proposals
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy
Policy 5.8 Innovative energy technologies
Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling 
Policy 5.10 Urban greening
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs
Policy 5.12 Flood risk management
Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage
Policy 5.14 Water quality and wastewater Infrastructure
Policy 5.15 Water use and supplies
Policy 5.16 Waste self-sufficiency
Policy 5.17 Waste capacity
Policy 5.18 Construction, excavation and demolition waste
Policy 5.20 Aggregates
Policy 5.21 Contaminated land
Policy 6.1 Strategic approach



Policy 6.2 Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport
Policy 6.3 Assessing effects of development on transport capacity
Policy 6.7 Better streets and surface transport
Policy 6.9 Cycling
Policy 6.10 Walking
Policy 6.11 Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion
Policy 6.12 Road network capacity
Policy 6.13 Parking
Policy 7.1 Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities
Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment
Policy 7.3 Designing out crime
Policy 7.4 Local character
Policy 7.5 Public realm
Policy 7.6 Architecture
Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall and large buildings
Policy 7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality
Policy 7.15 Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes
Policy 7.18 Protecting local open space and addressing local deficiency
Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and access to nature
Policy 7.30 London’s canals and other rivers and waterspaces
Policy 8.1 Implementation
Policy 8.2 Planning obligations
Policy 8.3 Community infrastructure levy
Policy 8.4 Monitoring and review for London

London Plan Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD)

7.11 The London Plan SPD’s relevant to this application are:-

Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (2014)
Housing (2012)
Sustainable Design and Construction (2014)
Planning for Equality and Diversity in London (2007)
Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation (2012)

London Plan Best Practice Guidance

7.12 The London Plan Best Practice Guidance’s relevant to this application are:-  

Development Plan Policies for Biodiversity (2005)
Control of dust and emissions from construction and demolition (2006)
Wheelchair Accessible Housing (2007)
Health Issues in Planning (2007)
Managing the Night Time Economy (2007) 
London Housing Design Guide (Interim Edition, 2010)

Core Strategy

7.13 The Core Strategy was adopted on 29 June 2011.  The following lists the relevant 
strategic objectives, spatial policies and cross cutting policies from the Core 
Strategy as they relate to this application:-  

Spatial Policy 1 Lewisham Spatial Strategy

http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/spg/spg_01.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/spg/spg_03.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/spg/spg_04.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/spg/spg_07.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/spg/spg_08.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/bpg/bpg_06.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/bpg/bpg_04.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/bpg/bpg_01.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/bpg/bpg_02.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/guides/bpg/bpg_03.jsp


Spatial Policy 3 District Hubs
Spatial Policy 5 Areas of Stability and Managed Change
Core Strategy Policy 1 Housing provision, mix and affordability
Core Strategy Policy 4 Mixed Use Employment Locations
Core Strategy Policy 5 Other employment locations
Core Strategy Policy 6 Retail hierarchy and location of retail development
Core Strategy Policy 7 Climate change and adapting to the effects
Core Strategy Policy 8 Sustainable design and construction and energy efficiency
Core Strategy Policy 9 Improving local air quality
Core Strategy Policy 10 Managing and reducing the risk of flooding
Core Strategy Policy 12 Open space and environmental assets
Core Strategy Policy 13 Addressing Lewisham’s waste management requirements
Core Strategy Policy 14 Sustainable movement and transport
Core Strategy Policy 15 High quality design for Lewisham
Core Strategy Policy 16 Conservation areas, heritage assets and the historic 

environment
Core Strategy Policy 17 The protected vistas, the London panorama and local 

views, landmarks and panoramas
Core Strategy Policy 18 The location and design of tall buildings
Core Strategy Policy 19 Provision and maintenance of community and 

recreational facilities
Core Strategy Policy 20 Delivering educational achievements, healthcare 

provision and promoting healthy lifestyles  
Core Strategy Policy 21 Planning obligations

Development Management Local Plan

7.14 The Development Management Local Plan was adopted by the Council at its 
meeting on 26 November 2014.  The following lists the relevant policies from the 
Development Management Local Plan as they relate to this application:-

DM Policy 1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
DM Policy 7 Affordable rented housing
DM Policy 9 Mixed use employment locations
DM Policy 13 Location of main town centre uses
DM Policy 14 District centres shopping frontages
DM Policy 17 Restaurants and cafés (A3 uses) and drinking establishments 

(A4 uses)
DM Policy 19 Shopfronts, signs and hoardings
DM Policy 20 Public houses
DM Policy 21  Mini cab and taxi offices
DM Policy 22 Sustainable design and construction
DM Policy 23 Air quality
DM Policy 24 Biodiversity, living roofs and artificial playing pitches
DM Policy 25 Landscaping and trees
DM Policy 26  Noise and vibration
DM Policy 27 Lighting
DM Policy 28  Contaminated land
DM Policy 29 Car parking
DM Policy 30 Urban design and local character
DM Policy 32 Housing design, layout and space standards
DM Policy 35  Public realm



DM Policy 36 New development, changes of use and alterations affecting 
designated heritage assets and their setting: conservation 
areas, listed buildings, schedule of ancient monuments and 
registered parks and gardens

DM Policy 37 Non designated heritage assets including locally listed 
buildings, areas of special local character and areas of 
archaeological interest

DM Policy 38 Demolition or substantial harm to designated and non-
designated heritage assets

DM Policy 39 Domestic satellite dishes and telecommunications equipment & 
Radio and telecommunications masts and infrastructure

DM Policy 40  Public conveniences
DM Policy 41  Innovative community facility provision
DM Policy 42  Nurseries and childcare
DM Policy 43  Art, culture and entertainment facilities
DM Policy 44  Places of worship

Site Allocations Local Plan

7.15 The Site Allocations local plan was adopted by the Council on 26 June 2013.  The 
Site Allocations, together with the Core Strategy, the Lewisham Town Centre 
Local Plan, the Development Management Local Plan and the London Plan is the 
Borough's statutory development plan.

7.16 The following lists the relevant Site Allocations in the local plan as they relate to 
this application:-  

SA23 Leegate Centre, Lee Green, SE12 8SS 

Residential Standards Supplementary Planning Document (August 2006, updated 
2012)

7.17 This document sets out guidance and standards relating to design, sustainable 
development, renewable energy, flood risk, sustainable drainage, dwelling mix, 
density, layout, neighbour amenity, the amenities of the future occupants of 
developments, safety and security, refuse, affordable housing, self containment, 
noise and room positioning, room and dwelling sizes, storage, recycling facilities 
and bin storage, noise insulation, parking, cycle parking and storage, gardens and 
amenity space, landscaping, play space, Lifetime Homes and accessibility, and 
materials.

Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document (February 2015)

7.18 This document sets out guidance and standards relating to the provision of 
affordable housing within the Borough and provides detailed guidance on the 
likely type and quantum of financial obligations necessary to mitigate the impacts 
of different types of development.

Shopfront Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (March 2006)

7.19 This document seeks to promote good design in order to enhance the character 
and appearance of the Borough as a whole. The guide advises on the use of 
sensitive design and careful attention to detail and that whilst shopfront design 



encompasses a wide variety of styles and details there are certain basic rules that 
apply everywhere.

8.0 Planning Considerations

Introduction

8.1 The current application proposes a comprehensive, high density, mixed use 
development of the Leegate centre. The redevelopment of the site has the 
potential to transform the District centre.  

8.2 The application comprises a large anchor retail unit, surrounded by smaller retail 
units.  A pub, gym and community centre are also proposed, as well as additional 
housing.  Such a significant change within the District centre raises a large 
number of planning considerations.  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.

8.3 The main issues to be considered in respect of this application are:

 Principle of development
 Site allocation SA23
 Loss of existing uses
 Loss of existing A4 pub
 Loss of existing use: D1 (Church)
 Land use: Retail (Use Class A1-A3)
 Land use: Non-residential institutions (Use Class D1)
 Land use: Assembly and leisure (Gym) (Use Class D2)
 Land use: Housing
 Neighbour Amenity
 Layout, Scale and Design and public realm
 Public realm, Landscaping and Private amenity space
 Conservation and archaeology
 Highways and Traffic 
 Energy & Sustainability

Principle of Development

8.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states in Paragraph 14 that 
there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and that proposals 
should be approved without delay so long as they accord with the development 
plan.  

8.5 The development plan for Lewisham, so far as relevant to the application, is the 
London Plan, the Core Strategy, the Site Allocations DPD, and the Development 
Management Local Plan (DMLP). 

8.6 London Plan Policy 1.1 Delivering the Strategic Vision and Objectives for London 
states that growth in London will be supported so long as it does not have an 
unacceptable impact upon the environment. Policy 2.9 Inner London states that 
boroughs should ensure that developments utilise the potential of inner London by 
improving its “distinct environment, neighbourhoods and public realm, supporting 
and sustaining existing and new communities, addressing its unique 



concentrations of deprivation, ensuring the availability of appropriate workspaces 
for the area’s changing economy and improving quality of life and health for those 
living, working, studying or visiting there”. 

8.7 The application site is located within Lee Green District Centre. Spatial Policy 3 of 
the Core Strategy encourages a more intensive mixed use redevelopment of the 
Leegate shopping centre.  The site reference for the Lee Green District centre is 
SA23 in the Site Allocations local plan DPD (June 2013) which allocates the land 
use opportunities for the site as a retail-led mixed use scheme with housing, 
offices and hotel. DMLP Policy 1 (Presumption in favour of sustainable 
development) repeats the ambitions of the NPPF and confirms that the Council 
will take a positive approach to sustainable development and will work proactively 
with Applicants to find solutions which mean that proposals secure development 
that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the Borough.

8.8 The Town and District Centres Retail Report 2014 contains surveys of different 
shopping parades and centres across the Borough. The surveys report the uses 
of the ground floor uses, retail provision and vacancy rates and provides updates 
of any trends over the years.  The report advises that Lee Green has higher than 
London and national vacancy rates and has seen a constant decline in occupancy 
for the last 20 years.  It groups shopping areas of different sizes and functions 
together. The report raises concerns that the primary shopping frontages of Lee 
Green no longer have a predominantly retail function. In this respect, Policy 14 of 
the Development Management Local Plan is of some relevance as it seeks to 
protect A1 uses within such frontages. Annex 2 London’s town centre network of 
the London Plan (2011) lists the network of town (and district) centres in London 
and identifies a broad indication of potential growth for them. The list, however, 
also provides an indication of changes to town centre classifications over the life 
of the plan. In this list it was anticipated that Lee Green would need monitoring 
and that Lee Green had moderate levels of demand for retail, leisure or office 
floorspace. The Draft Further Alterations to the London Plan (January 2014) had 
Lee Green struck through in the in the same list indicating that it was the intention 
to no longer classify Lee Green as a District Centre in an updated/future version 
of the London Plan.  In response to the London Plan consultation exercise, the 
Council asked for the District Centre to be retained as such given the current (then 
impending) redevelopment proposals for the site.

8.9 As adopted, the 2015 London Plan retains the District Centre designation, 
although the London Plan still maintains that there is moderate demand for retail 
in Lee Green and that the District centre should be monitored.  

8.10 During the course of the pre-application discussions, Officers explored but 
discounted the proposition of altering, extending and refurbishing the existing 
accommodation in favour of a comprehensive redevelopment, as redevelopment 
afforded the opportunity to design a better urban form.  As the supporting text to 
Spatial Policy 3 points out, the existing buildings impact negatively on the 
coherence, legibility and identity of the town centre. Redevelopment enables a 
layout that follows good urban design principles.  The existing configuration of the 
buildings results in north facing public spaces, while complete redevelopment 
offers an opportunity to propose a new development that would take advantage of 
the positive aspects of the geography of the site, while creating a more 
sustainable development.  For these reasons, Officers favour redevelopment over 
retention and refurbishment of the existing buildings.



Site allocation SA23

8.11 Policy SA23 in the Site Allocations Development Plan Document identifies the site 
as appropriate for retail-led mixed use scheme with housing, offices and hotel.     
The 2009 NLP Retail Study conducted identified the Leegate Shopping Centre as 
being in need of investment. The redevelopment of the centre to create modern 
units is a clear opportunity to enhance the centre (para. 3.72) and any measures 
to secure investment into the centre should be encouraged (para. 3.77).   

8.12 Officers are of the opinion that a comprehensive redevelopment provides the best 
solution to revitalising the centre and the retail offer in particular.  Further, the 
existing shopping centre is of a layout and design which no longer provides a 
safe, attractive or readily accessible group of buildings and structures and with the 
low occupancy, Officers are satisfied that the existing buildings can appropriately 
be lost in order to make way for a more sustainable form of development. 

8.13 SA23 refers to hotel and business space as part of any mixed use scheme. 
DM Policy 12 Hotels states that the Council will encourage the provision of hotels 
in appropriate locations, with a preference given to those in highly accessible 
sections of town centres, in close proximity to train stations or other locations 
where there is good public transport access. Both the Planning Statement and 
Design and Access Statements submitted with the planning application are silent 
regarding these uses not being re-provided within the proposed development.  
However, during pre-application discussions, the Applicant advised that the 
provision of a hotel was discounted due to poor access and lack of demand and 
maintained, notwithstanding the allocation, that there was lack of any evidence 
base supporting the requirement to provide the hotel.  To this regard, site 
allocation SA23 and DM Policy 12 seek to encourage the provision of hotel 
accommodation but it is not a absolute requirement.  Further, the Clarendon Hotel 
is an established hotel in Blackheath District Centre and planning permission has 
recently been granted for a new Premier Inn Hotel in Lewisham Town Centre.  
Officers are also imminently expecting an application for a new hotel in the 
Deptford Town Centre.  The Lewisham and Deptford Town Centres have Public 
Transport Accessibility Levels in excess of 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent 
with direct links to Central London. The existing, proposed and anticipated 
provision in the nearby centres are considered to provide sufficient provision in 
the locality of Lee Green.  Officers are therefore satisfied that hotel provision is 
being accommodated elsewhere within the Borough which contribute towards 
policy ambitions.

8.14 In relation to business space, Leegate House currently comprises 1,076m² of 
B1(a) office space. For a substantial period of time, the building has remained 
under occupied, even with current space being offered at  below market rent. The 
existing office space at Leegate is not designated employment land and is 
considered as ‘other employment location’ in the Core Strategy. Core Strategy 
Policy 5 (Other Employment locations) seeks to resist the loss of employment 
space. It states that the loss of employment space will be supported if it can be 
demonstrated that the employment use is no longer viable.  The supporting text to 
the policy advises that Policy 5 is responding to the existing and predicted need 
for jobs the need for employment space. This approach is carried forward into 
Development Management Local Plan Policy 11 (Other employment locations) 
which states that the Council will seek to retain employment uses (B Use Class) 
on sites where they are considered capable of continuing to contribute to and 



support clusters of business and retail uses and where the use is compatible with 
the surrounding built context by reason that they:

a. are well located in relation to the highway network

b. are well located in relation to town centres and public transport

c. offer the potential for the expansion of existing in-situ businesses

d. offer the potential for the provision of workshop/industrial units for small 
and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) serving local residential and 
commercial areas, particularly where there is little alternative provision in the 
local area and

e. provide lower cost industrial accommodation suitable for small, start-up

businesses.

Loss of existing uses

8.15 The Planning Obligations SPD (February 2015) states that where there is a loss 
of employment space, the Council will seek a financial contribution towards 
providing or improving employment space elsewhere in the Borough.  The 
objective of the Council’s employment policies is to ensure that the Borough 
maintains its employment space in order to retain jobs in the Borough. 

8.16 During the pre-application discussions, the Applicant maintained that there was 
the lack of interest in the current office space, even when heavily discounted; this 
was considered to be an indication that the demand for office space in this 
location is low.  As previously stated, the Planning Statement and Design and 
Access Statement are silent on the issue, however Chapter 6 (Socio-Economic 
Issues) of the ES advises that there are currently 96 full time jobs, 20 part time 
retail jobs and 130 commercial office jobs and approximately 18 part-time jobs 
(based on 12 market stalls only intermittently present) on site.  The Chapter 
equates 2 part time jobs to 1 full time job and has used this approach to conclude 
that the site currently contains 245 full-time jobs.  The Chapter then advises that if 
the site were fully occupied, a further 24 jobs would be provided (making 269 in 
total).  

8.17 Chapter 6 explains that the proposed development would yield 345 new jobs  
derived from direct job creation from the A1 supermarket, the A1-A3 retail units 
and the D1 and D2 uses and indirect job creation from, for example, external 
businesses servicing the application site.  This results in a net increase of 100 
jobs from the proposed development using the existing jobs total or 76 if the 
existing development was fully occupied.

8.18 There is a balance to be struck between calculating the loss of potential jobs from 
the B1(a) employment space and the job creation from the proposed 
development. Whilst the development would bring a net addition of jobs, the 
proposal would result in a complete loss of B1(a) office space which should be 
mitigated. 

8.19 Officers are satisfied that in order to maintain the District Centre status, a retail led 
mixed use scheme as currently proposed, would be an acceptable way to achieve 



this.  This is not to say that the loss of employment space is acceptable without 
mitigation.  The Obligations SPD contains a formula for calculating the required 
level of contribution to be paid for the loss of employment space but also states 
that each case is to be considered on its merits. Officers consider a financial 
contribution is required from the Applicant to this regard and this is something 
which requires further discussion with the Applicant. 

8.20 Both the Council’s Site Allocations SPD SA23 and the Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners Retail Capacity Study carried out in 2009 refer to the improved provision 
of retail floorspace to be the driver to improve the District Centre. No such direct 
support is provided with regard to the retention of the employment space. 
Therefore, subject to appropriate mitigation Officers are satisfied with the principle 
of the current B1(a) floor space not being re-provided.

Loss of existing A4 pub

8.21 As part of the redevelopment proposals, the existing pub located towards western 
corner of the site, opposite the junction with Taunton Road would be lost.  
Development Management Policy DM Policy 20 (Public houses) states that the 
Council will only permit the change of use or redevelopment of a pub if it is no 
longer viable to run, if it is demonstrated that there is no demand for the pub as a 
community use, the design or historic value of the building would not harm the 
appearance of the street scene or there is no feasible alternative use for the site.

8.22 In this case, the existing pub forms an integral part of the existing shopping centre 
in terms of both its appearance and use.

8.23 The pub frontage has been designed with timber shop fronts including French 
doors, stall risers and pillars and painted in cream and dark green to give it a more 
traditional appearance.   Lanterns and floor tiles have also been added in order to 
further emulate the appearance of a traditional building.  This fenestration 
treatment is contrary to the stark yellow brick and cladding and concrete flooring  
as seen on the rest of the buildings within the Leegate shopping centre.

8.24 The design alterations to the pub however do not add any intrinsic value to the 
appearance of the pub to warrant any different approach to the remainder of the 
site with regard to its demolition.

8.25 In terms of its use as a community facility, the proposals include a new pub which 
is to be provided at the north western corner of the application site.  For the above 
reasons, Officers do not raise any objections to the loss of the A4 pub in this 
instance.

8.26 In light of the above, Officers are satisfied with the principle of comprehensively 
redeveloping the Leegate shopping centre to provide a retail led, mixed use 
scheme together with a significant increase in residential units, subject to 
appropriate mitigation for the impact of the proposed development. 

Loss of existing D1 (Church) 

8.27 London Plan Policy 3.1 (Ensuring Equal Life Chances for All) states that 
Development proposals should protect and enhance existing facilities which are 
meeting the needs of the local community and that any proposals including loss 
without adequate re-provision or justification should be resisted.  DMLP Policy 44 



(Places of worship) states that the preferred location for churches are within 
District Centres as they benefit from good public transport links.

8.28 The application site currently includes at least 3 churches, but only 1 has planning 
permission and the others are considered to be unlawful, not having subsisted for 
the requisite period to gain lawfulness. All churches would be lost as a result of 
the redevelopment proposals and from a planning policy point of view, the 
displacement of the lawful D1 church needs to be addressed. The GLA has also 
raised concerns regarding the re-location of the church in its Stage I response.

8.29 The Use Class D1 includes both churches and community centres within the D1 
Use Class.  For the purposes of this application, the D1 Use Class ‘Non-
residential institutions’ also includes uses such as Clinics, health centres, crèches, 
day nurseries, day centres, schools, art galleries (other than for sale or hire), 
museums, libraries, halls, law court. Non-residential education and training 
centres. Therefore the re-provision of any of the uses referred to under Use Class 
D1 could be an acceptable form of re-provision of the existing church and 
community facility.  This is discussed further in the “Land use: Community“ section 
of this report.  While a D1 facility is to be re-provided, the current proposal is not to 
re-provide the church use. The Applicant has stated that they will provide 
assistance to the church in helping them find alternative premises, by appointing a 
local agent.  Further assurances are required from the Applicant regarding this 
strategy such as how long the agent would be appointed and whether financial 
assistance would be necessary.  Officers consider that further discussions are 
required in order to clarify what other assistance could be provided to the church.

Land use: Retail (Use Class A1-A3)

8.30 The application site is a “town centre” site in accordance with the definition within 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012). Main town centre uses are 
defined by the NPPF (Annex 2) and include, inter alia, retail, leisure, restaurants 
and pubs. Paragraph 23 of the NPPF promotes competitive town centres that 
provide customer choice and a diverse retail offer and which reflect the 
individuality of town centres (para. 23). Paragraph 24 of the NPPF and DMLP 
Policy 13 states that the Council should apply a sequential test to planning 
applications for town centre uses where the proposed use departs from the local 
plan policies. Core Strategy - Spatial Policy 3 (‘District Hubs’) and the Site 
Allocations DPD encourage the redevelopment of the Leegate Centre for a mixed 
use development including retail and Development Management - Policy 14 
states that within Primary Shopping Frontages (which includes Burnt Ash Road), 
the Council will, inter alia, seek to maintain 70% of units within Class A1 use. 
DMLP Policy 14 (District centres shopping frontages) states that the Council 
would resist the loss of retail frontages at ground floor level in these locations. 
SA23 has designated the site as being suitable for a retail led mixed use 
development.

8.31 The Council appointed Nathaniel Litchfield & Partners (NLP), as an independent 
retail consultant to consider the robustness of the Retail Statement submitted by 
the Applicant and to advise on the feasibility of the redevelopment proposals and 
the capacity for both supermarkets within the District Centre.

8.32 When assessing applications for town centre uses, the NPPF sets out two policy 
tests against which developments need to be assessed in certain locations. The 



first is the Sequential test. Main town centre uses should be directed towards 
defined town centres in the first instance. When an application for town centre 
uses comes forward on edge or out of centre sites that are not in accordance with 
an up to date local plan, a sequential site assessment is required to demonstrate 
that there are no town centre sites that are suitable and available to accommodate 
the development (NPPF para. 24 and DMLP 13).

8.33 The second is the Impact test. An impact assessment is required for retail and 
leisure developments above a set threshold located on edge or out of centre sites 
(again, unless allocated in an update to date development plan). This is to 
demonstrate that developments will not adversely affect the vitality and viability of 
the relevant town centres (NPPF para. 26). 

8.34 As explained above, the application site is located within Lee Green District 
Centre and is a “town centre” site. It is also allocated for redevelopment for retail 
and leisure uses within the Site Allocations DPD 2013 and the Core Strategy 
(Spatial Policy 3) encourages a more intensive mixed use redevelopment of the 
shopping centre. Accordingly, NLP have advised that there is no requirement for 
the Applicant to undertake a sequential or impact test and the principle of main 
town centre uses on this site is acceptable. In this respect, the GLA concurs with 
this view in their Stage I response and confirmed that “As the site is within a town 
centre and identified in Lewisham Council’s Core Strategy for retail led mixed use 
redevelopment, there is no requirement under London Plan policy 4.7 (Retail and 
town centre development) for the Applicant to provide a sequential test or retail 
impact assessment.”

8.35 Notwithstanding the above the Applicant has undertaken a retail capacity 
assessment as part of the submission pulled together in the Retail Statement. 
This is to respond to concerns about the potential for Lee Green District Centre to 
accommodate an Asda foodstore (the proposed operator), in addition to the 
existing Sainsbury’s. 

Retail capacity

8.36 Core Strategy Policy 6: (Retail hierarchy) and location of retail development, sets 
out the retail hierarchy and location of retail development across Lewisham. Lee 
Green is identified as a District Centre.  Policy 6 states that the Council would:

a) expect major retail development, leisure and related town centre uses, 
including arts, cultural and entertainment facilities, to be located within the 
Major and District Centres;

b)  designate primary and secondary frontages within the Major and District 
town centres to ensure essential services are maintained and contribute to 
their vitality and viability;

c)  protect local shopping facilities from change of use or redevelopment 
where there is an economic demand for such services

d)  support the retail hierarchy through farmers’ and street markets within the 
town centres, local centres and parades.

8.37 DMLP Policy 14 (District centres shopping frontages) states that the Council 
would resist the loss of retail frontages at ground floor level in these locations.



8.38 In addition to the Leegate Centre, Lee Green District Centre includes a 
Sainsbury’s supermarket (c. 3,616m² net) fronting Burnt Ash Road and a number 
of retail/commercial units along Lee High Road and Lee Road. These are outside 
of the application site.

8.39 As part of the Local Development Framework (LDF) evidence base, the Council 
undertakes an annual survey of the town and District Centres within the Borough, 
the latest being the Town and District Centres Retail Report 2014.  Lee Green 
currently (at the publication of the 2014 report) has the highest vacancy rates at 
13.5% in comparison to the other town or District centres across the Borough. 
Whilst a 13.5% vacancy rate maybe close to the national average, the majority of 
those vacant units are found within the Leegate Shopping Centre; the surrounding 
parades have a much lower vacancy rate.

8.40 It is therefore important to acknowledge that while the Leegate shopping centre is 
considered to be dilapidated and comprises many vacant units, the shops within 
the remainder of the District Centre are relatively viable and still provide vitality to 
the peripheral parades.  It is therefore vital that the current proposals would not 
compromise the functionality of the existing retail offer.

8.41 The annual survey also confirms that Lee Green has less than 50% of primary 
shopping frontage units in A1 use, and therefore any proposals to redevelop the 
site should see more primary frontage so that the District Centre reinstates its 
retail function.

8.42 The second part of the annual survey provides statistical information regarding the 
existing types and amounts of use which should be used to assist considerations 
for complementary retail types.

8.43 As referred to above, in November 2009, the Council commissioned Nathaniel 
Litchfield & Partners (NLP) to carry out a Retail Capacity Study for the LDF 
evidence base. This document describes Lee Green District centre and its 
immediate surrounds and raises concerns about its viability.  It provides a SWOT 
analysis which includes weaknesses of poor environmental quality and high 
vacancy rates, and threats including the success of nearby District and Town 
Centres.

8.44 The Applicant’s Retail Statement is based on the NLP Retail Study 2009.  The 
northern side of Eltham Road and the eastern side of Lee Road is located within 
the Royal Borough of Greenwich, the majority of the District Centre is within 
Lewisham Borough.  Officers consider and NLP have confirmed that using 
Lewisham’s retail study as a starting point for considering the acceptability or 
otherwise of the proposed retail offer is considered to be the right approach

8.45 The Retail Statement uses the Lewisham Central sub-area, which comprises 
Blackheath, Lewisham and Lee Green Town/District Centres and concludes that 
there is sufficient available expenditure within the catchment to support a new 
supermarket in the Lee Green District Centre. The methodology for the Retail 
Statement included reviewing the total expenditure available within the catchment 
area (which is derived from Experian in terms of average spend per head on 
convenience goods within each zone in the study area), the expenditure being 
directed towards Lee Green and how this compares to the average (or 



benchmark) turnover of the stores.  NLP agree that this is a standard approach 
when comparing how stores perform.

8.46 The glossary to the DMLP states that a District Centre is a “town centre that 
provides convenience goods and services to local communities and is accessible 
by public transport, walking and cycling.” District centres typically contain 10,000-
50,000 square metres of retail floorspace. Lee Green is quoted as being one of 
Lewisham’s District Centres. 

8.47 Convenience goods can be considered as items purchased on a frequent basis 
such as food, alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages, tobacco, newspapers and 
periodicals and non-durable household goods. Comparison goods are items not 
obtained on a frequent basis such as clothing, footwear, recreational goods, 
furniture, household appliances, tools, medical goods, games and toys, books and 
stationery, jewellery and other personal effects. 

8.48 The 2009 Retail Study identified a significant surplus of convenience expenditure 
in the Lewisham Central sub area; £33.52 million in 2009 predicted to rise to 
£80.78 million in 2025, some of which has already been absorbed by 
developments that have come forward since the 2009 Retail Study. The 2009 
Study identifies these sites and the Applicant’s Retail Statement has updated the 
list of committed schemes in the Central sub area to ensure that the information 
up to date.

8.49 The Applicant’s Retail Statement also includes and considers sites outside of the 
sub area, but does not include the retail allocations within the Lewisham Town 
Centre Local Plan (2014). However, even with the inclusion of the Lewisham 
Town Centre schemes, in addition to other schemes outside the sub-area, the 
Applicant’s Retail Statement considers there would still be sufficient surplus of 
convenience expenditure in order to accommodate the proposed anchor A1 unit in 
2019.  The Council’s retail consultant agreed with this view and Officers agree 
within this conclusion.

8.50 NLP’s 2009 Retail Study apportioned the surplus convenience expenditure within 
the Central sub area to floorspace figures in each of the 3 centres, for plan 
making purposes. This was in line with their position in the retail hierarchy i.e. 
Lewisham (3,666m², Lee Green 1,776m² and Blackheath 286m² by 2019). The 
proposed anchor store at Leegate measuring 3,847m² exceeds this plan making 
aspiration by 2,071m².  However, Lee Green should not be considered in 
isolation. The 2009 Retail Study shows that by 2019 there is £34.66 million 
surplus expenditure, rising to £39.06 million in 2025 which means the turnover of 
the anchor store remains within this (c. £30 million in 2019). Although the 
envisaged potential capacity for Lee Green (i.e. 1,776m² in 2019) is exceeded by 
these proposals, Officers do not consider that this is a reason to refuse the 
proposals given the site’s ‘town centre’ location and development plan support for 
redevelopment of the shopping centre.  

Vitality and Viability of Lee Green District Centre

8.51 NLP’s 2009 Retail Study  identified the Leegate Shopping Centre as being in need 
of investment. The redevelopment of the centre to create modern units is a clear 
opportunity to enhance the centre (para. 3.72) and any measures to secure 
investment into the centre should be encouraged (para. 3.77).  



8.52 Paragraph 23 of the NPPF promotes competitive town centres that provide 
customer choice and a diverse retail offer and which reflect the individuality of 
town centres (para. 23). Along with the new foodstore, 10 retail units, a pub and 
leisure facilities are proposed which would improve the retail offer and provide 
greater consumer choice in Lee Green District Centre.

8.53 Paragraph 3.1.2 of the Town and District Centres Retail Report advises that 
concerns are raised if the proportion of shops (use class A1) drops in a centre, as 
this may result in the centre losing its ability to meet the retail needs of the local 
population. For that reason, Development Management Local Plan Policy 14 
District centres shopping frontages sets a target of 70% of units within the primary 
shopping frontage of each centre to be in A1 use. 

8.54 As explained in earlier paragraphs, the Leegate shopping centre is in decline and 
has been for some time and less than 50% of the frontage is in A1 retail use. The 
Lewisham Town and District Centres Retail Report 2014 raised concerns that the 
primary shopping frontages of Lee Green no longer have a predominantly retail 
function. 

8.55 The proposed development would re-instate the retail frontage necessary for a 
District Centre and thus help secure the retention of its status as a District Centre 
and help retain expenditure within the Borough. 

8.56 Foodstores can provide spin off benefits by attracting new customers and 
facilitating linked trips which can have a positive effect on the vitality and viability 
of the smaller units within the centre. The proposed foodstore is located in the 
centre of the new development and would offer free car parking for 3 hours which 
in turn should facilitate linked trips to other shops within Lee Green.

8.57 The 10 A1/A3 units proposed offer 1,588m² (net) floorspace, approximately 150m² 
floorspace per unit but the Applicant has confirmed that the sizes of the units 
could change, with the inclusion of mezzanine levels and internal 
subdivisions/opening up, subject to demand. Such units are appropriate and 
typical for a District Centre. Their proposed location, along Burnt Ash Road, a 
primary retail frontage, should enhance the offer within Lee Green, and help retain 
current operators (subject to the decanting strategy referred to by the GLA in its 
Stage 1 response) and attract new ones to the centre. Officers agree with the 
retail offer proposed and in the context of Development Management Local Plan 
Policy 14 (District centres shopping frontages). Officers would seek to impose a 
condition which requires a proportion of the retail units to be Class A1 to ensure a 
vibrant mix of uses should Members be minded to grant planning permission in 
the future. 

8.58 In overall terms, Officers consider the proposed development would have a 
positive impact on the vitality and viability of, and the proposed mix of uses within, 
the District Centre. The GLA’s Stage I response accord with this view.  However, 
Officers are concerned about the disruption to the remaining shops within the 
District Centre during the demolition and construction works, and also of their 
ability to compete with the proposed new retail units.  Officers consider it 
necessary for the proposals to mitigate this impact through a financial contribution 
not only to support to existing businesses but to also develop new kinds of 
(temporary) business activity and placemaking which will support the longevity of 
the remainder of the shops within District Centre. This would in turn help to 



prepare for the long term transition of the area. The contribution could be used to 
fund a part time town centre manager to understand any issues for current 
businesses and the opportunities which will be created from the development and 
opportunities for supporting interim activity during the works. This could include 
ways of improving the attractiveness of the area.  A town centre contribution has 
not been agreed with the Applicant, therefore Officers consider that this matter 
requires further negotiation and discussion.  

Sainsbury’s Lee Green

8.59 Information regarding Market share and averages of store turn over in relation to 
store size are used as benchmarks to measure how well or how poorly individual 
stores are performing.

8.60 NLP advise that for the Sainsbury’s in Lee Green the market shares were much 
higher than the average turnover levels for a Sainsbury’s store of that size, which 
confirmed it was “over trading”. NLP’s 2009 Report predicted that by 2019, the 
Sainsbury’s at Lee Green would be trading at £60.21 million (based on a constant 
market share approach i.e. the level of trade to the Sainsbury’s store remains at 
constant levels and is not diverted elsewhere). The benchmark (i.e. average 
turnover for Sainsbury’s, published by Sainsbury’s) is £28.29 million which means 
the store is over-trading by over 100%.  This suggests a lack of alternative 
facilities for residents within the catchment area.

8.61 The level of potential overtrading is more than the estimated total convenience 
turnover of the proposed Asda store at 2019. As such, the Sainsbury’s store 
should be able to withstand any trade diverted to the new Asda store, even 
though it is accepted that the majority of trade diverted to the Asda store is likely 
to come from the existing Sainsbury’s. 

8.62 As a worst case scenario, if it is assumed that the Sainsbury’s turnover only grows 
by the efficiency rate of 0.3% between 2011 and 2019, the store would trade at 
£54.63 million at 2019. This would be £26.34 million over the benchmark turnover 
and also demonstrates that even if the majority of Sainsbury’s trade diverted to 
the proposed anchor store, it is still likely to trade above the benchmark.

8.63 Reference has also been made to the recently opened Co-operative store along 
Burnt Ash Hill to the south of the application site.  This shop forms part of a local 
shopping parade and provides smaller convenience shopping offer and would 
therefore not be considered to have any significant impact upon the feasibility of 
the proposed 2 supermarkets trading within the Lee Green District Centre.

8.64 Officers are satisfied that it has been adequately demonstrated that there is 
capacity within the ‘Central Lewisham’ sub area at 2019 to accommodate the 
proposed A1 anchor store. In addition, the existing Sainsburys’ store in the centre 
is significantly over trading and would be able to withstand the likely level of trade 
diversion to the new foodstore. This extra competition is encouraged by 
paragraph 23 in the NPPF which states planning policies should promote 
competitive town centres ‘that provide customer choice and a diverse retail offer 
and which reflect the individuality of town centres’.

8.65 Officers are satisfied that there is adequate capacity to accommodate the existing 
Sainsbury’s and proposed Asda store



Permitted development

8.66 The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) puts 
uses of land and buildings into various categories known as 'Use Classes'.  
Planning permission is usually required to change between the different uses but 
in some instances, the General Permitted Development Order (GPDO) allows 
some changes to take place without the benefit of planning permission.  For 
instance, the GPDO (2015) allows permitted change from A3 (Café and 
restaurants) to A1 (retail) or some changes such as A1 (retail) to C3 (residential).

8.67 The A3 Café is at the north eastern corner of the site and is proposed to be 
operated by the anchor supermarket.  It is important that the part of the site is kept 
active and it is therefore proposed that a condition should be imposed to ensure 
this space cannot change to A1 or A2 use under permitted development rights. 

8.68 For any A1 units, it is considered that permitted development rights should be 
withdrawn which could allow a change of use to residential, again in order to 
maintain an active retail presence within the District Centre location.  Officers 
would also restrict permitted change for the proposed D1 use for the same 
reasons.

8.69 Officers are satisfied that subject to conditions restricting the permitted change of 
use, retaining the retail offer required for the District Centre can be maintained.

Land use: Non-residential institutions, including churches and community centres 
(Use Class D1)

8.70 At present, there is an existing lawful church and community centre on site.  
Development Management Policy 44 (Places of worship states) that District 
Centres are appropriate locations for such uses due to the transport links and 
parking facilities and therefore it would be appropriate to re-provide the existing 
church within the proposed development. A lawful community centre is also in 
operation at the existing site and DM Policy 41 (Innovative community facility 
provision) encourages the provision of community facilities .

8.71 Both the church and community facility are considered as D1 use by the Use 
Class Order 1987 (as amended). Core Strategy Policy 19  (Provision and 
maintenance of community and recreational facilities) states that there should be 
no net loss of community facilities through redevelopment.  There are other 
churches on site without the benefit of planning permission but as they are 
unlawful, Officers consider it unreasonable for the floor space of those units to be 
considered in any re-provision in this instance.

8.72 The existing community centre at 3 Leegate measures approximately 150m² and 
the church at 14 Leegate measures approximately 140m²  (ground and first floor), 
although this is an estimate.  The space to be re-provided should therefore be in 
excess of 290m².

8.73 The Applicant is proposing D1 floor space within the proposed development.  The 
Design and Access statement advises that this re-provision represents the size of 
the community facility already on site. The proposed D1 space is to be split 
between a community facility at ground floor level (approximately 100m²) and an 
education and training centre at 2nd floor level (approximately 230m²).  



8.74 The proposed floor area is larger than the existing lawful space provided on site, 
plus the quality and sustainability of the space proposed is also to be taken into 
consideration to ensure that they are fit for purpose.

8.75 The Applicant has therefore agreed to fit out the D1 ground floor community 
facility to shell and core level plus a shop front, and internal finishes.  The 
occupiers of the current community facility have raised the point that the new 
centre would have higher overheads and therefore a greater fit out would be 
required in order to make the space self-funding.  Any additional expense on the 
scheme could, however, impact on viability and thus the provision of affordable 
housing. An alternative could be to exchange a greater level of fit out for a smaller 
floor space.  Further discussions are required with the Applicant and community 
groups in relation to the D1 provision.

8.76 The Applicant has advised that an occupier for the D1 education/training centre 
has been identified and therefore Officers are satisfied that this unit can be 
commercially sustainable. 

Land use: Assembly and leisure (Gym) (Use Class D2)

8.77 Paragraph 9 of the NPPF states that in the pursuance of sustainable 
development, developments should improve the conditions in which people live, 
work, travel and take leisure.  Paragraph 37 states that land uses should be 
allocated as to minimise the need to travel.  London Plan Policy 2.15 Town 
Centres and Policy 4.7 (Retail And Town Centre Development) states that 
development proposals should support and enhance the competitiveness, quality 
and diversity of town centre uses including the leisure offer. Policy 7.1 (Lifetime 
Neighbourhoods and public services) states that development should enable 
people to live healthy and active lives.  Core Strategy Policy 3 states that town 
centres (including Lee Green District Centre) are key places to support the 
development of a sustainable Borough and that town centre uses, including 
leisure facilities will be focused in these areas.  Core Strategy Policy 19 Provision 
and maintenance of community and recreational facilities states that a range of 
amenities including leisure should be provided to accommodate the needs of 
current and future populations.

8.78 The proposal is for a 353m² D2 Gym within the development.  Planning policy is 
clearly supportive of the provision of leisure facilities to support the increased 
density in residential accommodation on the site.  Having the gym within the 
scheme significantly reduces the need for both the employees and residential 
occupiers of the development to travel.  Officers are satisfied that the proposed 
D2 use is acceptable.

Land use: Housing

8.79 At national level, the NPPF states that housing applications should be considered 
in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
Paragraphs 50 to 55 of the NPPF recognise the need to deliver a wide choice of 
high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create 
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. It specifies that local planning 
authorities should plan for a mix of housing based on current and future 
demographic trends, identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is 
required in particular locations.  This should reflect local demand and where a 



need for affordable housing is identified, local planning authorities should set 
policies for meeting this need on site, unless off-site provision or a financial 
contribution of broadly equivalent value can be robustly justified and the agreed 
approach contributes to the objective of creating mixed and balanced 
communities. Such policies should be sufficiently flexible to take account of 
changing market conditions over time.

8.80 At regional level, the London Plan seeks mixed and balanced communities (Policy 
3.9). Communities should be mixed and balanced by tenure and household 
income, supported by effective and attractive design, adequate infrastructure and 
an enhanced environment. Policy 3.11 of the London Plan confirms that Boroughs 
should maximise affordable housing provision. Though the Plan does not set 
percentage targets for the provision of affordable housing at Borough Level, it sets 
a strategic target of 17,000 more affordable homes per year across London as a 
whole and confirms that Boroughs should set their own targets according to the 
Strategy of the London Plan. The London Plan requires the provision of affordable 
housing subject to viability, the need for larger, family sized dwellings and the 
character of the site.  The London Plan policy also refers to a strong and diverse 
intermediate sector, where 60% of provision should be for social and affordable 
rent and 40% should be for intermediate rent or sale and priority should be 
accorded to the provision of affordable family housing.  

8.81 The supporting text to Core Strategy Policy 1 Housing provision, mix and 
affordability notes that the Lewisham Housing Market Assessment [2007-8] 
showed an overwhelming housing need within Lewisham and that 6,777 net 
dwellings should be provided over the current 5-year period to meet current the 
identified need. Following on from this, the South East London Housing Market 
Assessment (2014) noted that between 2011 and 2014 the annual housing target 
had been increased by 25% to meet growing demands. Table 3.1 of the London 
Plan (2015) sets a target of 13,847 additional homes to be built in Lewisham in the 
10 years from 2015-2025 with an annual monitoring target of 1,385 per year. This 
is an increase on the 2011 London Plan which sought 11,050 units  to be provided 
by 2016 with an annual target of 1,105. As part of the overall need for housing in 
Lewisham the Housing Market Assessment shows that there is a pressing need 
for more affordable housing in the borough, which supports the overall Core 
Strategy target of 50% affordable housing on new developments.  Lewisham’s 
Site Allocation SA23 advises that the Leegate Centre has an indicative capacity of 
130 dwellings. 

8.82 There are currently 36 residential units on the upper floors of the shopping centre 
which will be lost through the proposals. The proposed scheme would, however, 
provide 229 new dwellings resulting in an uplift of 193 dwellings. 

8.83 The 193 uplift in dwellings is 63 dwellings (67%) more than was indicated as 
suitable for the Leegate Centre by SA23. However, SA23 refers to 130 as an 
indicative figure and since the adoption of the Site Allocations DPD in June 2013, 
the housing need in Lewisham has increased by 25%.  In addition to this, Policy 
3.4 Optimising Housing Potential in the London Plan 2015 states that Local 
Planning Authorities should consider developments which optimise housing output 
for different types of location.  For this reason, Officers consider the principle of 
providing 229 new dwellings, which is an uplift on the current provision of 193 
dwellings to be acceptable as it would increase the supply of housing in the 
Borough.



Density

8.84 Core Strategy Policy 15 (High quality design for Lewisham) seeks to ensure a 
high quality of development in Lewisham, including residential schemes and that 
densities should be those set out in the London Plan.  Policy 3.4 in the London 
Plan seeks to ensure that development proposals achieve the maximum intensity 
of use compatible with local context, the design principles in Policy 4B.1 and with 
public transport capacity.  Table 3.2 in the London Plan (Sustainable residential 
quality (SRQ) density matrix (habitable rooms and dwellings per hectare) identifies 
appropriate residential density ranges related to a site’s setting (assessed in terms 
of its location, existing building form and massing) and the public transport 
accessibility (PTAL).  This site is considered to be in an ‘urban’ setting and has a 
PTAL rating of 4 giving an indicative density range of 45-260 dwellings per 
hectare / 200-700 habitable rooms per hectare (dependent on the unit size mix).  
The London Plan states that residential density figures should be based on net 
residential area, which includes internal roads and ancillary open spaces.  

8.85 Paragraph 3.28 in the London Plan introduces the density table by stating that ‘It 
is not appropriate to apply Table 3.2 mechanistically.’  The point of the table is to 
provide guidance, and is not to be used in isolation to consider the acceptability or 
otherwise of a scheme; It is to be used conjunction with other considerations such 
as a design and access to local amenities.  Core Strategy Policy 1: (Housing 
provision, mix and affordability requires regard to be given) states that the Council 
will seek an appropriate mix of dwellings having regard to the physical character 
of the site and its setting, previous use of the building, access to private gardens 
or communal areas for family dwellings, the effect on car parking, the surrounding 
housing mix and density and the location of schools, shops, open space and other 
infrastructure requirements.

8.86 The proposal is for 229 dwellings, and the site measures 1.92 hectares creating a 
density of 119 dwellings per hectare and a habitable room density of 338.  

Table [ 1 ]: Density calculations

No. 
habitable 
rooms per 
unit type

No. 
dwellings in 
development

Total 
habitable 
rooms in 
development

1 Bed =  2 
hab rooms

80 160

2 Bed = 3 
hab rooms

128 384

3 Bed = 5 
hab rooms

21 105

Total 229 649



8.87 The density is therefore comfortably within the London Pan density matrix 
suggested levels of 200-700 habitable rooms per hectare and 45-260 dwellings 
per hectare.

8.88 Having regard to the density matrix and the other factors of the proposal such as 
the District Centre location, the existing accessibility of the site and 
appropriateness of the proposed layout, scale and design, Officers consider the 
proposed density to be acceptable. 

Affordable housing and tenure mix

8.89 Core Strategy Policy 1 Housing provision, mix and affordability states that the 
Council will seek the maximum provision of affordable housing with a strategic 
target for 50% affordable housing from all sources for developments providing 
more than 10 dwellings. The target is, however, subject to viability. The 50% of 
target in new schemes is the starting point for negotiations. The policy also seeks 
provision at 70% social rented and 30% intermediate housing and family housing 
(three+ bedrooms).  Where existing areas have a high concentration of social 
rented housing, the policy states different proportions of affordable housing will be 
sought.  Lee Green is considered to have an existing, well balanced tenure mix, 
however, and so the policy split of 70/30 in favour of social rented remains.  

8.90 The proposals are for 229 new dwellings broken down into the following size and 
tenure of residential accommodation:

Table [ 2 ]: Residential Tenure and Size Mix*

1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed Total

Private 69(16) 116(3) 8(1) 193 (20)

Affordable 
Rent

12(0) 12 (0)

Shared 
Ownership

11(3) 12(0) 1(1) 24 (4)

Total 80(19) 128(3) 21(2) 229 (24)

*Wheelchair accessible units shown in ( )

8.91 The proposal is for 80 x 1 bed, 128 x 2 bed and 21 x 3 bed units of which 15.7% 
or 36 dwellings would be affordable. All of the proposed houses would be 
affordable rent, while the remainder of affordable would be shared ownership 
tenure. 10% (or 24 wheelchair units) are also proposed.

8.92 Given that the application site is within reasonably close proximity to local 
services and access to the necessary social infrastructure it is considered suitable 
for affordable housing in accordance with Core Strategy Policy 1 and London Plan 
Policy 3.11 and 3.12. The proposed 15.7% (19% by habitable room) is 
considerably less than the target of 50% and the Applicant has provided a 
financial viability assessment with the application in order to justify the shortfall.  
This indicated affordable housing provision at 15.7%, Urban Delivery, specialist 
viability consultants were appointed by the Council to advise on viability issues. 



They have undertaken an appraisal of the development to assess to assess the 
level of affordable housing that can viably be provided. A copy of Urban Delivery’s 
report is attached to this report at Appendix 4. Having fully assessed the scheme 
and the proposed affordable housing provision, they have found this to be the 
maximum number of affordable homes achievable at this time

8.93 The current proposal of 15.7% is based on 12 affordable rent, 3 bed town houses,  
and 11 x 1 bed, 12 x 2 bed and 1 x 3 bed shared ownership flats or 33:66 
(affordable rent:shared ownership) ratio which does not reflect the policy 
requirement of a 70:30 ratio.  The proposal is also for 1 x 3 bed shared ownership  
unit (4%) which also does not reflect the 16% as set out in the Obligations SPD.  
In this case, however, all affordable rent units would be 3-bed townhouses which 
would be capped at £1,000 per month.  This equates to 60 habitable rooms.  
Whilst the percentage of affordable units proposed by unit numbers is low, as a 
habitable room percentage of 19%.  Furthermore, policy allows for units up to 
80% of market rent to be deemed affordable.  In this case, the £1,000 cap 
represents 64% of market rent.  The £1,000 cap represents 65% of market rent 
and this level of discount is considered appropriate and would satisfy an important 
need for family rented housing.   

8.94 Strategic Housing have asked Officers to explore with the Applicant whether fewer 
shared ownership units might be provided in exchange for more affordable rented 
units with a similar rent cap. In order to maintain a viable scheme, however, such 
a switch could reduce the overall number of affordable dwellings.

8.95 Officers have asked the Applicant to provide different iterations of the proposals 
including more family sized units at the podium level, with drawings showing any 
consequential impacts of providing the larger units in terms of management, the 
provision of other units and any other financial implications of doing so.  

Review mechanisms

8.96 When a scheme fails to provide the policy requirement of 50% affordable housing, 
in the required dwelling mix,  the costs and values used in the viability assessment 
when planning permission was granted may be reviewed at a later date to see if 
any increase in value could allow for a greater provision of affordable housing.  
The Council’s SPD on Planning Obligations states (para. 4.37) that the Council 
will consider the use of review mechanisms.  

8.97 The application proposals are to be built in one phase.  However, once planning 
permission has been granted, it still may be a while before works commence on 
site and once works commence, extenuating circumstances could result in further 
delays to the completion of the development.  It is for that reason that Officers 
consider it necessary to include a review mechanism within the S.106 to consider 
securing a financial contribution towards affordable housing provision off-site, 
should values increase to a level where this would be financially viable. Given the 
shortfall in affordable housing provision relative to the levels set out in planning 
policy, it is appropriate that this is kept under review. To this end, and as is 
recognised in the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD, it is proposed that if 
permission is granted, a mechanism is included in the proposed S.106 agreement 
to secure additional affordable housing should values increase to a level where 
this would be financially viable.  The Applicant has agreed to the principle of 
applying a review mechanism, but the details are yet to be agreed with Officers.



Standard of residential accommodation

8.98 Development Management Local Plan Policy 32 (Housing design, layout and 
space standards) states that new development should adhere to the standards set 
out in the London Plan and the Mayor’s Housing SPG. The Council’s adopted 
Residential Standards SPD (2006) sets out criteria for new residential units but 
this document is now largely out of date and London Plan Policy 3.5 (Quality, and 
design of housing developments), the London Mayor’s Housing SPG and 
Development Management Local Plan Policy 32 together with the Technical 
housing standards – nationally described space standard, contain the relevant 
criteria The Mayor’s Housing SPG (2012) sets out guidance to supplement 
London Plan policies. Part 2 of the Housing SPG deals with the quality of 
residential accommodation setting out baseline and good practice standards for 
dwelling size, room layouts and circulation space, storage facilities, floor to ceiling 
heights, outlook, daylight and sunlight, external amenity space (including cycle 
storage facilities) as well as core and access arrangements. The Mayor’s Housing 
SPG Baseline standard 5.2.1, is underpinned by Policy 3.5 in the London Plan.  

8.99 The Government’s Technical housing standards – nationally described space 
standard (in effect from 1 October 2015) sets out minimum space standards for 
new development.  Technical housing standards require the 1-bed units to be a 
minimum 50m² and the smallest 2-bed to be 70m² and 3-bed flats 86m² and the 3 
storey houses 99m².  All units meet the minimum floor area as set out in the 
Technical housing standards  Furthermore, all submitted plans are annotated with 
essential furniture.  This demonstrates that even though units all meet the 
minimum floor area requirements, their irregular shapes could also comfortably 
accommodate the necessary furniture and circulation spaces.  As such, the units 
are considered to be of an acceptable standard.

8.100 The Housing SPG and states that developments should avoid single aspect 
dwellings that are north facing, exposed to noise levels above which significant 
adverse effects on health and quality of life occur, or contain three or more 
bedrooms.’ Of the 229 residential units proposed, 74 (32%) would be single 
aspect units, none of which are north facing. The north of the site fronts Eltham 
Road, which is the busiest road in the context of the locality.  As no north facing 
units are proposed, no objections are raised to the proposed development on 
these grounds.  

8.101 The sunlight and daylight chapters in the ES, show that 94% of the dwellings 
proposed would achieve the necessary levels of internal sunlight in accordance 
with British Research Establishment (BRE) guidelines.  The ES concludes that 
only a small percentage of the dwellings would not experience the necessary 
levels of internal sunlight.  This would be caused by balconies above units or their 
lower level locations.  The ES considers that the majority of the effects identified in 
terms of access to sunlight for future occupiers is either negligible or minor 
adverse. Officers are satisfied that a development of this scale would inevitably 
result in some dwellings not achieving the necessary sunlight levels and consider 
the low level (6%) of failures to be acceptable when compared with the overall 
regenerative benefits of the scheme.  This position would be reviewed in light of 
any further comments which might be received as a result of the recent re-
consultation exercise correcting some of the information submitted in the ES.



8.102 Standard 4.10.1 of the Mayor’s Housing SPG sets out the baseline requirements 
for private open space.  The standard requires a minimum of 5m² to be provided 
for 1-2 person dwellings and an extra 1m² for each additional occupant.  All 
private amenity spaces adhere to the policy requirements in terms of their sizes.

8.103 The ES notes that two balconies on the 5th floor Blocks E and F would experience 
wind conditions that would mean in summer, the wind conditions would only be 
comfortable for those standing within their balconies.  Suitable mitigation could 
take the form of balustrades that are slightly higher than others or the introduction 
of retractable screens.  Officers are satisfied with the mitigation measures 
proposed which can be secured by a suitably worded condition should permission 
be granted.

Accessible Housing

8.104 Core Strategy Policy 1 requires major schemes to provide 10% of all units and 
each tenure type to be constructed as accessible. Development Management 
Policy DM32 states that the Council will require new build housing to be designed 
to ensure that internal layout and external design features provides housing that is 
accessible to all intended users. The supporting text confirms that the South East 
London Housing Partnership wheelchair accessible housing guide will be used to 
assess homes for wheelchair accessibility and lifetime homes compliance.  Each 
wheelchair unit must benefit from a parking space. With effect from 1 October 
2015, the standards for wheelchair accessible housing are covered by Part M of 
the Building Regulations. As the proposed development was prepared prior March 
statement, the proposals still provide 24 (10%) wheelchair units, all which are 
SELHP compliant in terms of room sizes and would all comfortably achieve 
Building Regulations Part M Category 2 - Accessible and adaptable dwellings and 
Category 3 - Wheelchair user dwellings.  All wheelchair units have level access to 
their car parking spaces.  If Members were minded to grant planning permission, 
the wheelchair units can be secured by condition.

8.105 Core Strategy Policy 1 and London Plan Policy 3.8 state that all new housing 
should be built to Lifetime Homes standards. Drawings scaled at 1:50 were 
submitted for the typical and irregular shaped unit types demonstrating how the 16 
Lifetime Homes criteria would be achieved.  All drawings submitted confirm that 
the units would be Lifetime Homes compliant. These standards will be now be 
secured via Building Control accreditation of the units. 

8.106 Overall, the proposed standards of accommodation, including the private amenity 
space proposed for each of the units proposed are considered to be acceptable 
for the reasons set out above.  The amount and standard of residential 
accommodation to be provided is considered to be appropriate for this District 
Centre setting. However, matters relating to the tenure and dwelling mix remain 
outstanding and Officers consider these matters require further negotiation with 
the Applicant.

Neighbour Amenity

8.107 DM Policy 32 (Housing design, layout and space standards) requires new 
schemes to be attractive and neighbourly meaning that the provision of new 
dwellings should not significantly compromise the amenities of existing nearby 
occupiers.  The Council’s Residential Standards also require developments to be 



neighbourly and provides guidance on the Council’s approach to such matters as 
levels of outlook, access to sunlight etc and suggests minimum distances between 
buildings. For developments of the scale of the current proposals, a balanced 
judgement is required with regard to the percentage of properties negatively 
affected and the overall benefits of the scheme.

8.108 The proposal results in a significant increase in land mass and scale. The outlook 
from the existing surrounding buildings will change materially.  The Townscape, 
Visual and Heritage Chapter in the ES sets out the impact to views and outlook 
and advises that the impact would be minimised by the design which incorporates 
gaps between the taller elements of the proposed building.  The ES also states 
that outlook would improve by virtue of the regeneration of the Leegate centre and 
the high quality of the buildings proposed.

8.109 Merridale House, which is to the immediate south of the application site, and the 
flanks of the houses within Carston Close and Burnt Ash Road are the closest to 
the proposed development.  The houses are 3 storeys in height, while Merridale 
House is an 11 storey tower.

8.110 The scale and massing strategy has resulted in the lowest buildings being located 
to the south in order to respect the existing hierarchy of buildings, but also to 
minimise the visual impact to its closets neighbours.  The north facing first 3 floors 
of Merridale house currently look onto an unmade road and 2 storey car park.  
The new houses would follow the southern building line of the existing car park, 
but the houses would be an additional storey higher.  Officers consider that the 
increase in scale would be compensated by the improved appearance of Carston 
Close and the attractive new terrace of houses.  

8.111 The proposed car park entrance for the new shopping centre would be in a similar 
location to the existing and therefore more cars would frequent the southern end 
of the site.  This too would result in an impact the amenities of the existing 
residential properties fronting Burnt Ash Road (east and west sides) and Carston 
Close in particular.  However, if the existing shopping centre were fully occupied, 
the frequency into the existing car park would also result in an impact to 
neighbour amenity.  Taking this into account, together with the design that 
ensures the car parking is mostly covered and concealed, Officers are satisfied 
that the relatively close proximity of the car parking entrance would not result in an 
unacceptable level of impact to on neighbour amenity.

8.112 The ES also identified that 38 to 40 Burnt Ash Road (35m west from the proposed 
development) would suffer a significant reduction in views of the sky and access 
to sunlight (overshadowing). Officers consider the conclusions are perhaps 
overstated as some of the windows within the western elevation (fronting Burnt 
Ash Road and the development) would serve non habitable rooms.  The flank of 
the two storey house fronting the eastern end of Taunton Road (36m west) is 
considered to have limited impact from the development as views from these 
properties face directly onto the flank of Sainsbury’s car park. Officers consider 
the impact to residential amenity is acceptable in this respect. 

8.113 The existing buildings at the northern end on the east side of Burnt Road are 
21.5m away from the proposed development while on the opposite side (north) of 
Eltham Road they are between 25m and 35m away.  The buildings range 



between single and 4 storeys in height, many of which have residential use on the 
upper floors.

8.114 The proposed development would result in impact to neighbour amenity for these 
properties.  Existing views of the sky will be reduced, some overshadowing would 
occur while general noise and disturbance and an increase in traffic from the 
proposed development would all result in a change to the current situation.  
However, for the reasons set out above, Officers consider the design rationale for 
the development has minimised the visual impact of the development, while the 
noise, traffic and general increase in footfall are all impacts associated with a 
District Centre location.

8.115 As mentioned earlier on in this report, Officers have identified, and the Applicant 
has confirmed, that whilst the properties assessed are correct and relevant, there 
has been a mislabelling in terms of the addresses.  The addresses referred to in 
the ES text are largely correct, but “Leybridge Court”  which were previously 
recorded as 1 and 45 Leyland Road), and should be 1-44 Leybridge Court and 
45-88 Leybridge Court which are the 2 towers to the east of the proposal site.  A 
further discrepancy with regard to the property known as “Stafford House” 
(previously recorded as ‘Starford’ House).  The Council has undertaken a further 
consultation exercise which will expire on the 9 December 2015.  Should any 
further responses be received, an  update will be provided to Members.

8.116 The proposal is for the anchor supermarket to open 24 hours a day, except for 
Sundays, where the proposal is to open between 11am and 5pm.  Officers 
consider that the majority of any disturbance would happen at peak hours and that 
the frequency of night time visits would result in minimal impact to residents in 
terms of noise.  The proposals are considered acceptable in this regard.

8.117 The Applicant has requested that servicing is permitted up to midnight and from 
5:30am Monday to Saturday (inclusive) and up to 9pm and from 8am on Sundays 
and Bank Holidays.  . However, the service yard is within the body of the building, 
but the entrance to the yard area is beneath and directly opposite residential units. 
Officers consider that the proposed hours of servicing are unreasonable and could 
have an unacceptable level of impact upon neighbour amenity. The Council’s 
Environmental Health Officer has objected to the proposals on this point   Officers 
consider that the impact of servicing and deliveries on residential amenity requires 
further consideration and further discussions are required with the Applicant.. 

8.118 Officers are satisfied that the other properties surrounding the proposed 
development would have a limited level of impact to neighbour amenity and 
therefore any such impact is acceptable.

8.119 The proposed development would include a substantial amount of plant and 
equipment which could compromise the amenities of nearby existing and 
proposed occupiers.  However, with appropriate sound reducing insulation, 
Officers and other measures, including prior approval of plant equipment, Officers 
are satisfied that any impact on the grounds of noise from plant and machinery 
can be appropriately mitigated.  These matters would be secured by condition if 
planning permission is granted for the proposed development.

8.120 Subject to resolution of the issue regarding the impact of servicing and deliveries, 
Officers consider the level of impact to the amenity of nearby existing occupiers 



and future occupiers of the development, mitigated where required, to be 
acceptable in the context of the District Centre location.

Layout, Scale and Design 

8.121 Urban design is a key consideration in the planning process. The NPPF makes it 
clear that Government places great importance on the design of the built 
environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is 
indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places 
better for people. The NPPF states that it is important to plan positively for the 
achievement of high quality and inclusive design for all development, including 
individual buildings, public and private spaces and wider area development 
schemes.

8.122 The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to undertake a design critique of 
planning proposals to ensure that developments will function well and add to the 
overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the 
development. Decision should aim to ensure that developments:

 establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to 
create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit;

 optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create and 
sustain an appropriate mix of uses and support local facilities and transport 
networks;

 respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local 
surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation;

 create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and 
the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion;

  are visually attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate 
landscaping.

8.123 Access to high quality open space and public realm is an important urban design 
consideration that plays a fundamental role in enhancing the health and well being 
of communities. 

8.124 London Plan Policy 7.6 Architecture requires development to positively contribute 
to its immediate environs in a coherent manner, using the highest quality materials 
and design. Core Strategy Policy 15 High quality design for Lewisham repeats the 
necessity to achieve high quality design but also confirms a requirement for new 
developments to minimise crime and the fear of crime. Development Management 
Policy 30, Urban design and local character states that all new developments 
should provide a high standard of design and should respect the existing forms of 
development in the vicinity. The London Plan, Core Strategy and Development 
Management policies further reinforce the principles of the NPPF setting out a 
clear rationale for high quality urban design. 

8.125 During the pre-application consultation for the proposals, Officers, the LDRP and 
the Lee Green Working Group were all involved in the development of the 



proposals.  The public engagement exercises also influenced the evolution of the 
design.

Layout 

8.126 The key layout principles for the proposed scheme are:

• The provision of a public square located on Burnt Ash Road

• The provision of a large foodstore wrapped by other uses creating an 
urban block active on all four sides

• The creation of an internal pedestrian route connecting Burnt Ash 
Road to Leyland Road and providing circulation of the various retail 
and supportive uses

• Other retail/commercial uses sited in the busier locations addressing 
Burnt Ash Road and close to the Tigers Head Junction on Eltham 
Road

• Foodstore parking access located off Burnt Ash Road

• Residential parking access located off Leyland Road

• Cores to the residential buildings are distributed around the periphery 
of the block

• Townhouses located on the southside facing Carston  Close

8.127 These layout principles are further explained and considered below.

8.128 The A1 food store and associated servicing has a large footprint which has a 
significant impact on how the layout of the site is generated. Officers explored with 
the Applicant team the various options for how the uses could be distributed on 
the site. The option that sites the foodstore towards the southern edge of the site 
and wraps this use with other uses which face out onto the surrounding streets is 
endorsed by Officers and considered to be the best solution for the site.  The 
ground floor frontages would comprise residential uses to the east and south 
fronting Leyland Road and Carston Close respectively, a primary retail frontage to 
the west, fronting Burnt Ash Road, with a secondary retail frontage to the north, 
fronting Eltham Road. 

8.129 The rationale for this design approach is to create four active edges addressing 
the public realm on all street frontages which shields the 3,647m² supermarket, 
ancillary storage and service areas with car parking above. The proposal has 
been developed around the footprint of the supermarket to provide other small 
scale uses and  enhanced public realm and permeability. To ensure that the 
ground floor frontages are active, the proposals include residential uses wrapping 
the supermarket to the south and east, and commercial A1-A4 uses to the west 
and north.  Residential blocks face each of the streets and their entrances 
contribute to activity at ground level. 

Permeability



8.130 Another key principle for the site is to provide a pedestrian route running through 
the site connecting Burnt Ash Road to the west to the eastern edge of the site. 
Various options were examined, including a route from Burnt Ash Road to Leyland 
Road.  This was not pursued, however, as Leyland Road is a less prominent 
street in the street hierarchy and people would naturally want to go to the streets 
which provide bus stops and street crossings. The option which connects Burnt 
Ash Road to the eastern corner of Eltham Road and Leyland Road is the 
preferred choice, as this creates a connecting route to two principal streets. 

8.131 The proposed permeability of the site is also considered appropriate. The 4 edges 
to the site all provide active frontages and offer overlooking and passive 
surveillance onto the surrounding streets improving safety perception. The 
proposal is considered to be a significant improvement on the existing built form 
on site which provides very little in terms of active frontages and passive 
surveillance for both Carston Close and Leyland Road. The scheme provides a 
positive response to Carston  Close, creating a terrace of south facing family 
houses with generous private amenity on the top floors of the dwellings (through 
balconies and roof terraces) along with ground floor activity contributing to the 
passive surveillance to the street.  

8.132 The proposed Arcade provides a covered commercial space for pedestrians which 
is accessible during shop opening hours. The Arcade provides permeability 
through the site and gives access to the main entrance of the foodstore, smaller 
retail units at ground floor and access to the community facilities, gym and large 
car park via travellators up to first floor. 

8.133 Officers agree with the LDRP that this area needs further thought to ensure that it 
is of the necessary high quality and appropriately designed to ensure that it is 
active and inviting.  Officers have requested additional information from the 
Applicant on the design details and materials for the Arcade in order to ensure the 
highest quality public realm is secured.  This information has yet to be received.  

Scale (Massing and height)

8.134 There are a number of different building heights on and around the existing site. 
The existing Shopping Centre consists of a plinth of 2-3 storeys with accents of 5 
storeys and a taller building on the Tigers Head junction of 8 office storeys. The 
Leybridge Estate to the south east of the site consists of a number of 11 storey 
blocks set in green space.  The remainder of the surrounding area with the 
exception of the fire station is between 2 and 4 storeys.

8.135 There is no single overriding scale or grain in the surrounding context leading to a 
variety of scale and building type being a key characteristic of the area. 

8.136 As referred to above, Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Road are tree lined boulevards 
in access of 16m in width. The 11 storey towers of the Leybridge Estate set in a 
large green space are located to the west of the site, with the area to the south of 
the site having potential for a 15m wide street, being the regenerated northern end 
of Carston Close.

8.137 The contextual scale of height, grain and public realm has been considered 
throughout the pre-application meetings with LBL Officers and the LDRP process. 
The proposed scale of development is also responding to the site’s status as a 



District Centre, different to most of the surrounding areas which is classified as 
residential. 

8.138 A number of massing options were worked through with the design team, Officers 
and the DRP and the proposed massing of 7 buildings is considered the most 
appropriate.

8.139 Various options including taller buildings were considered for this location but 
through testing it was considered that 10 provides a sufficient height to mark the 
crossroads. The 3 storey townhouses to Carston Close respond to the smaller 
scaled residential context to the south of the site. The southern-most block to 
Burnt Ash Road steps down one storey towards the south in order to create a 
more contextual scale with the surrounding residential blocks.

8.140 The proposed tall building (sited at Tiger’s Head Cross) is of a similar mass to the 
existing tallest office building on the site which is 8 storeys in height and only 7m 
lower than the proposed feature building. With regard to the other proposed 
residential blocks, the spaces in between the blocks which vary between 7m and 
15.5m in width, reduce the bulk and mass of the podium allowing daylight and 
sunlight to penetrate the surrounding public realm and provides visual interest.  
Officers support the approach which results in a varied and interesting built form.

8.141 Officers consider that the massing has responded to a design led approach, 
creating a considered design response rather than being driven by technical 
issues.

8.142 The division of the street facades into separate buildings has been a key design 
principle and the proposal responds to a traditional urban structure and 
appropriate urban grain.

8.143 Entrances into the arcade have been reinforced by building mass creating a 
legible urban structure.

8.144 Officers and the LDRP support the scale, massing and height of the proposals 
which is considered to be convincing and well considered for the site.

Appearance and Architectural design 

Façade articulation 

8.145 The overall façade strategy is supported by Officers, with each of the proposed 
streets providing appropriate façade articulation according to the particular  scale, 
massing and public realm. 

8.146 Officers support the use of brick as the primary material for the development, due 
to the contextual response it delivers in terms of colour, texture, scale and 
durability. Brick is a robust material which does not deteriorate aesthetically with 
age and in some instances, the ageing of brickwork adds further character and 
charm to buildings. The choice of brick is imperative to the success of the design, 
however, and Officers propose that brick and mortar compositions should be 
secured by condition if permission is granted.

8.147 The application submitted includes a comprehensive set of large scaled bay 
studies, plans, sections, architectural details and detailed material palette which 



satisfy Officers requirements to secure a building of high quality design for the 
site.

8.148 Each of the buildings’ facades respond specifically to the building’s location on 
site and the public realm it addresses. 

8.149 The landmark building at the Tigers Head Junction has the most formal response 
with the darker choice of brick and vertical façade articulation creating a distinctive 
building.

8.150 The Eltham Road frontage also responds in a formal way with each building 
presenting a variety of brick colour and façade articulation. These are unified by 
the podium plinth and a family of common details.

8.151 The Burnt Ash Road frontage also has a formal character with each of the three 
blocks having their own identity in articulation colour and detail which provides a 
richness to the scheme and breaks down the urban block. 

8.152 Leyland Road creates an elevation of 3 ‘urban villas’ fronting onto the adjacent 
street and the green space of the Leyland Estate. These villas have their own 
unique identity using more vertical articulation whilst sitting within the family of 
buildings within the development as a whole.

8.153 Carston Close creates a modulated 3 storey terrace which responds well to its 
immediate context of residential buildings.  The elevation is distinct but has many 
of the key characteristics used elsewhere in the scheme.

8.154 The podium is bound by the buildings which sit on the 3 surrounding streets and 
has its own character with simplified courtyard facades occupied by informal 
balconies which contrasts with the more formal responses to the surrounding 
streets.

8.155 The scheme has been reviewed a number of times by the LDRP.  Whilst very 
supportive of the emerging elevations along Leyland Road, Eltham Road and 
Carston Close, the LDRP felt a better architectural solution was required on the 
corner block with Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road.  The Applicant has 
developed the proposals taking on board the comments raised by the LDRP and 
Officers are satisfied that the architectural treatment of the elevations satisfies the 
LDRP concerns.

8.156 Overall, Officers consider that the architecture is well considered, responsive to its 
environment and appropriate for the site. The more prominent block at the Tiger’s 
Head Junction has a vertical alignment emphasising it as a feature block, whilst 
the podium block and the other residential buildings have a more horizontal 
emphasis grounding the development to its context.  The town houses have their 
own articulation, and are considered entirely appropriate for their scale and 
function within the remainder of the development.

8.157 If permission is granted, Officers consider that a S106 obligation should be 
imposed requiring reasonable endeavours to be made to retain the same 
architects to ensure quality throughout the scheme.  The GLA has also raised a 
similar point. 



Public realm, Landscaping and Private amenity space

8.158 Details of the public realm proposals have been set out in Section 4 of this report. 
Initial proposals were considered by Officers and the LDRP to not have enough 
quantum of public realm on site.  Various options have been considered before on 
the submission of the proposed scheme.  There have been concerns raised 
during the consultation process about the actual amount of public realm lost and 
proposed and whether the Applicant’s stated figures are correct.  Officers have 
therefore undertaken their own calculations. A summary of the existing and 
proposed public realm, which includes public space as well as footways, is set out 
below.

Table [ 3 ]: Existing and proposed public realm measurements

Existing Amount Proposed Amount

North eastern square 1,069m² Burnt Ash Road square 800m²

Burnt Ash Road to Leyland 
Road pedestrian through 
route

1,152m² Carston Close 1,739m²

Leyland Road 324m² Leyland Road 589m²

Burnt Ash Road 1,225m² Burnt Ash Road 1,889m²

North/west corner/ Tiger’s 
Head open space

477m² North/west corner/ Tiger’s 
Head open

432m²

Eltham Road 630m² Eltham Road 875m²

Existing Total 4,877m² Proposed Total 6,324m²

Leegate proposals +1,447m²

8.159 The above summary shows that whilst there is an overall increase in public realm, 
this is largely attributable to increased footway widths. The area of public square 
in the development would be reduced in the proposed scheme.  

8.160 Officers consider that the proposed layout fully accords with good urban design 
principles. The active frontages ensure that all elevations of the proposed 
development would be attractive, safe to use and practical.  Each of the proposed 
spaces is considered in turn below.



Figure 2: Existing north eastern (Eltham Road) square and proposed western 
square (Burnt Ash Road) 

8.161 The existing north eastern square measures 1,069m² while the proposed western 
square measures 800m² which results in a loss of 269m².  Both spaces 
incorporate existing pavement space but the areas immediately north and south of 
the proposed space, together with the lay-by and arcade into the shopping centre 
have been excluded from the calculations of the proposed space, as Officers 
consider that it is the area measured that would be most readily used for dwelling, 
rather than the other spaces which would be more transient and functional. 

8.162 The existing public square on Eltham Road is set back away from key routes and 
has no active frontage. It is also poorly defined with only containment at its 
southern and eastern edges.  Officers consider that its retention in this location 
would lead to problems of overshadowing and represent a missed opportunity to 
improve and enhance the public realm. Officers and the LDRP therefore support 
the alternative positioning of the public square.

8.163 Initial proposals first explored by the design team, and presented to Officers and 
reviewed at an early LDRP proposed less public realm surrounding the 
development resulting in relatively narrow pavements and a lack of placemaking. 
Officers felt that the scale and massing of the proposals required a more generous 
provision of public realm on the streets with more footfall in order to create a 
successful scheme with a distinct identity. The proposal to provide more public 
realm to Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Road is therefore welcomed.

8.164 Various options were considered by the Applicant in terms of the distribution of 
public realm.  Their preferred option, which forms the basis of the current 
application, sets some of the buildings further back from the carriageway along 
Burnt Ash Road creating a new public square.  Officers consider that such an 
approach could be acceptable subject to its detail.  Further information has been 
requested to show comparable spaces in order to demonstrate that the reduced 
area of the square could still be an enhancement to public realm.  This has yet to 
be provided but is considered necessary as part of the formal submission prior to 
the determination of the application.



8.165 Overall, the public square proposals provide a reduced quantum of public realm 
but which is better located and better designed and is surrounded by further public 
realm improvements which Officers consider could be an acceptable approach 
subject to further details.  Matters relating to  air quality in this location are 
considered in section 14. 

8.166 More public realm has been provided through the positioning of the urban block 
away from Eltham Road and particularly Burnt Ash Road. The proposals now 
create a west facing public square providing a civic space that can be used 
occasionally for an outdoor market as well as allowing the surrounding retail, bars, 
café’s and restaurant uses to spill into the space providing activity and passive 
surveillance. There are also opportunities for large trees to be planted and seating 
created which further animates the space. The bus stops will still be provided 
along Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road and the location and position of these 
shelters has  been incorporated into the design.

8.167 The proposed public square to Burnt Ash Road is equivalent in square metres to 
the existing public square located on the corner of Leyland Road and Eltham 
Road.   

8.168 Public realm improvements are also proposed for the periphery of the site; the 
southern side of Eltham Road, the western side and north end of Leyland Road, 
the northern end, (unmade road) of Carston Close and the northern end on the 
eastern side of Burnt Ash Road.  These areas will all have public realm changes 
as part of the proposals. 

8.169 New trees are proposed on all roads where they would be surrounded by bound 
gravel in their tree pits.  New public seating and cycle stands are proposed for 
Eltham and Burnt Ash Roads.  A cohesive paving strategy is proposed to unite the 
public realm between Burnt Ash Road and the Tiger’s Head junction (at the open 
area to the south east of the road junction).  Granite flags, or a similar material is 
proposed in 2 tones creating diagonal stripes across the footway along Burnt Ash 
Road up to the Tiger’s Head junction. 

8.170 The development is surrounded by different types of street and roads and this is 
addressed in the design of the public realm as addressed below. 

Eltham Road

8.171 The proposals involve removal all of the existing trees along the southern side of 
Eltham Road and their replacement with trees better aligned with the proposed 
landscaping strategy.  The trees along Eltham Road are within footway which is 
owned and managed by Transport for London (TfL).  Thus, permission will be 
required from TfL to remove or do other works to the trees.  TfL have raised 
objections to the landscaping scheme along Eltham Road on the grounds of the 
loss of the existing trees.  This aspect of the proposals requires further discussion 
with TfL.

Leyland Road

8.172 Under the proposals, some of the trees on the east and west of the northern end 
of Leyland Road would be replaced. To the immediate south of the existing open 
space, the existing pavement on the western side of Leyland Road measures 
2.9m at its narrowest point.  The proposals see the pavement width being 



extended to 4m.  The additional width is to compensate for the fact that the open 
space is being replaced by 3-8 storey buildings.  The pavement itself would be 
replaced with concrete flags (concrete cubes).   

8.173 The proposals so far indicate actual and passive market stalls for the Burnt Ash 
Road square, although the market stalls are not intended to be permanent 
features of the square, and so all provision should be considered as passive.

Carston Close

8.174 The northern end of Carston Close is currently an unmade road, closed to the 
east by a 2m high brick wall.  Pedestrian access is through a gated section of the 
close on the south east side.  Vehicles can access the road from Burnt Ash Road.

8.175 The proposal is to open the road to create a linear thoroughfare between Leyland 
and Burnt Ash Roads for cyclists and pedestrians.  Vehicle access to the integral 
garages for the proposed houses and the existing garages to the south west 
would be created through the area which is currently occupied by the gate.  

8.176 The proposal is to create a shared surface to be used by pedestrians, cyclists and 
vehicles, with the priority being for pedestrians and cyclists.  This means that 
there is no distinction by changes in gradients between the pedestrian and 
vehicular surface treatment; the usual approach is to have raised curbs with a 
300mm wide curb being flush with the concrete sets either side. This approach is 
considered by Officers to be acceptable as it encourages awareness and caution 
when different users are sharing their spaces.  A further added benefit is that it 
provides a less visually cluttered and more design lead urban environment.



Burnt Ash Road

Figure 3: Existing and proposed western (Burnt Ash Road) public space 

8.177 The existing comparable space measures 1,225m² while the proposed equivalent 
space would measure 1,889.5m2 which is an increase of 664.5m².  Both spaces 
incorporate the bus stop, and vehicular entrances to the shopping centre.  
However, the proposed scheme includes a new lay-by which has therefore been 
excluded from the floor area calculations.  Officers are satisfied that a greater 
provision of space in this location is being provided.  That said, the re-provision of 
public realm is not a simple formulaic transfer of floor areas.  The quality, location 
and usability of the space is also to be considered.

8.178 The landscaping for the eastern side of Burnt Ash Road (immediately south of the 
Tiger’s Head open space) would comprise new trees, public seating and cycle 
stands. The bus stop would be inset into the pavement and extended, being flush 
with the remainder of the pavement surface.  

8.179 The proposed building would be set back, creating a linear (north to south) public 
space which is deeper than the remainder of the pavement. It would comprise 
public seating areas in front of the retail units, and further spaces for general 
seating dispersed between the strategically positioned trees.  Areas have been 
designated for a market and retractable electrical points would be integrated into 
the paving to provide access to utilities for market stalls holders.  Lighting columns 
would be attached to the building where feasible to reduce the necessity for free 
standing columns and thus reducing street clutter. 

8.180 Officers are also satisfied with the market stall locations which intertwines with, 
and compliments the A1 units being in close proximity for the convenience of the  
patrons of the shopping centre.  The provision of these locations and times of 



operation could be secured via a condition should Members be mindful to grant 
planning permission.

Trees

8.181 London Plan policy 7.21 (Trees and woodlands) states that existing trees of value 
should be retained and any lost as the result  of development should be replaced.  
A preference of trees with large canopies was referred to in the policy.  Core 
Strategy Policy 12 (Open space and environmental assets) states that public 
realm greening can help mitigate against pollution and therefore the Council will 
protect existing trees and require replacements where a loss does occur.

8.182 At present, trees run parallel to the site on Leyland Road, Eltham Road and Burnt 
Ash Road.  All of the trees are in excess of 5 years old, while some are more 
established such as the London Plan Trees on Eltham Road and Leyland Roads.  

8.183 In relation to the trees in the existing public square on Eltham Road, the 3 trees 
which would be lost as a result of the development are protected by Tree 
Preservation Orders (TPO). By virtue of the TPOs, the trees are clearly 
considered to be a valuable contribution to visual amenity in the vicinity.  
However, whilst a TPO means that permission is required for their removal (either 
because it is necessary to implement planning permission or express consent is 
granted) this does not preclude their felling in principle.  

8.184 The Council’s Tree Officer considers the row of Ornamental Pear (Pyrus 
Calleryana 'Chanticleer') currently growing along Eltham Road should not 
reasonably be required to be retained.  They will never reach a size appropriate to 
the scale, height, massing and status of the proposed development. Further, the 
existing Ornamental Pear does not provide ample shelter and shade when 
compared to an  oriental plane, which is similar to the  London Plane which are 
the trees suggested for Eltham Road.

8.185 Officers have no objection to the retention of the existing Ornamental Pear in their 
current environment, but consider the existing Ornamental Pear trees can 
appropriately be lost in order to improve the  environment through providing large 
shady trees, and contribute to a place that people would enjoy using. Large 
London Plane trees will need pruning in the future and this can be controlled 
through a management and maintenance strategy.  

8.186 Further, in order for the trees to be retained, the scheme would need to be 
significantly re-designed which could render the entire development unviable.  

8.187 The Council’s Tree Officer has raised objection to the proposed tree pit design, 
being concerned that the design would not ensure the longevity of the proposed 
trees.  The advice provided by the Tree Officer to the Applicant team prior to 
submission was that the trees should be planted in a long trench with specific 
designed 'cells' to make sure the tree would have enough soil volume to thrive in a 
London urban setting. The trench should stretch the whole length of the street, 
from beginning to the end of the tree-pits, to ensure years of space for the roots to 
development. The trench detail has not been provided and the Applicant has 
asked for this information to be secured by condition should planning permission 
be granted.



8.188 Officers are satisfied that detail could be secured via an appropriately worded 
condition if Members were minded to grant planning permission.

8.189 On balance, the benefits of regenerating the District Centre, including the 
provision of new housing and shops and thus employment and homes, are 
considered to outweigh the retention of the 3 protected trees.  Their retention 
would significantly prohibit the deliverability of the proposed development.  In this 
case, Officers consider that the overall benefits of the regeneration of the 
prominent site are considered to justify their loss, subject to suitable on site 
replacements, subject to appropriate conditions regarding the tree pits.  

8.190 With regard to the loss of trees on Leyland and Burnt Ash Roads, these are not 
protected and the Council’s Tree Officer considers these specimen to be of low 
value due to their lack of maturity. The trees would be replaced as a result of a 
overall landscaping strategy for both roads.  Officers consider the proposed 
strategy to be appropriate and fitting for the comprehensive redevelopment of the 
Application site.

8.191 In relation to the existing trees on Eltham Road, as referred to above, they are 
within highway managed by TfL and TfL object to their removal. Officers consider 
that the proposed tree removal and replanting strategy would tie in with the 
remainder of the landscaping strategy for the scheme.  The proposed species 
would complement the areas immediately outside the buildings, as well as the 
feature tree proposed at the Tiger’s Head junction, in terms of their height and 
hierarchal relationship with each other.  Further discussions are required between 
the Applicant, Officers and TfL to try and arrive at an acceptable solution.  This 
may result in the existing trees remaining in their entirety, or perhaps only some 
being removed and replaced.  

8.192 The new trees proposed along Burnt Ash Road are intended to create a boulevard 
styled row of trees and have been placed to complement the seating and 
proposed market stall areas.  The proposed removal of trees and the installation 
of new ones in different locations along Leyland Road is intended to provide better 
alignment which would improve the appearance along the pavements and in turn 
make the spaces along the pavement easier to navigate.  

8.193 Overall, Officers consider the quality of the public realm as well as the quantity to 
be acceptable subject to further discussion with TfL regarding the existing trees in 
Eltham and Leyland Roads.

Private Amenity Space 

Podium (communal space for residents)

8.194 Car parking for the supermarket and retail uses is proposed at 2nd floor level. 
Initial iterations of the scheme had the flats overlooking the car park.  Both the 
LDRP and Officers raised significant concerns regarding the impact of this on the 
amenity of residential occupiers.   In response, the proposals cover the car park at 
2nd floor level with a landscaped podium providing amenity space for residential 
occupiers of the flats.  A thin, vertical light well is proposed to allow light and 
ventilation into the car park area below, but this would be screened by the 
landscaping.  



8.195 Officers consider this design approach to provide good quality amenity space 
providing a dual function of concealing the functional appearance of the car park.  
This design solution also serves to reduce noise and fumes associated with the 
car park, while also creating a pleasant outlook.   

8.196 To ensure that the podium can be delivered as proposed, the application 
submission includes engineering drawings demonstrating that the depth required 
for the proposed high quality and robust landscaping scheme, including generous 
trees for the podium, is achievable.  

8.197 Access to the podium would be exclusively for the residents of the flats proposed 
for the upper floors of the proposed development.  Access would be through the 
residential cores which would be accessible only via a key fob issued to residents.

8.198 A plan in relation to the maintenance and management arrangements for the 
podium is proposed to be secured by way of a condition. Officers could also 
propose that the condition requires the landscaping of the podium to be 
completed, prior to the occupation of any of the flats, and an obligation secured by 
a S.106 allowing residents full access at all times. 

Playspace 

8.199 The proposed development would have an estimated  child yield of 41 -  18 under 
5's, 14 5-11 year olds and 9 12+ year olds.  The Mayor’s Shaping 
Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPD requires 10m² of child 
playspace to be provided per child for new developments, equating to 410m² to be 
provided on site.

8.200 London Plan policy 3.6 (Children and young people’s play and recreation) 
requires all necessary play-space to be provided on site. Play-space including 
appropriate equipment should be provided on site where feasible for 5-11 year 
olds and 12 years and over age groups as well as the under 5’s.

8.201 Communal playspace for children within the upper level units is to be provided at 
podium level.  Various forms of play space zones are to be created and access for 
the whole of the podium (except for the smaller section to the north) would be 
accessible by the occupiers of the flats.  The proposal is to provide the door step 
play for the under 5's, which needs to be less than 100m from the dwelling on the 
podium. The open space for general use for  adults is also to be provided at 
podium level.  Playspace for older children is to be provided off site at Weigall 
Road sports ground and Edith Nesbit Gardens.

8.202 The town houses by themselves create a child yield of 12, which equates to 
120m² of playspace which is not being provided on site as the occupiers of the 
houses would not have access to the podium.  Further play-space including 
appropriate equipment should be provided on site where feasible for 5-11 year 
olds and 12 years and over age groups as well as the under 5’s, so the  
development is not therefore fulfilling the requirements for children's play space 
on-site. 

8.203 The Design and Access Statement points to Edith Nesbit Gardens and Weigall 
Road Sports Ground as the open space to be used for the shortfall of playspace 
that cannot be provided on site.  



8.204 The podium level serves as communal amenity space for the proposed residents 
but also has a visual amenity value.  Given the close proximity to the residential 
units, providing all of the necessary play equipment would be to the detriment of 
its function as general amenity for all residents and could result in a visually 
cluttered and compromised playspace. 

8.205 The inability to provide all playspace on site is not a reason to refuse a scheme 
and the Mayor’s London Plan: Shaping neighbourhoods: Play and informal 
recreation SPD (2012) allows for off-site provision, including creation of new 
facilities, improvements to existing provision and/or a financial contribution 
towards this provision may be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that this 
will fully satisfy the needs of the development whilst continuing to meet the needs 
of existing residents. 

8.206 Officers are satisfied that the site constraints including the provision of public 
realm and the landscaping strategy for the proposed development render it 
impractical to provide all of the necessary playspace on site.  Officers consider 
that financial contributions for improvements to the open spaces closest to the 
application site, being Weigall Road Sports Ground and Edith Nesbit Gardens are 
necessary as these facilities will not be able to meet the needs of the development 
whilst continuing to meet those of existing residents if the contribution is not 
secured.  This money would be directed towards improvements for the 2 parks in 
light of the additional demand created by the child yield of the scheme.  The 
Applicant maintains that all the play-space needed for the site could be 
accommodated on-site or in the 2 nearby parks without the need to improve their 
existing facilities and therefore a contribution is not required. This element of the 
proposal therefore requires further discussion with the Applicant.

Private gardens

8.207 The private amenity spaces for the residential units within the scheme comprise 
balconies, raised terraces in front of the podium and roof terraces on top of the 
houses. All balconies and terraces exceed the minimum standards in terms of size 
and level access as required by the London Plan Housing SPG 2012 and as such, 
Officers consider that the provision of private amenity space is acceptable.

Conservation and archaeology

8.208 The NPPF states that preserving and enhancing the historic environment is one of 
the core principles of sustainable development.  London Plan Policy 7.8 (Heritage 
assets and archaeology) states that developments that could affect the setting of 
heritage assets should be developed with a scale and design sympathetic to the 
heritage assets.  Core Strategy Policy 16 Conservation areas, heritage assets and 
the historic environment and Development Management Policy 36 (New 
development, changes of use and alterations affecting designated heritage assets 
and their setting: conservation areas, listed buildings, schedule of ancient 
monuments and registered parks and gardens) both require designated and non-
designated heritage assets and Conservation areas and their settings to be 
protected, preserved and/or enhanced through new development and changes of 
use.  

8.209 The NPPF gives guidance on the approach when considering the impact of 
proposals on heritage assets.  Paragraph 132 of the NPPF states that when 



considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given the asset’s conservation.  
The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be.  Paragraph 134 
advises that where a development will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against 
the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use. 
Paragraph 135 of the NPPF requires that ‘The effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in 
determining the application. In weighing applications that affect directly or 
indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required 
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage 
asset’.

8.210 The application site sits immediately east of the Manor House, Lee Area of 
Archaeological Priority (APP 19). The Greater London Archaeological Advisory 
Service (GLAAS) has been consulted and has confirmed that there is no on-going 
archaeology interest within the site since any archaeological potential would have 
been removed at the time it was previously developed.

8.211 The application site itself is not within a conservation area nor does it contain any 
Listed Structures, but it is considered to fall within the setting of various 
designated and non-designated heritage assets. 

8.212 The proposed development will affect the immediate setting of the Grade II listed 
Lee Green Fire Station, which lies opposite the site on the northern site of Eltham 
Road within the boundary of the RB of Greenwich. The site also falls within the 
wider setting of the Grade II listed suburban villas Nos. 56 to 62 Burnt Ash Road 
to the south and the Grade II listed Police Station to the west. To the south-west is 
the Lee Manor Conservation Area. All these designated heritage assets fall within 
the ‘Zone of Visual Influence’ of the new development i.e. in approaching Lee 
Green junction on the main routes from all directions the new development will be 
seen in views from and to or within the context of the designated heritage assets.

8.213 The site also affects the setting of various non-designated heritage assets. These 
comprise the locally listed Old Tiger’s Head Public House, 351 Lee High Road 
and The New Tiger’s Head Public House opposite on the Greenwich side, as well 
as 159 Lee Road, which the Conservation Officer considers equally worth of local 
listing, if not statutory listing. The historic junction of Lee Green itself is considered 
to constitute a heritage asset based on the townscape quality provided by the 
terraces that turn the corner and the landmark quality provided by the two above 
named pubs. 

8.214 Section 66 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes 
a statutory duty on local planning authorities when considering whether to grant 
planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting.  
In such cases, the local planning authority must have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses ‘preserving’ in the context of 
the statutory duty means doing no harm.  There is, in effect, a strong statutory 
presumption against granting planning permission for development which would 
cause harm to the settings of listed buildings. 



8.215 As indicated above,  the proposed development would affect the immediate 
setting of the listed Lee Green Fire Station, Eltham Road (nationally listed at 
Grade II), and the wider setting of the Grade II listed suburban villas Nos. 56 to 62 
Burnt Ash Road to the south and the Grade II listed Police Station to the west. In 
approaching Lee Green junction on the main routes from the east, south and west 
the listed buildings will be seen within the context of the new development, 
although, in case of the Burnt Ash Road Houses and the Police Station, merely as 
backdrop.   Officers consider that due the massing and scale of the new 
development within the historic suburban context of Lee, it would change the 
setting of these listed buildings. 

8.216 In the case of the listed Police Station and the suburban villas along Burnt Ash 
Hill, given the physical distance of these buildings from the site, the setting of the 
buildings and their architectural significance would not be harmed.  

8.217 Lee Green Fire Station at present has the lower elements of the existing centre in 
closest proximity and there would therefore be a noticeable change in scale with 
the proposed development.  The proposals would not affect the intrinsic 
architectural merit of the building as an outstanding example of an early 20th 
century fire station, because that significance is not reliant on the scale on the 
opposite site of the street to remain a domestic one and views onto the building 
itself will remain unaffected. Given the poor quality of the existing buildings and 
the quality of the proposed scheme, Officers consider that the setting of this 
building would be preserved. 

8.218 The development would be visible in views from the Lee Manor Conservation 
Area from the south and west and from the Blackheath Park Conservation Area 
(within Greenwich). The historic suburban development is largely ‘protected’ by 
the Lee Manor Conservation Area and the large Sainsbury's and car park provide 
a buffer zone to Lee Green that somewhat mitigates the visual impact on Lee 
Manor Conservation Area. The main views are limited to Burnt Ash Road, which 
itself benefits from mature trees that obscure long-distance views towards and 
from Lee Green for most parts of the year.  

8.219 Within the context of the historic junction and core of Lee Green, the significant 
rise in scale of the proposed development will be most visible and its impact felt 
most significantly against the 2 to 3 storey buildings that define this junction, 
including the two historic pubs. The proposal does not involve physical alterations 
to or loss of individual buildings, but its incongruent scale is considered to affect 
and domineer the townscape of the junction. 

8.220 However, Officers consider that the historic context of the south-eastern corner of 
the site has long been lost with the presence of the existing Leegate House 1960s 
development. Officers further consider that the poor design and state of repair of 
the existing buildings have a degrading effect on the area and that the proposal is 
of a design quality that would visually improve the settings of the designated and 
non-designated heritage assets, in addition to the place making benefits that 
would result from the scheme to the wider area. The new Leegate District Centre 
is of a form and layout which follows good urban design principles, which in turn 
creates a more coherent sense of place and aesthetically pleasing surroundings, 
and delivers additional housing and a regenerated District Centre, including jobs. 



8.221 In light of the above, Officers consider that, the setting of both the designated and 
non-designated heritage assets, whilst altered by the proposed development, 
would ultimately be preserved. 

Highways and Traffic

8.222 The NPPF recognises that transport policies have an important role to play in 
facilitating sustainable development but also in contributing to wider sustainability 
and health objectives. All developments that generate significant amounts of 
movement should be supported by a Transport Statement or Transport 
Assessment. Plans and decisions should take account of whether the 
opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up and that 
(depending on the nature and location of the site), safe and suitable access to the 
site can be achieved for all people. It should be demonstrated that improvements 
could be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively limit the 
significant impacts of the development. The NPPF clearly states that development 
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe.

8.223 The NPPF includes as one of the 12 core land-use principles, a requirement for 
Boroughs to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use 
of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in 
locations which are or can be made sustainable.  Regarding the promotion of 
sustainable transport para. 29 states that the transport systems needs to be 
balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice 
about how they travel.  

8.224 Policy 6.1 in the London Plan (Strategic Approach) sets out the Mayor’s strategic 
approach to transport which aims to encourage the closer integration of transport 
and development by: encouraging patterns and nodes of development that reduce 
the need to travel, especially by car; seeking to improve the capacity and 
accessibility of public transport, walking and cycling; supporting measures that 
encourage shifts to more sustainable modes and appropriate demand 
management; and promoting walking by ensuring an improved urban realm. Core 
Strategy Policy 14 (Sustainable Movement and Transport) states that there will be 
a managed and restrained approach to car parking provision to contribute to the 
objectives of traffic reduction while protecting the operational needs of major 
public facilities, essential economic development and the needs of people with 
disabilities.  A network of high quality, connected and accessible walking and 
cycling routes across the Borough will be maintained and improved. London Plan 
Tables 6.2 and 6.3 which provide maximum and minimum cycle and car parking 
requirements should be used as a basis for assessment.  Parking levels are 
considered further below.

8.225 Due to the complexity of the scheme, the Council employed a Transport 
Consultant to work alongside Lewisham’s Highways Officers to advise Officers 
with regard to the proposed development.  The consultant supported Officers 
throughout the pre-application process through to the submission and the 
consideration of the current application.



8.226 The planning application was supported by a Transport Assessment (TA) and 
Framework Travel Plan (TP) prepared by the Applicants transport consultant. As 
an appendix to the TA a Car Park Management Plan is included. 

8.227 Since submission of the TA, Officers have engaged with the Applicant to address 
areas where further information / clarification was needed. The Applicant has 
produced a series of technical notes to provide this information, including 
additional modelling scenarios to help Officers and their consultants understand 
the implications of the development from a transport and highways perspective.  

8.228 Transport for London (TfL) are the highway authority for the red route adjacent to 
the site, namely the Tiger’s Head junction and Lee High Road / Eltham Road. 
They have been consulted on the development proposals and have emphasised 
that the grant of planning permission does not obviate the need for any 
permission required from TfL regarding works to be carried out on highway 
managed by TfL.  

8.229 Separate from the application proposals, TfL have begun implementing an 
improvement scheme at the Tiger’s Head Junction. These changes are intended 
to improve pedestrian safety. The aspiration is that these improvements would be 
completed by the end of 2015 before the development is first occupied. At the 
time of writing this report, the TfL works were on hold due to unexpected services 
which have been exposed during construction. 

Access & Parking Strategy

8.230 The application proposes 3 main vehicular access points to the site, which are 
explained in Section 4 of this report and are summarised below:

 Main vehicular access at the southern end of the site off Burnt Ash Road, 
providing access to the car park above the retail foodstore

 Secondary access to the north of the main access off Burnt Ash Road 
providing access to the foodstore service yard

 A further vehicle assess from the residential basement of the development 
on to Leyland Road to the east is proposed.

8.231 In addition, Carston Mews to the south of the site provides access to the individual 
dwellings but is not a through route for traffic. Pedestrians and cyclists access 
would be able to use Carston Mews as a through route, creating a route where 
one does not currently exist. Pedestrian and cyclist measures are considered later 
within this report.

8.232 No drop off or taxi rank is proposed as part of the highway works. The Applicant 
states that ‘Vehicle drop-off and pick-off could occur on the northern section of 
Leyland Road (away from existing residents) as it does at the moment, as well as 
in the loading bays on Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Road when they are vacant’. 
Officers consider that this strategy is not acceptable, given shoppers are likely to 
want to be collected from an area where they can transfer shopping directly to a 
vehicle.  This is a matter which requires further discussion with the Applicant.

8.233 Car parking has been calculated using the standards in the London Plan which 
provide a range for each land use type based on the Public Transport 



Accessibility Level (PTAL).  Some of the parking figures cited within the TA did not 
match the actual plans submitted with the proposals - a further 16 car parking 
spaces have been accounted for at basement and ground level within Carston 
Close. Officers consider that in context, the additional 16 car parking spaces 
identified would not have any material implications upon any of the assessments 
made, and for that reason, Officers are satisfied that Transport Assessment does 
not need to be revised or updated.    

8.234 The proposed non-residential car park contains 320 spaces, which officers 
consider to be in line with London Plan.  The level of parking is calculated using 
the application site’s PTAL and the mix of uses and their floor areas which provide 
a London Plan target of between 317 and 452 spaces.  The GLA however 
consider that the 320 is too high as set out in the Stage I response from the GLA.  
This view was corroborated by TfL in their response to the application 
consultation.  

8.235 16 of the 320 car parking spaces are for disabled users. .Officers, the GLA and 
TfL all consider that the provision of 16 disabled spaces is below the London Plan 
policy requirement; Of the 320 supermarket spaces 6% should be disabled 
spaces = 19 and a further 4% enlarged standard spaces = 13. The plan in the TA 
shows only 16 disabled spaces. The parent / child spaces do not appear to be 
large enough to count as enlarged spaces which the applicant advised could be 
used for disabled spaces in the future to meet the policy position. 

8.236 Officers consider that there is no justification to provide less than the policy 
position for the number of disabled car parking in this instance.  Nor can Officers 
justify delaying the provision by securing the transfer of parent and child car 
parking spaces to disabled spaces in the future, which if the parent child spaces 
are frequently used, may not be available to provide the necessary additional 
disabled car parking spaces.  Officers would therefore benefit from further 
discussion with the applicant on this point.

8.237 In addition there are 116 residential parking spaces 94 of which are in the 
basement, 10 on Carston Mews of which 4 are for disabled users.  The remainder 
are for residents of Block G and up to three car club spaces; A further 12 spaces 
are within the integral garages within the town houses.  Table 6.2 in the London 
Plan states that 3 bed units should have up to 1.5 car parking spaces per unit and 
1-2 bed units less than 1 car parking space per unit. The proposal is for 116 
residential car parking spaces for 229 dwellings proposed of which, none of the 
car parking allocated to the individual dwellings exceed the London Plan targets. 
Officers consider the proposed residential car parking provision to be acceptable. 

8.238 Officers consider the overall level of parking appropriate for the variety of services 
on site as well as acting as a District Centre car park, replacing the existing multi 
storey car park. 

8.239 However, Officers remain concerned regarding the failure to provide the policy 
requirement in terms of the accessible parking. TfL have applied the town centre 
car parking standards and based on the application of these consider the number 
of non-residential parking spaces too high.  This is a matter requiring further 
discussion with the Applicant. 



8.240 In line with London Plan Policy, charging for electric vehicles would be provided 
for the commercial (10% active plus 10% passive) and residential (20% active 
plus 20% passive) uses.  Officers therefore consider this element of the proposals 
to acceptable and if planning permission is granted, the provision of the allocated 
spaces could be secured by condition.

8.241 Servicing of, and refuse collection from the foodstore would take place from an 
enclosed service yard accessed from Burnt Ash Road. Access to this area would 
be controlled and it has been designed to accommodate up to two service 
vehicles, although the Delivery and Service Management Plan states that there 
should not be more than one service vehicle at any one time.  Refuse and 
servicing for the smaller retail units is to take place on the loading bays on Eltham 
Road and Burnt Ash Road.  Refuse storage for the residential units and shops are 
to be located at ground floor level and collected from the loading bays.  Refuse for 
the town houses in Carston Close would be stored within the demise of the new 
houses and collected directly from Carston Close.  

8.242 It is proposed that the loading bay on Eltham Road is lengthened and widened to 
accommodate deliveries to the relocated pub and other units. This is under TfL’s 
jurisdiction and as such the detailed proposals would be agreed with them. A 
footway level service bay is proposed on Burnt Ash Road to serve the units at 
ground floor level as well as the proposed market stalls. 

8.243 The existing loading bays on Leyland Road are proposed to be removed. Parking 
would be removed from the east side of the road to facilitate the widening of the 
footway adjacent to the development. The justification to remove the parking bays 
was provided via results of a parking stress survey which showed for the area as 
a whole the parking stress was less than 60% and for Leyland Road the averages 
for Thursday and Saturday were less than 65%. These figures are below the 
generally accepted 80% and 90% cited by other authorities and within the 
‘Lambeth Methodology’ which is widely accepted as the standard across many 
London Boroughs.  

Pedestrians and cyclists

8.244 Footways around the site would generally be wider and a new public square is 
proposed on Burnt Ash Road. Pedestrian access would be facilitated to individual 
unit frontages around the site and via the covered arcade between Burnt Ash 
Road and Eltham Road which provides access to the foodstore. 

8.245 The pedestrian crossing over Burnt Ash Road is relocated from the south to the 
north of Taunton Road in order to make space for the new car park and service 
access and provide a more direct link to the Arcade.

8.246 Cycle parking is being provided as part of the proposals.  464 spaces relate to the 
residential element and 133 for the commercial elements, of which 32 would be 
within the secure loading yard. The cycle parking provision accords with London 
Plan Standards. The residential provision generally accords with London Plan 
standards at two spaces per dwelling . Details of the workplace cycle parking have 
not been provided.  The Applicant has requested this is dealt with by condition.  
While it might be possible to provide the necessary additional cycle parking in and 
around the application site, Officers wish to avoid cycle stands resulting in street 
clutter and compromising the delivery of the landscaping and public realm 



strategy. Therefore, Officers consider that the detail of the proposals should be 
provided by the Applicant so the location of the additional cycle parking and its 
impact can be considered at this stage.

8.247 The proposals include facilitating a pedestrian and cycle route along Carston 
Mews at the south of the site. Vehicles would only be able to access the road for 
servicing and access to the garages belonging to the houses.  The through route 
would be provided only for pedestrians and cyclists. The proposals include a cycle 
and pedestrian shared surface close to the Leyland Road junction with Eltham 
Road.  This surface was intended to have a path marked out for the cyclists, but 
TfL are not currently promoting such surfaces and prefer that no dedicated facility 
is provided.  Officers raise no objections to designated surface not being provided 
and are satisfied that natural desire lines would enable both pedestrians and 
cyclists to use Carston Close, notwithstanding the lack of designated routes.  It is, 
however, unclear how the restricted access to Carston Mews would be managed 
in order to deter rat running or unwanted parking.  Officers consider that this is a 
matter which requires further consideration. 

Proposed Highway Works 

8.248 As described earlier, TfL are planning to implement improvement measures at the 
Tiger’s Head junction which are not part of the development proposals but the 
aspiration is that they would be implemented prior to any development occurring 
on the site. 

8.249 The application proposes highway works as follows:

• Removal of the bus lane on Burnt Ash Road

• Changes to the Taunton Road crossing to provide a raised table and 
narrowed crossing point

• Relocation of the existing crossing over Burnt Ash Road from the south to 
the north of Taunton Road

• Provision of pedestrian refuge islands on Burnt Ash Road to the south of 
Taunton Road 

• Southbound bus stop on Burnt Ash Road lengthened and inset in to a bay 

• Extension of the loading bay on Eltham Road

• New footway level loading bay on Burnt Ash Road

• Footway widening on western side of Leyland Road with removal of parking 
on the eastern side with associated alterations to the Eltham Road junction

8.250 The highway proposals were accompanied by an independent Stage 1 Road 
Safety Audit. The proposals including mitigation measures have been reviewed by 
Council highways Officers and the Transport Consultant  and are considered to be 
acceptable. Appropriate conditions would be imposed on the permission to ensure 
the works are completed at the appropriate time and the improvements would be 
delivered pursuant to a Section 278 Agreement between the Applicant and the 
relevant highway authority.



Trip generation and highway impact

8.251 The transport assessment includes forecast trip generation and mode share 
figures for the proposed uses on site. These figures have been agreed with the 
Council’s highways consultants and used to take forward in the assessment.  

8.252 An agreed set of committed developments has been considered in assessing the 
impact on the highway network. 

8.253 The highway network in the area suffers from congestion and delays during peak 
times. As such the effect of development traffic has been carefully considered in 
order to understand the degree of impact it may cause. The weekday AM and PM 
peaks and Saturday afternoon peaks have been assessed using a LinSig model. 
LinSig is a software tool widely used in the industry and accepted by TfL.  It is 
used to model traffic signals and junctions in a local network to allow an 
understanding of traffic capacities and queuing and part of it was used by TfL to 
assess their Tiger’s Head junction improvement scheme and provided to the 
Applicant for their use in the assessment of the development. 

8.254 As the TfL scheme would be implemented before the proposed development is 
scheduled to begin, it was agreed that this should be used as the highway layout 
upon which to assess the impacts. The initial modelling showed that with just the 
inclusion of the TfL improvement scheme and the addition of committed 
development there were capacity problems at the junction before considering 
development traffic. 

8.255 In discussion with TfL a series of scenarios was agreed upon in order to 
understand the implications of the development traffic. As is normal planning 
practice, consideration of the existing permitted use of the Leegate centre can be 
taken it to account in determining impact. Therefore the comparison has been 
made between the proposed application development and the already permitted 
uses on site, if they were fully occupied. 

8.256 Based on this assessment, full occupation of the existing Leegate centre would 
theoretically cause some elements of the Tiger’s Head junction to operate over 
capacity. Comparing the modelling results from the Leegate Centre as existing 
fully occupied against the Leegate proposed development shows that the results 
on the junction as a whole are not significantly different. This means that whilst 
the proposed development would impact upon the operation of the junction, when 
this is compared to what could be implemented without planning permission, the 
effects on the junction are similar, albeit as expected the redeveloped Leegate 
would generate additional traffic; just not as much as might be expected at face 
value. 

8.257 The most significant impact from the proposed development (in comparison to the 
Leegate existing, fully occupied) would be the left hand turn from Burnt Ash Road, 
through the Tiger’s Head junction, into Lee High Road.  The queuing would be 
significant, potentially stretching back 190m, ending just before Carston Close.  
Whilst that is worse than the scenario without the proposed development, it is only 
40 metres worse than the predicted queue for the Leegate existing, fully occupied 
which could be achieved without planning permission.  Officers consider that with 
appropriate mitigation, this level of impact could be accommodated in an 
acceptable manner.



8.258 Officers note that the TfL improvement scheme has not been built and allowed to 
settle in.  Therefore the future testing scenarios are hypothetical. It is therefore 
considered necessary to secure future modelling of the junction in order to better 
inform where any mitigation improvements should be targeted. 

8.259 In theory the TfL scheme should improve capacity at the junction but to measure 
whether the junction works as envisaged, the Applicant has given a commitment 
to undertake a detailed data collection and highway modelling test of the 
development proposals once the TfL improvement scheme has been 
implemented and traffic has settled down. This would allow a clear understanding 
of the ‘baseline’ condition and give a more realistic starting point upon which to 
assess the impact of the development traffic. The monitoring would include an 
assessment of the level of rat running traffic on residential streets resulting from 
the development.  This could be secured by condition. TfL have committed to 
monitoring the success or otherwise of the works currently being implemented at 
the junction.

Mitigation

8.260 The Applicant proposes to provide a financial contribution to implement the 
following mitigation measures should they be necessary and appropriate:

 Funding for the implementation of cycle links avoiding main roads These 
routes would link the site with Lee Station as well as offer quieter and safer 
routes cyclists could use to avoid the Tigers Head junction.

 New pedestrian crossing facilities along Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Rd.

 £12,004 for Legible London signage for the route between Lee Station and the 
development. This signage would continue routes already signed in the area.

 The funding of up to 3 car club car parking spaces subject to need with free 
membership for residents for 3 years (businesses will receive direct gratuity 
membership from the car club company). 

Leegate existing at full 
capacity 149 meters 
from Tiger’s Head 
Junction

Figure 4: Queue 
lengths left turn from 
Burnt Ash Road into 

Lee High Road 

Figure is not to scale

Leegate proposals 189 
meters from Tiger’s 
Head Junction 



 £45,000 for improvements to the bus stops servicing the site to accord with 
relevant TfL guidance.

 Funds towards the implementation of traffic calming measures in the roads 
surrounding the development, including but not limited to:

o Changing the priorities of some junctions to reduce vehicle speeds 
along roads. 

o Changing the priorities of some junctions prioritising cyclists on a new 
cycle route on quieter roads that avoids the Tigers Head junction.

o Reorganising the parking arrangements, creating ‘Home Zone’ style 
environments where vehicle speeds are greatly reduced. 

o Increasing the amount of car parking, and reduce the carriageway width 
to reduce vehicle speeds. 

8.261 The Applicant has proposed a series of mitigation measures which are considered 
to be appropriate given the highways impact identified.  The Applicant has 
identified £500,000 as potential mitigation, but subject to time limits on the 
expenditure and agreement over the mitigation works.  These conditions added to 
the mitigation are not considered by Officers to be acceptable. Given the need for 
TfL’s improvement scheme to be implemented and traffic levels to settle prior to 
the mitigation works being implemented, Officers consider that subsequent testing 
and monitoring of the Tiger’s Head Junction and surrounding roads may result in 
further refinement of the proposed mitigation measures to be applied.  Officers 
also want to ensure that it is not just the immediate roads which are monitored , 
but also those further afield which form part of a rat-running network to, from and 
though the District Centre.  For that reason, the proposed mitigation measures 
and timeframes need to be flexible and unencumbered to ensure that the 
mitigation is the most appropriate and is applied at the optimum time.  This 
element of the proposals therefore requires further discussion with the Applicant.

8.262 The Applicant has proposed sustainable transport investments which they 
consider would mitigate the impact of the proposed development. The list 
comprises the following measures:

 133 non-residential cycle parking spaces will be provided at the 
development.

 A number of new pedestrian crossing facilities are proposed along Burnt Ash 
Road and Eltham Rd.

 First time residents moving in to new units within the development will be 
provided 3 years free membership of a car club to help encourage uptake.

 £45,000 will be secured for improvements to the bus stops servicing the site 
to accord with relevant TfL guidance.

 Travel plans for residents and businesses and the recruitment of a Travel 
Plan co-ordinator.

 Car usage management incentives.



8.263 Officers consider that these proposed measures to compensate for the highways 
impact are currently insufficient and Further discussion is required with the 
Applicant on the areas identified below.

8.264 As previously described there is no suitable drop off / pick up area within the site. 
The proposed use of the loading bays is not considered appropriate. 

8.265 The non-residential cycle parking spaces have not been identified. There are 88 
identified on street but the location of the additional 45 spaces for long term users 
has not been confirmed.  

8.266 The number of residential car parking spaces is different to that assessed in the 
TA which states there are 100 residential parking spaces (96 in the basement and 
4 in Carston Mews). The Applicant has subsequently confirmed the following 
provision: 

 94 car parking spaces at basement level for residents (including 18 accessible 
spaces, 20 electric vehicle spaces and 20 passive provision spaces)

 12 car parking spaces will be provided in the form of private garages in the 
town houses along the southern boundary of the site. 

 4 on-street accessible car parking spaces in Carston Close to serve disabled 
residents in Building G. 6 on-street car parking spaces in Carston Close to 
serve a combination of residents in Building G and the car club (up to 3 spaces 
in total).

8.267 A total provision 116 residential car parking spaces are therefore proposed.

8.268 The proposal for car club spaces is welcomed but it is not clear how the spaces 
on Leyland Road would be allocated as within the TA, 2 of these are designated 
as car club spaces. 

8.269 There are 320 car parking spaces within the supermarket car park. The London 
Plan states that 6% (19 spaces) of these should be accessible for disabled users 
and a further 4% (13 spaces) enlarged standard spaces that could be adapted for 
use by disabled people to reflect changes in local population needs and allow 
flexibility of provision in the future. Application drawing number 344_P_0_000_002 
Revision A shows 16 disabled accessible spaces and 16 parent and child spaces. 
The proposals do not provide sufficient spaces for the disabled users and it is 
unclear where the required 13 spaces for future conversion to accessible disabled 
spaces are located. The Applicant proposes to monitor and manage the car park, 
but Officers consider that unless space is identified at this stage the space may 
never be provided for fear of compromising the future operation of the car park.

8.270 The Applicant has submitted ‘Strategic Level Framework Travel Plan’ which sets 
targets and proposes potential measures in order to reduce trips by single 
occupancy car trips. Officers consider that the targets are low and the document 
does not demonstrate the Applicant’s commitment to reducing car trips associated 
with the development proposals as there is little in the way of firm commitment 
within the document.  The document also lacks detail relating to construction of 
the site. 



8.271 It would be possible to condition some of the outstanding detail, but given the 
large amount of unknown information and the number of other matters to be 
resolved, Officers consider that these elements should be pursued and clarified 
prior to determination. 

8.272 The Designing Out Crime Officer has requested that the scheme be designed to 
Secure by Design Standards.  However the requirements of Secure by Design 
accreditation are onerous and has a limited palette of materials from which to add 
the finishing qualities to a scheme.  Officers are satisfied that the overall re-
designed scheme, which results in fewer blind corners and significantly improves 
the natural surveillance, together with improved management and maintenance of 
the scheme would all result in better security for future users and occupiers.

8.273 The existing buildings currently comprise CCTV cameras owned and used by 
Lewisham’s security team.  The Applicant has advised that the new shopping 
centre would comprise its own CCTV systems to be located in positions in and 
around the development to be agreed with Officers.  However, the existing 
cameras on site would have to be re-located and any new cameras within the 
District Centre, outside of the demise of the shopping centre would be required to 
achieve the necessary surveillance. Officers are mindful of the crime rates in the 
area and it is important that CCTV is in place throughout the construction and 
operational phases of the development.  The CCTV strategy for the District 
Centre, including the cost of relocating existing or providing new cameras requires 
further discussion with the Applicant. 

Energy & Sustainability

8.274 The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to adopt proactive strategies to 
mitigate and adapt to climate change. The NPPF requires planning policies to be 
consistent with the Government’s zero carbon buildings policy and adopt 
nationally described standards. In determining planning applications, Local 
Planning Authorities should expect new development to comply with adopted 
policies on local requirements for decentralised energy supply unless it can be 
demonstrated by the Applicant, having regard to the type of development involved 
and its design, that this is not feasible or viable and take account of landform, 
layout, building orientation, massing and landscaping to minimise energy 
consumption.

8.275 The Mayor’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (April 2014), requires 
development proposals to plan for and incorporate sustainability measures as 
early on in the design process as possible.  It sets out targets and provides 
guidance as to how to achieve those targets as efficiently as possible.

8.276 The London Mayor’s priorities and best practice (Table 1.1: Summary of the SPG) 
sets out the Mayor’s sustainability objectives for developments.  Where it is 
feasible, buildings should be refurbished and re-used.  Where it is not possible to 
refurbish, new developments should be built on previously developed land and 
should take into account local factors such as the existing land form, public 
access, existing green infrastructure (parks, trees., open space etc).  

8.277 London Plan Policy 5.3 (Sustainable Design and Construction) and Core Strategy 
Policies 7 Climate change and adapting to the effects and 8 (Sustainable design 
and construction and energy efficiency) advocate the need for sustainable 



development. All new development should address climate change and reduce 
carbon emissions. For major development proposals there are a number of 
London Plan requirements in respect of energy assessments, reduction of carbon 
emissions, sustainable design and construction, decentralised and renewable 
energy. Major developments are expected to prepare an energy strategy based 
upon the Mayors energy hierarchy adopting lean, clean, green principles.  

8.278 The Government’s Planning update March 2015 in the form of a Ministerial 
Statement partially removed the planning policy requirement to achieve Level 4, 
Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH) which came into force 1 October this year. 
The Ministerial Statement sets out that Local Planning Authorities should no 
longer require compliance with specific levels of the Code for Sustainable Homes 
(CfSH) as it has been withdrawn except for legacy cases. Core Strategy Policy 8, 
‘Sustainable design and construction and energy efficiency’ does require 
compliance with CSH level 4 rising to Level 6 from April 2016. Development 
Management Policy 22 ‘Sustainable design and construction’ gives further 
guidance on energy efficiency. These policies expired on 30th September 2015 as 
a result of the Ministerial Statement. However the Statement does set out that a 
standard of energy and water efficiency above building regulations can still be 
required from new development in a way that is consistent with the Government's 
proposed approach to zero carbon homes. As such, the following standards of 
energy and water efficiency are now required:

 Energy efficiency - a 19% improvement in the Dwelling Emission Rate over the 
Target Emission Rate as defined in Part L1A of the 2013 Building Regulations

 Water efficiency - 110 litres per person per day (this includes a 5 litre 
allowance for external water use).

8.279 The standard for energy efficiency follows the advise in the Ministerial Statement 
in that a 19% reduction in CO2 emissions over Building Regulations requirements 
(2013) is approximately equivalent to CSH Level 4. The optional higher standard 
for water consumption translates more closely with existing policy requirements. 

8.280 However, as the current planning application was submitted prior to the March 
2015 changes, the Sustainability Statement by Cudd Bentley consulting submitted 
with the application documents does include Code for Sustainable Homes and 
BREEAM Pre-assessments which confirm that the residential units would achieve 
a minimum of Level 4, Code for Sustainable Homes and the commercial units an 
‘Excellent’ BREEAM rating.  In order to achieve the Level 4 and ‘excellent’ ratings, 
the proposed development would include the measures set out in the following 
paragraphs.

Energy

8.281 The Applicant’s submitted Energy Statement states the proposal is to construct 
buildings which are more energy efficient through their fabric and design, together 
with installing energy saving devices on the site and within the individual units.

8.282 The external walls, floors and roofs and the glazing would all be constructed from 
materials that would minimise overheating from the sun during the summer 
months and the escape of warmth during the winter months.  The U value 
measures the loss of heat and therefore reduces the need to mechanically heat 



properties.  The savings from this passive form of energy saving is 2.20% 
reduction in CO2.

8.283 In addition to the passive energy saving measures, the proposal is to install a 
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plant to provide the development with hot water 
and 60% of the heat.  The retail units would gain their heating and cooling from Air 
Source Heat Pumps (ASHPs).

8.284 The Energy Statement confirms that there are no existing community heat 
networks close enough to the application site to connect to, but that the necessary 
infrastructure is being developed close to the edges of the site to ensure that if 
one becomes available, the site could be readily connected.  Officers would 
propose to cover this by condition. 

8.285 Biomass boilers are discounted because they would necessitate deliveries of the 
bio-fuel to the site, a large plant area within the site to store the bio-fuel.  There 
would also be emissions from the burning of the biomass fuel and the biomass 
boiler technology would not work collaboratively with the CHP.

8.286 Wind turbines are discounted as they require large amounts of space, are not 
aesthetically suitable for the built environment, cause electrical interference and 
necessitate minimum wind speeds.

8.287 Ground source heat pumps and solar water heating were considered to be cost 
prohibitive and not as effective as other methods of providing heat and hot water.

8.288 The predicted CO2 reductions in respect of the development are set out in Table 4 
below. 

Table [4]: Renewable Energy Provision

Total 
output  
(Kw)

CO2 reduction (%)

Savings from energy demand 
reduction

18.48 2.20%

Combined Heat and Power 165kW 
(electrical)

20.57%

Air Source Heat Pumps 
(ASHPs)

44.32 5.27%

Solar PV 60.48 7.19%
Total reduction 35.23%

8.289 The proposed measures would significantly improve on the current lack of any 
renewable energy on site.

8.290 Officers are satisfied that the chosen energy reduction technologies of a CHP, 
ASHPs and PV panels, together with the passive measures incorporated into the 
building design exceed the policy requirements of energy savings, and are 
therefore considered to be acceptable.

Living Roofs



8.291 Policy 5.11 of the London Plan confirms that development proposals should 
include ‘green’ roofs and that Boroughs may wish to develop their own green roof 
policies. To this end, Core Strategy Policy 7 specifies a preference for Living 
Roofs (which includes bio-diverse roofs) which in effect, comprise deeper 
substrates and a more diverse range of planting than plug-planted sedum roofs, 
providing greater opportunity for bio-diversity.

8.292 The proposal is for 2,580.70m² of living roof across the flat roofs above the flats.  
The houses fronting Carston Close would not have living roofs as their roofs are 
required for private amenity space.

Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems

8.293 Policy 5.13 of the London Plan requires development to utilise SUDS, unless 
there are practical reasons for not doing so.  The supporting text to the policy 
recognises the contribution ‘green’ roofs can make to SUDS. The hierarchy within 
that policy is for a preference for developments to store water for later use. 

8.294 The proposals include living roofs, a podium and tree planting. Hard and soft 
landscaping is also proposed.  London Plan 5.13 (Sustainable Drainage) advises 
that a SUDS strategy should include measures such as rainwater harvesting, 
permeable paving and appropriate drainage channels. 

8.295 A limited SUDS strategy has been submitted with the application documents. It 
advises that the minimum requirements would be achieved with regard to SUDS.  
It confirms that the first 5mm of rain would not run off into water courses, and any 
rain thereafter would be adequately treated.  The Flood Risk Assessment 
submitted with the application also provides a strategy and confirms that at least 1 
storage tank would be necessary to accommodate the water run-off from the living 
roofs.

8.296 Officers are satisfied that a more precise SUDS strategy could be secured by way 
of a condition.  The Environment Agency (EA) is also satisfied with this approach 
and have raised no objections subject to conditions being applied to a decision 
notice with regard to SUDS (and other matters). 

Flood Risk

8.297 Paragraph 99 of the NPPF states that developments in areas at risk of flooding 
should employ measures to mitigate flooding without displacing the risk of flooding 
elsewhere.  The Government’s Technical Guidance: Flood Risk and Coastal 
Change (2014) requires the mitigation of the potential impacts of flooding through 
design and flood resilient and resistant construction.  Buildings should also be 
designed to accommodate a safe exit for less able bodied residents/users.

8.298 The London Plan Policy 5.12 (Flood Risk Management) requires the mitigation of 
flooding, or in the case of managed flooding, the stability of buildings, the 
protection of essential utilities and the quick recovery from flooding.  Core 
Strategy Policy 10: (Managing and reducing the risk of flooding) requires 
developments to result in a positive reduction in flooding to the Borough.

8.299 The site is within Flood Risk Zones 2 & 3 as the River Quaggy is just over 100m 
north of the application site. The majority of the southern section of the site, 
together with the south eastern corner of the site are within Flood Zone 1. As 



indicated above, the application was accompanied by with a Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA).

8.300 The FRA advises that the site is susceptible to flooding due to surface water flow 
from Eltham Road and the relatively close proximity to the River.

8.301 The impacts of flooding have been reduced through the design of the proposal.  
The houses fronting Carston Close are within the area with the lowest exposure to 
flood risk on the site (zone1), while the dwellings fronting Leyland Road are 
located within Flood Risk Zone 1 but are also situated 1/2 storey above 
ground/pavement level in order to further reduce the impact of any flooding.

8.302 The northern half of the site is within the Flood Risk Zone.  No residential units are 
to be provided at ground level in this location.  The basement would be at risk, but 
there are no habitable areas at basement level and a pump would be installed.   
The mitigation measures set out within the Flood Risk assessment can be 
secured by condition.  To reduce water ingress, all public realm would be 
constructed with slight gradients, sloping towards the highway. Flood evacuation 
plans are also proposed and a condition would be imposed accordingly.  The 
retail and D1 units can be readily evacuated and are considered to be appropriate 
uses, notwithstanding the risk of flooding.

8.303 Surface water run-off from the site would be stemmed by the absorption 
properties of the podium and living roofs.  For all other surface water run off from 
the site and when the living roofs/podium become saturated, a 418m² overflow 
tank would capture the excess water,  Only when the aforementioned water 
sustainable urban drainage systems reach capacity would any subsequent 
surface water run off enter into the public network

8.304 The EA has considered flooding as well as site contamination and has not raised 
objection to the development  The EA has requested 7 conditions should 
permission be granted in order to obtain the further information required from the 
Applicant in relation to surface water drainage. 

8.305 Officers consider that the flood risk strategy submitted to be practical and suitable 
for a District Centre location which is partially located within a flood risk zone.  
Therefore, Officers are satisfied with the FRA subject to the imposition of 
conditions.

Ecology

8.306 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF addresses ecology and states, the planning system 
should aim to conserve and enhance the natural and local environment by 
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline 
in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are 
more resilient to current and future pressures. Paragraph 118 of the NPPF also 
states that opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments 
should be encouraged. Core Strategy Policy 11 seeks to protect the Borough’s 
rivers and waterway network and Core Strategy Policy 12 seeks to protect open 
space and environmental assets. 



8.307 The site is a brownfield site and not a protected site of nature conservation 
importance, although ecology has informed the landscaping and living roof 
proposals. 

8.308 The podium and upper floor level, together with the living roofs provide new green 
space on the site.  Officers consider the proposals to provide a reasonable 
provision of green space on site.

9.0 Environmental Impact Assessment

9.1 The position regarding the need for environmental impact assessment of the 
proposals is set out in Section 5 of this Report. 

9.2 This Section reviews the various topics covered by the ES.  As is required, the ES 
is accompanied by a Non-Technical Summary (NTS) which provides a brief 
introduction of the proposals, advises of discounted alternative development 
approaches and confirms who has been consulted during the application 
preparation process.  It also provides an indicative period of construction to 
completion; Phase 1 demolition January –September 2016, Phase 2 erection of 
main building envelope September 2016-December 2017; Phase 3 fit out 
September 2017-October 2018; Phase 4 southern townhouses constructed 
October 2018-June 2019 and;  full operational development by June 2019.

9.3 The NTS then sets out the topics requested in the Screening and Scoping Opinion 
(DC/14/88269) and provides a non-technical summary of the identified 
environmental impacts, the level of impact, and the means of mitigation.

Environmental Statement (ES)

9.4 The sections below set out how the ES and the further and other information 
submitted for the ES 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 would be secured. 
The headings correspond to the relevant chapters of the ES.

9.5 The assessment of the ES has been undertaken using a criteria-based approach, 
developed by the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 
(IEMA). The IEMA criteria include general criteria looking at the information 
contained in the ES, including the presentation of the results and the non-
technical summary. Issue-specific criteria address:

 the baseline conditions;

 assessment of impacts;

 mitigation measures and management.

Alternatives to the current proposals

9.6 Chapter 3 of the ES sets out alternatives to redeveloping the site as proposed and 
gives an introduction to the design evolution for the scheme. It explains that public 
consultation events and pre-planning discussions with the Council were 
undertaken to inform the evolution of the scheme.  The Chapter sets out 



alternative scenarios, sites, uses and configurations that were considered for the 
development and provides justification for the adoption or rejection of options 
which is considered acceptable. The alternatives include: 

9.7 Do nothing – The ES stated that due to the configuration of the site, the units can 
not satisfy the requirements of modern day businesses.  It is for this reason that 
the site has suffered poor occupancy rates and for the units that are occupied, 
they are let on unsustainable low rents.

9.8 Redevelopment – Redevelopment would result in the shopping centre bringing the 
Lee Green back to life, creating a viable and vibrant District Centre.

9.9 Alternative sites – The Applicant owns the majority of the application site and 
Lewisham Site Allocations SPD provides for the redevelopment and regeneration 
of the Lee Green District Centre (SA23).  Therefore the consideration of an 
alternative site was not appropriate in this instance. 

9.10 Alternative uses – The site is allocated in Lewisham’s Core Strategy as a District 
Centre and therefore a residential-led scheme with ancillary retail was 
inappropriate.  The scheme as it is presented provides an Anchor supermarket 
which is a use in accordance with a District Centre use, while residential housing 
is also proposed in line with planning policies encouraging the provision of further 
housing through the efficient use of sites.

9.11 Alternative configurations – included the following:

 Partial demolition; not well received by the public. 

 Retail layouts; the proposed layout of the retail units is as a result of the 
evolution of the design.

 Hotel use; discounted due to concerns over access and demand.

 Public realm; the proposed location of the public space is as a result of 
the evolution of the design as guided by the public and Lewisham 
planning Officers.  Matters such as overshadowing, pollution, design are 
taken into account.  More generous pavements are proposed to surround 
the site.

 Access; vehicular and pedestrian access is kept separate while a 
pedestrian access has been provided to link Burnt Ash Road with Eltham 
Road.

 Scale (height); the height of the proposals has been set with regard to the 
impact to sunlight/daylight and visual amenity.

 Massing and layout; the basement can only be used for car parking due 
to flood risk concerns. However, the shopping centre car park is to be 
located at 2nd floor levels as the public perceive basement car parks to be 
unsafe.  Rainwater storage tanks are also proposed at basement level.

9.12 Developments which have been granted planning permission and which are likely 
to be using the A20 for construction and end user traffic were also considered for 



the preparation of the ES, as agreed with Officers at pre-application stage, which 
included the following sites:

 The Huntsman site
 Kidbrooke village
 52-54 Thurston Road
 Thurston Road (Land north of Sherwood Court)
 Excalibur Estate
 160 Bromley Road
 IKEA, Bugsby’s Way
 Leybridge estate
 Lewisham Gateway
 Heathside and Lethbridge
 223-225 Lewisham High Street
 Thurston Road
 1-13 Lewisham High Street
 Christopher Boones Almshouses

Construction Programme and Methodology

Baseline

9.13 Chapter 5 of the ES provides descriptions of the demolition and construction 
methods and plant to be used for the development and the potential sensitive 
receptors (existing and proposed occupiers). The key stages of the programme 
are identified, as well as the likely duration of each stage in construction:

Table [ 5 ]: Demolition and Construction Programme

Demolition and 
Construction 
Programme Activity 

Approximate Start 
Date 

Approximate End 
Date 

Phase 1 – Demolition 
and Enabling Works 

Jan 2016 Sept 2016 

Phase 2 – Main 
Structure and 
Envelope 

Sept 2016 Dec 2017 

Phase 3 – Fit Out Sept 2017 Oct 2018 
Phase 4 – Southern 
Townhouses 

Oct 2018 June 2019 

Development in full 
operation

June 2019

Assessment

9.14 Paragraphs 5.33 and 5.34 of ES Chapter 5 explain that the main earthworks for 
the southern townhouses will be constructed at the same time as the main 
development and residential towers. The Applicant states that this demonstrates 
that significant effects during construction are not anticipated and states in 



paragraph 5.34 “The construction of the townhouses will not involve any major 
earthworks or piling once the other phases are occupied”.  The Townhouses 
would be constructed following fit out of the residential units in the main blocks. It 
is assumed that the residential towers would not be occupied during construction 
of the Southern Townhouses (and therefore no additional sensitive receptors 
would be created).  The Applicant has not provided a site logistics plan on the 
basis that a Principal Contractor has yet to be appointed. However, once the 
detailed construction management plan has been created, the sequence of events 
and any mitigation can be refined in order to address any further identified 
sensitive receptors. 

9.15 Hours of work have been confirmed as being 08:00-18:00 weekdays, and 08:00-
12:30 on Saturdays, with no working or noisy activities undertaken on Sundays, 
Bank Holidays or Public Holidays. This accords with the Council’s ‘Good Practice 
Guide on the Control of Pollution and Noise from Demolition and Construction 
Sites’. Works outside these hours would require written permission from LBL.

Mitigation and Management

9.16 Controls/mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant adverse effects are 
identified and include production of a Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (CEMP), and example of which is included within the ES.). A detailed CEMP 
would be required to be submitted and approved prior to the start of works.  This  
and this would be secured by a planning condition.

9.17 The management of waste is also covered and an Outline Waste Management 
Strategy is included within the ES, which estimates the quantities of construction 
and operational waste likely to be produced and sets out an approach to 
sustainable waste management. A detailed Site Waste Management Plan would 
be required to be submitted and approved prior to the start of works.  This would 
be secured through a planning condition.

9.18 An outline programme showing construction phases and details of activities at 
each stage have been provided which provides sufficient information on which to 
assess effects.  Officers consider this approach to be acceptable as it is often 
difficult to establish sufficient detail on construction logistics at this stage. It is 
considered that a site logistics plan, including and traffic profiling should be 
required to be submitted and approved prior to commencement of works.  This 
could be secured by condition if permission were to be granted.

Socio-Economic Issues

9.19 The assessment of Chapter 6 considers the effects on population, housing 
provision, employment, local expenditure, healthcare facilities, education, health 
and well-being and a ‘meanwhile use’ church on site. 

Baseline

9.20 This Chapter of the ES sets out an extensive list of national, regional and local 
planning policies.  It then confirms the baseline study area being a 7 mile radius 
around the application site including areas such as Hayes, Sidcup, Bexley, and 
Streatham north east London spanning from Barking to Shoreditch, and extends 
south of the River Thames to Bromley.  The following matters were assessed:



 Population

 Housing;

 Employment;

 Local Expenditure;

 Healthcare Facilities;

 Education;

 Open Space and Amenity; and

 Crime

9.21 The Chapter has factored in the loss of existing employment into the assessment 
and takes into account existing retail and commercial jobs. The outdoor market 
has been referred to but the ES states the exact number of jobs supported by the 
market cannot be quantified at this stage. This is considered an acceptable 
approach. 

Assessment

9.22 The assessment clearly sets out the method for assessing the significance of 
effects during the construction and operational phases and considers both 
positive and negative effects. The assessment covered demolition, construction 
and occupation and used the ‘worst case scenarios’ when drawing conclusions 
regarding the level of impact. 

9.23 With regards to the assessment of effects on education, the assessment has used 
a 2 mile catchment radius for primary schools, which is considered reasonable.  

9.24 The effects on education, healthcare and housing are not considered during the 
construction phase of the development as they were not considered to result in 
significant impact.  The effects of construction on health and well-being are 
considered and are assessed as minor adverse as they would be temporary and 
would be mitigated through the proposed CEMP.  Once the development is 
operational, the effects would be moderate beneficial through the creation of new 
housing, jobs and improved looking buildings. 

9.25 The ES states that whilst the affordable housing provision falls below the 
Council’s 50% target, this has been calculated through a viability appraisal. This 
chapter concludes the proposed affordable housing provision correlates with the 
Council’s policy (50% subject to viability) and therefore it is accurate to conclude 
this is a moderate beneficial significant.

9.26 The assessment of operational employment effects refers to the number of 
existing FTE jobs on the site, and states that the office jobs would be expected to 
relocate elsewhere.  The assessment considers 2 scenarios for effects on 
employment: scenario one assumes current occupancy levels and scenario two 
assumes full capacity.



9.27 Minor adverse effects are identified with regard to employment during construction 
but minor beneficial effects were found in respect of expenditure during the 3.5 
year construction phase.

9.28 The projected 538 additional residents occupying the scheme are considered to 
provide a minor beneficial effect.  The proposed employment and expenditure 
levels are set to be moderate beneficial while the effects of the development upon 
healthcare and education is considered to be negligible as there is sufficient 
capacity in the vicinity. 

9.29 The effects of crime were considered to be minor beneficial due to the improved 
design while the effects on open space and amenity were considered to result in 
moderate beneficial effects due to the provision of public realm and the podium 
level open space for use by the residents.

9.30 The Applicant has considered the ‘meanwhile use’ church in the consideration of 
temporary displacement during construction of a range of activities currently 
undertaken at the site. The Applicant notes that there are alternative religious 
spaces within 1km which should be suitable for similar use. 

Mitigation and Management

9.31 The chapter provides an assessment of cumulative effects and the residual effects 
presented rely on mitigation to be provided through Section 106 agreements and 
‘developer contributions’. It is common for an ES to rely on subsequent action to 
mitigate likely significant adverse effects.  

9.32 The Applicant states that all schemes considered in the cumulative assessment 
would be expected to mitigate effects on healthcare and education provision 
through Section 106 Agreements and Community Infrastructure Levy and 
concludes that effects on the primary healthcare system and education.  Officers 
deem this approach to be acceptable, as matters such as social infrastructure, 
including health and education are provided for financially under the Community 
Infrastructure Levy. For the schemes approved prior to the introduction of CIL, 
their S106 contributions would cover their impact. 

Traffic and Transportation

9.33 As indicated in Section 5 of this report, the Traffic and Transportation information 
in the ES was subject to a Regulation 22 request, meaning that the Traffic and 
Transport information originally supplied for the ES was not sufficient for the 
purposes of an ES.  However, further information and clarifications have been 
submitted and Officers now consider that the environmental information in respect 
of Traffic and Transportation is now sufficient.

9.34 The ES Traffic and Transport chapter notes that the scope of the assessment, 
including the study area and scope of the baseline traffic surveys, have  been 
agreed with the Council.  In relation to the study area, the Scoping Opinion issued 
by the Council noted that “particular attention should be paid to major roads 
leading in and out of London and likely construction and operational traffic routes 
should be established, so that receptors could be appropriately assessed in other 
assessment chapters e.g. air quality/noise”. The ES indicates that as minimal 
impacts are predicted within the immediate highway network, Officers accept that 
it is appropriate not to consider impacts on more distant receptors.



Baseline

9.35 The information provided in the section on ‘Baseline Conditions’ covers the local 
highway network and traffic flows, the existing public transport network including 
Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) (bus, rail, Overground and DLR) and 
existing pedestrian and cycle facilities. The reader is also referred back to the 
Transport Assessment in Volume 3 of the ES for further information.

Assessment

9.36 This Chapter of the ES sets out the methodology for all aspects of the assessment 
and provides a detailed explanation as to the approach to determining effect 
significance referring to relevant guidance produced by Environmental Protection 
UK and the Institute of Air Quality Management. An air quality neutral assessment 
is included in line with the Mayor of London’s Supplementary Planning Guidance.

9.37 The assessment sets out likely effects, discusses mitigation and then sets out 
residual effects and includes a summary of the assessment. 

9.38 The chapter describes necessary mitigation measures with reference to relevant 
recommendations in IAQM guidance and BS6187:2011, which would be 
incorporated into a CEMP or Air Quality and Dust Management Plan (AQDMP), all 
of which is to be secured by condition. The Council’s ES consultant advises the 
Council that this approach is reasonable.

9.39 The assessment considers the traffic generated from the Leegate development 
against the ‘baseline’ scenario which includes committed developments.  The 
highways impact of the proposals, with regard to what is necessary for the ES, 
involved measuring the impact of the proposals against a ‘Future Existing’ 
scenario (with the TfL Tiger Head junction improvements currently being installed 
on site, updated with the traffic flows surveyed in spring 2014), against a ‘Future 
Proposed’ scenario (with the development generated traffic).  

9.40 The measurement of the highways impact also used 2018 as the date for when 
the development would be complete, as would the majority of the committed 
developments.  Officers consider that the above approaches for assessment to be 
the most realistic and practical way of assessing the highways impact of the 
scheme with regard to the ES.

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts

9.41 Minor adverse effects are predicted during the construction phase of the proposed 
development and in relation to severance (creating a further perceived divide 
between the west side of Burnt Ash Road from the east) on the Burnt Ash Road 
(north) link during the operational phase would result in a moderate impact which 
due to the installation of a further crossing is not considered to be an issue of 
concern.

Mitigation and Management

9.42 The Traffic and Transportation chapter of the ES provides a summary of the 
proposed measures to help mitigate and minimise the impacts of the proposed 
development and to improve pedestrian comfort.  Examples of some of the 
measures proposed are raised pedestrian tables at key locations to improve 



pedestrian safety at junctions, shared pedestrian and cycle surfaces, such as on 
Carston Close to facilitate safe movement through the Site, avoiding Tigers Head 
junction and relocation of the pedestrian crossing on Burnt Ash Road to better 
serve the pedestrian desire line and reduce severance.  Travel plans and 
including public transport information and the encouragement of use of car clubs 
are also cited as proposed mitigation.  

9.43 Officers consider that the Transport and Traffic chapter of the ES, together with 
the further information received in response to the Regulation 22 request satisfies 
the requirement to provide an assessment of the traffic impacts of the proposed 
development.

9.44 However, for the reasons set out in the Highways section of this report, whilst 
Officers consider that the proposed mitigation measures identified could 
adequately mitigate the impact of the proposed development (including its 
cumulative impact), further monitoring of the Tiger’s Head junction is required in 
order to refine and more accurately quantify the mitigation measures to be 
employed. 

Air Quality

9.45 Chapter 8 presents the main sensitive receptors in the accompanying figures and 
these are described in the text in the ES .  It also assesses relevant effects during 
the construction and operational phases of the development.  

Baseline

9.46 This part of the Borough is an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA 4) where 
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter (PM10) are 
already high, the principal source being from road traffic. 

9.47 Officers consider that the baseline in Chapter 8 is adequately described in relation 
to local air quality monitoring station data and the published Defra background air 
quality database. The future baseline has been set assuming that 2013/2014 
background concentrations are representative of background concentrations in 
2018 which represents a worst case assessment.  Officers accept this approach. 

Assessment

9.48 Chapter 8, together with the further information submitted, sets out likely effects 
and discusses mitigation based on the following:

 Dust during the demolition and construction phases upon sensitive areas 
adjacent to the Site.

 Emissions of air pollutants (principally nitrogen dioxide and PM10) from 
the additional road traffic movements during the demolition, construction 
and operational phases and including the road traffic emissions 
generated from other committed developments in the area.

 Emissions of nitrogen dioxide from the proposed energy generation plant 
during the operational phase. 

 The implications of dust during the construction phase.



 Cooking extraction fumes.

 The appropriateness of the proposed development in the context of local 
air pollution.

Impacts and Mitigation

9.49 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.  The ES confirmed that dust derived from the demolition works and track 
out (the transport of dust and dirt using the road network) are considered to be a 
medium to high risk.  The risk to human health was considered to be low risk.  
Risk associated with dust can be managed using appropriate mitigation

9.50 The Chapter of the ES suggests these potential impacts are typical of major 
development projects and with the proposed mitigation measures in place, 
impacts could be reduced to low levels.  The Chapter confirms that for the areas 
close to the roads, the annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations would be 
minor adverse.  That being said, the Chapter has satisfactorily demonstrated that 
the proposed development would not be creating residential units at locations 
which exceed the air quality objectives for nitrogen dioxide and PM10.  The air 
pollutant and the proposed mitigation measures are set out in Chapter 8.  The 
Chapter identifies that without appropriate mitigation, Air Quality could be 
worsened by 

 Emissions of Dust During Demolition and Construction (Construction 
Phase, Emissions to Air from Road Vehicles Travelling to and from the Site 
(Construction Phase), 

 Emissions to Air from Road Vehicles Travelling to and from the Site, the 
On-Site Car Park and On-Site Combustion Plant (Operational Phase)

 Emissions of Odour from On-Site Commercial Kitchens and Foodstore 
Bakery (Operational Phase).

9.51 The chapter also identifies the level of impact which ranges from Minor adverse 
for both dust soiling and human health risks, Minor adverse for nitrogen dioxide 
and negligible for PM10 and Negligible in respect of the odour from the 
commercial kitchens.

9.52 The measures proposed in order to mitigate and minimise the reduction in air 
quality are set out in Chapter 8 and include the following, some of which can be 
secured by condition in the request for a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan and Air Quality and Dust Management Plan:

- Pedestrian and cycle links, cycle parking provisions 

- A travel plan designed to encourage non-car travel 

- Enhanced planting of trees along Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road. 

- Careful selection of energy centre stack location and height

- Appropriately designed ventilation system



9.53 Officers consider all recommendations to be acceptable.

9.54 The Chapter describes necessary mitigation measures with reference to relevant 
recommendations in IAQM guidance and BS6187:2011, which would be 
incorporated into a CEMP or Air Quality and Dust Management Plan (AQDMP). 
Officers consider the this approach (to be secured by condition) to be acceptable.  

9.55 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 District 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 District 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. Officers also satisfied with the measures set out in 
the proposed travel plan in order to further reduce polluting modes of travel once 
the development is operational.

Noise and Vibration

9.56 Chapter 9 has addressed the issues raised in the Scoping Opinion and refers to 
the appropriate British Standards and best practice guidance, and has consulted 
the Council’s Environmental Health Officer. 

Baseline

9.57 A detailed baseline report has been included with baseline noise data collected in 
2012 and 2014. Long and short term baseline noise and vibration measurements 
have been carried out on separate occasions at relevant receptor locations in 
consultation with the Council.

Assessment

9.58 Noise sensitive receptors are illustrated in the ES and described in the 
assessment. Relevant legislation and guidelines have been used to assess the 
potential impact significance of noise and vibration arising from the scheme during 
demolition, construction and operation. Account has been taken of ambient noise 
levels and assumptions on working hours and plant in assessing construction 
noise impacts, and operational noise impact primarily from road traffic and 
building services plant, have been assessed using standard procedures.

9.59 The Council’s Environmental Health Officers have prescribed a standard condition 
to be applied to the current application requiring the internal noise level standard 
within bedrooms to be 30dB LAeq (night), which follows the WHO standards and 
the Good design requirement under BS8233. 

Impacts and Mitigation

9.60 Chapter 16 of the ES deals with Cumulative Effects and accepts that there would 
be negligible to major adverse impacts from noise and vibration to occupiers 



within Leybridge Court and Carston Close.  The ES also concludes that mitigation 
measures could help reduce the impacts.

9.61 The Council’s standard approach for external noise requires the internal noise 
level standard within bedrooms to be 30dB LAeq (night), which follows the WHO 
standards and the Good design requirement under BS8233 and the Applicant was 
made aware of this during the scoping process.  As a result of the Regulation 22 
request, the Applicant confirmed that a number of measures are proposed to 
ensure that night time noise levels are met at all properties and where 
exceedances are expected as a result of road traffic noise break-in (main 
residential towers which face directly on to Burnt Ash Road and Eltham Road). 
These include selection of glazing, ventilation and other façade elements to 
provide insulation to achieve an internal noise level of 30 dB L Aeq, 8hr. The 
design of the podium level would also serve as a form of noise mitigation 
associated with car parking and plant equipment.  Conditions would be imposed 
to ensure noise protection measures are installed.  

Townscape, Visual and Heritage

9.62 The scope of assessment is stated to include impacts on:

 Physical characteristics of the Site and surrounds

 Landscape/townscape character

 Visual receptors (i.e. people)

 Cultural heritage assets and their settings.

Baseline

9.63 During the pre-application stage, Officers agreed a list of key viewpoints with the 
Applicant upon which to base this part of the ES assessment.  

9.64 Subsequent to the ES, information was provided regarding the discounted 
committed developments in the vicinity; the views not only had to consider the 
proposed development in light of the existing townscape, but also in the context of 
any schemes soon to be constructed.

9.65 The ES also identifies the heritage assets in and around the site, while also 
acknowledging any implications in terms of views to heritage assets further afield 
such as those within the Blackheath Conservation Area.

Assessment

9.66 This Chapter of the ES assesses the overall impact of appearance, scale and 
mass of the development in relation to nearby heritage assets, conservation areas 
and views.  The impact was considered cumulatively so took into account other 
committed developments.

Impacts and Mitigation

9.67 The conclusions drawn in the ES were that impact of the proposals would be 
negligible to beneficial upon the nearby Listed Buildings and even though the 



proposed development would be more than twice the height of the fire station, the 
broken mass of the design strategy and the re-establishment of the retail frontage 
serve for an improvement to visual amenity therefore would not result in any harm 
to the designated heritage assets. Officers agree with this conclusion.

9.68 In terms Townscape, Heritage and visual Impact, a minor adverse impact was 
identified in relation the setting of Manor House, within Manor House Gardens; the 
top two storeys of Block C would be visible, intermittently through the established 
trees.  Adverse impacts were also identified at Manor Park and the Lee Manor 
Conservation Area.

9.69 No specific mitigation  measures are proposed.  Minimising the harm from the 
proposed development was concluded to be in the design, scale and quality of the 
proposed built form, which was considered would generally ‘create an enhanced 
townscape.  Officers consider that the harm is much greater than concluded within 
the ES.  The Conservation and archaeology section of the Report deals with 
Officers views as to the impact of the proposals on heritage and non-heritage 
assets and concluded that the overall benefit of the proposals outweighs the harm 
caused to the designated and non-designated heritage assets.

Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light Pollution and Solar Glare

9.70 As mentioned earlier on in this report, Officers have identified, and the Applicant 
has confirmed, that whilst the properties assessed are correct and relevant, there 
has been a mislabelling in terms of the addresses.  The addresses referred to in 
the EIA text were largely correct, with the exception of the “Leybridge Court”  
which were previously recorded as 1 and 45 Leyland Road and should be 1-44 
Leybridge Court and 45-88 Leybridge Court which are the two towers to the east 
of the proposal site. “Stafford House” was previously recorded as ‘Starford’ 
House.  Officers have yet to draw any conclusions or made a recommendation 
regarding daylight and sunlight, pending conclusion of the recent consultation on 
this issue.  Officers are, however, satisfied that the assessment criteria, 
conclusions drawn and the mitigation measures proposed remain valid, 
notwithstanding the incorrect labelling and that the scope of the assessment 
comprehensively considers daylight, sunlight and overshadowing impacts on 
existing developments, internal day lighting for the proposed development and 
light pollution and solar glare.

Baseline

9.71 Officers consider that the baseline is clearly set out in sufficient detail and 
supported by appropriate figures and tables.

Assessment

9.72 The methods of assessment used are in accordance with the BRE 2011 guidance 
(Site layout planning for daylight and sunlight: a guide to good practice) and 
Officers consider the methods used to be acceptable.

9.73 The ES states that “If all the windows in a building meet the VSC criteria it is likely 
there would be adequate daylight potential of the windows in question. If the 
windows in the building do not meet the Virtual sky component (VSC) criteria, the 
No Sky Contour (NSC) analysis for the room served by that window would be 
considered.” 



9.74 The assessment includes Average Daylight Factor (ADF) results for all of the 
rooms assessed. The results are based on assumed room layouts, although the 
criteria used in the ADF calculation for glass transmittance and internal 
reflectance have not been provided. Therefore, the ADF results can only be an 
approximation of the actual ADF available within the rooms. This is not unusual 
where access has not been gained to neighbouring properties.

9.75 With regards to the daylight results (VSC and NSC), the assessment calculates 
the daylight to all of the windows in the elevations facing the development site. 

9.76 The results showed that daylight levels after development remain good but that 3 
residential blocks have some windows which would receive daylight levels below 
BRE  minimum standards:

 1-42 Merridale 

 1-44 Leybridge Court 

 45-88 Leybridge Court

9.77 The ES states that the windows in these buildings already have poor access to 
sunlight via overhanging balconies and therefore any additional impact would 
seem magnified. It is for this same reason why the units would also experience 
levels of sunlight lower than the BRE guidance.

9.78 No adverse effects were found with regard to the overshadowing of external 
amenity spaces surrounding the application site, although it is acknowledged that 
further overshadowing would occur during the winter months, due to the increase 
in the mass of buildings but not to an unacceptable level.

9.79 It identified that the windows within 1-42 Merridale, 1-44 Leybridge Court and 45-
88 Leybridge Court would experience a minor adverse impact to VSC, while 38-48 
Burnt Ash Road would experience a moderate adverse impact from the proposed 
development.

9.80 38-48 Burnt Ash Road is a 3 storey block of flats on the western side of Burnt Ash 
Road, immediately south of the Taunton/Burnt Ash Road junction. 

9.81 Officers consider that some of negative the impact to surrounding buildings 
counted is skewed as some of the windows do not serve habitable rooms.  
Rather, they serve communal entrance doors and bathrooms and it is many of 
those windows that experience the greatest impacts. Therefore, the results for 
some properties appear worse than they actually are.

9.82 Officers acknowledge that the BRE standard is not met for some of the 
surrounding properties, but Officers are satisfied that there is likely to be an 
inevitable result of any scheme that occupies a greater site area and has a 
greater mass than the existing buildings. When moderate adverse impacts would 
be caused however, this would be materially noticeable to neighbouring residents, 
but the level of impact is considered to be acceptable within an urban 
environment.

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts



9.83 The assessment states that there are no cumulative schemes within a close 
enough distance to have a cumulative effect on daylight, sunlight, overshadowing, 
light pollution or solar glare. 

Mitigation and Management

9.84 Officers consider that the majority of effects identified are negligible or minor 
adverse and Officers are satisfied that no mitigation is required. Moderate adverse 
effects are predicted for 38-40 Burnt Ash Road but the chapter states that these 
“effects are driven by very high existing levels of daylight in the case of 38-40 
Burnt Ash Road. Accordingly, no mitigation measures are considered necessary”. 
This is considered appropriate.

Water Environment

9.85 The site is located partly within Flood Zones 2 and 3, with a small area within 
Flood Zone 1 (as defined by the EA). A separate Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
has been completed for the development and is provided as an Appendix. 
Correspondence from the EA and Thames Water is included in the FRA. 
Paragraph 12.44 states that “Thames Water has confirmed that the local surface 
water sewerage network has sufficient capacity to accommodate flows from the 
Proposed Development”. 

Baseline

9.86 Within this chapter, the relevant legislation and guidance is considered, including 
the National Planning Policy Framework and the London Plan. The FRA 
references the London Plan and associated supplementary guidance notes 
(SPGs), the LBL and Royal Borough of Greenwich Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessments.

Assessment

9.87 Tables of significance criteria are provided which incorporate consideration of 
magnitude into the overall judgement of significance. Officers are satisfied that the 
before and after mitigation (residual) are appropriately assessed.

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts

9.88 Cumulative effects have been assessed and conclusions rely heavily on the 
assumption that other developments would be required to implement Construction 
Environmental Management Plans and produce Flood Risk Assessments and 
therefore reduce likely significant effects and in turn minimise cumulative effects. 
Officers consider this approach to be reasonable and the findings of the 
cumulative assessment are therefore considered to be acceptable.

Mitigation and Management

9.89 Officers consider that the proposed Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage, CEMP 
and necessary conditions would collectively result in acceptable forms and levels 
of mitigation.



Ground Conditions & Contamination Risk

9.90 The baseline conditions for Chapter 13 are established by reference to historical 
mapping, pollution databases in the public domain and a desktop Phase 1 
Contamination Assessment. The assessment states that ground investigation 
data is not currently available for the site. Ground investigations should be carried 
out prior to construction and this would be secured by a planning condition. The 
description of these conditions in the main ES chapter is detailed and considered 
acceptable.

Assessment

9.91 Officers consider the assessment methodology, the significance criteria used, and 
the assessment findings to be consistent with current good practice.

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts

9.92 The assessment considers that there would be no in-combination effects with 
other impacts assessed in the ES which is considered acceptable. 

Mitigation and Management

9.93 The assessment sets out a range of mitigation measures, reflecting best practice 
and Officers consider the measures to be satisfactorily comprehensive and 
appropriately secured by condition.

Wind Microclimate

9.94 In accordance with best practice, wind tunnel modelling has been completed for 
the proposed development. The following scenarios were tested:

 existing site with existing surrounding conditions (Configuration 1)

 proposed Development with existing surrounding buildings (Arcade Closed) 
(Configuration 2)

 proposed Development with existing surrounding buildings (Arcade Open) 
(Configuration 3)

 proposed Development with cumulative surrounding buildings 
(Configuration 4)

9.95 A qualitative assessment of construction impacts has been undertaken.

Baseline

9.96 Configuration 1 provides the modelled baseline conditions with reference to 
meteorological data where necessary. This is considered acceptable for the 
assessment.

Assessment

9.97 The widely accepted Lawson Comfort Criteria have been used to assess the 
effects. 



9.98 The assessment concludes that wind conditions either remain the same as the 
baseline or the proposed uses (of relevance to this assessment) are generally 
predicted to result in calmer conditions. 4 receptors on the podium level and 2 
receptors on the balconies are predicted to be one category windier than desired 
(i.e. minor adverse). Mitigation has been suggested for the balconies but the 
chapter acknowledges that “Conditions are unlikely to be significantly improved at 
these locations by the inclusion of the features on the landscaping plan”. It is 
acknowledged that effects at the podium level are predicted to be minor adverse.

9.99 A cumulative assessment has been carried out considering committed 
developments within 360m of the site, and for all receptors and site uses, 
conditions are either suitable or calmer than the required level with the exception 
of the podium and balcony receptors which would be one category windier than 
desired (as per the main assessment). Officers consider this level of impact to be 
acceptable, subject to the mitigation measures referred to.

9.100 4 receptors on the podium were considered only acceptable to those standing in 
the summer months, while 2 balconies were also considered appropriate for 
standing during the summer months.

Mitigation and Management

9.101 The modelling was undertaken without trees or landscaping and as such the 
results represent the worst case. Mitigation could be employed in the form of 
higher balconies/screening for the instances where receptors on the podium and 
balconies would experience conditions that are windier than desired. The  
landscaping scheme could go some way to reducing some of the impact from 
wind, the effects at the podium level (new open space) cannot be mitigated unless 
users of the space move to a less windy area. 

9.102 Officers are satisfied, however, that the limited number of spaces on the podium 
affected are minimal in the overall context of the development, and that 
practically, when weather conditions are adverse, such as in the winter months 
when some areas were not suitable for standing, it would not be typical for users 
to want to use those spaces.  With regard to the 2 balconies which also were not 
suitable for sitting in the summer months, the higher balconies could be secured 
by condition.

9.103 Officers are therefore satisfied with the assessment and conclusions drawn and 
consider the proposed mitigation to be appropriate..

Cumulative Effects

9.104 Chapter 16, Cumulative Effects refers to the other chapters within ES and how 
they collectively impact the environment.  The Chapter also considers committed 
schemes.

9.105 Officers are satisfied that a thorough assessment has been made of the 
cumulative effects, including potential effects on human health.

9.106 Overall, the chapter concludes that the proposal would have a minor adverse 
impact through disruption during the construction process to human health and 
well-being and when the proposed development is up and running upon human 
health and well-being through poor air quality, and reductions to of views of the 



sky and access to daylight. However, suitable mitigation has been proposed in 
most instances which minimises the adverse impacts to acceptable levels.  In 
other cases where an adverse impact is unavoidable, they are for limited periods, 
which again is considered to be acceptable.

9.107 However, beneficial impacts would be derived from the regeneration of the District 
Centre which officers consider would, in the longer term, outweigh the adverse 
impacts experienced during the construction of the proposed development.

9.108 Officers accept the conclusions in respect of the cumulative effects.

Conclusion

9.109 The ES together with the further information received, provides a comprehensive 
assessment of the likely significant effects of the proposed development during 
both construction and on completion/operation. The documents submitted are 
considered to be acceptable in that sufficient information has been submitted in 
order for it to constitute and ES and 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 would be an adverse residual impact and 
Officers have taken these into account in their consideration of the application.

10.0 Planning Obligations 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that in dealing with 
planning applications, local planning authorities  should consider whether 
otherwise unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use 
of conditions or planning obligations. Planning obligations should only be used 
where it is not possible to address unacceptable impacts through a planning 
condition.   It further states that where obligations are being sought or revised, 
local planning authorities should take account of changes in market conditions 
over time and, wherever appropriate, be sufficiently flexible to prevent planned 
development being stalled.   The NPPF also sets out that planning obligations 
should only be secured when they meet the following three tests:

(a) Necessary to make the development acceptable

(b) Directly related to the development; and

(c) Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development

10.1 Paragraph 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations (April 2010) 
puts the above three tests on a statutory basis.  A planning obligation cannot be a 
reason for granting planning permission, unless it satisfies the tests set out in 
Regulation 122. 

10.2 Officers have been in negotiations with the Applicant regarding the Section 106 
requirements arising from the redevelopment proposals. 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 the community facility), a range of other contributions and 
obligations are considered necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms. 



10.3 The obligations secured need to be considered in the context the infrastructure 
payments covered by the Community Infrastructure Levy CIL). The matters 
covered by CIL are set out in the Council’s Regulation 123 List and include the 
following:

 State education facilities

 Public health care facilities

 Strategic transport enhancements (excluding site-specific, highways and 
public transport matters 

 Publicly accessible open space, allotments and biodiversity

 Strategic flood management infrastructure

 Publicly owned leisure facilities

 Local community facilities including community but excluding places of 
worship)

 Public Emergency Services (this is intended to apply to physical projects 
by the police, fire or ambulance services)

10.4 At this stage, the following Section 106 requirements have been identified:

 A minimum of 15.7% affordable housing including 12 town houses to be 
affordable rent capped at £1,000 per month.

 A review mechanism in relation to affordable housing.

 10% Wheelchair Housing, including car parking spaces

 Financial contribution to future CPZ consultation and implementation of 
zone

 Inability of future occupiers of the scheme (residential or commercial) to 
apply for residential parking permits in any existing local CPZs in 
Lewisham or Greenwich Boroughs

 A financial contribution towards mitigation works to the Tiger's Head 
junction

 A financial contribution towards traffic flow monitoring for the surrounding 
streets managed by the Council 

 Bus stop replacement shelters to include real-time arrival times on Eltham 
Road heading east and west, Burnt Ash Road heading south and north 
(x4 bus stops in total)

 Legible London signage contribution to TfL £12,004

 A financial contribution towards existing bus service enhancements 
necessitated by the development



 3 hours free car parking for shoppers and users of the District Centre

 Car club membership for 3 years for all first residential (Arranged/paid, 
prior to first occupation of any unit)

 Oyster card provided to all residential and commercial occupiers with 
credit

 The provision of 2 car club spaces on site and a financial contribution 
towards a further two spaces off site subject to need.

 A financial contribution towards air quality monitoring 

 A financial contribution towards employment and training 

 The use of local labour during the construction and once occupied; 
concerted efforts to employ from the local labour-force

 A financial contribution towards off-site children’s playspace 

 A financial contribution towards District Centre management

 Public access in respect of the public realm and over the Arcade 24 hours 
a day, except Sundays

 The full funding and provision of CCTV cameras in and around the site to 
be connected to the Council’s CCTV network

 Nil rent for the D1 Community facility for the term of the lease (to be 
agreed), access rights through the arcade in perpetuity and rights for 
patrons of the community facility to use the Arcade, car park and 
travellator

 The provision of the D1 community facility to shell and core plus 
shopfront and internal fit out and installation of mezzanine floor and 
internal access to Arcade.

 Monitoring, legal and other professional fees

 Carston Close and the Arcade/public thoroughfare to have the right of 
occupiers and members of the public to pass and re-pass freely

 The right of the public to pass and re-pass and use the travellator and car 
park, public toilets in perpetuity

 Opening hours to the public - 8am-12.30am Friday-Saturday; 8am-
10.30pm Monday-Thursday and 10am-6.30pm Sundays

 The retention of the architects used for the proposals throughout the 
construction process

10.5 Officers consider that the obligations outlined above are necessary in order to 
mitigate the impacts of the development and make the development acceptable in 
planning terms. Officers are satisfied the proposed obligations meet the three 



legal tests as set out in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 as 
amended.

11.0 Local Finance Considerations 

11.1 Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), a 
local finance consideration means:

(a) a grant or other financial assistance that has been, or would or could be, 
provided to a relevant authority by a Minister of the Crown; or

(b) sums that a relevant authority has received, or would or could receive, in 
payment of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

11.2 The weight to be attached to a local finance consideration remains a matter for 
the decision maker.

11.3 CIL is therefore a material consideration.  CIL is payable on this application and 
the Applicant has completed the relevant form. 

12.0 Community Infrastructure Levy

12.1 The above development is liable for both the Mayor’s CIL and the Council’s CIL.  
The completed CIL form was submitted with the application documents.  An 
informative would be added to the decision notice advising the Applicant to notify 
the Council when works commence.

13.0 Equalities Considerations

13.1 Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 (“the Act”) imposes a duty that the Council 
must, in the exercise of its functions, have due regard to:-

(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct 
that is prohibited by or under the Act;

(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and those who do not;

(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

13.2 The protected characteristics under the Act are:  age, disability, gender 
reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual 
orientation.

13.3 The duty is a “have regard duty” and the weight to attach to it is a matter for the 
decision maker bearing in mind the issues of relevance and proportionality.

13.4 The application site is currently in a run-down state and therefore attracting 
occupiers has been done by significant reductions in rent levels.  These low rent 
levels have enabled occupiers to afford their spaces, but once the site is 
redeveloped, the new spaces could become unaffordable for the current 
occupiers.

13.5 This situation would result in the displacement of many homes and businesses.  
However, it cannot be an argument to maintain a run-down shopping centre in 



order for the properties to benefit from low rents.  If the Leegate Centre was in full 
occupation, then the rent levels might be unaffordable for that reason too.  
Officers do not consider it unreasonable that as a result of the proposed 
development, some occupiers would become displaced.

13.6 Objection has been raised to the proposals on the grounds that the demolition of 
the existing buildings would result in residential occupiers becoming homeless or 
unable to afford rents elsewhere.  Other legislation is in force to protect the most 
vulnerable such as the residential occupiers within the development.  The 
Housing Act is in place to ensure that any necessary notice periods and/or 
compensation is duly applied and the Council’s Housing department are 
responsible for re-housing any displaced tenants who have the benefit of 
protection.

13.7 As there are legislative mechanisms in place outside of planning legislation to 
capture and assist displacement as a result of the proposed development, 
Officers are satisfied that the proposals would not be contrary to the requirements 
of the Equal Opportunities Act.

13.8 While the D1 exchange of space has been addressed above in this Report from a 
planning policy point of view, the displacement of the D1 church should be 
addressed from an Equal Opportunities view.  The GLA also raised concerns 
regarding the re-location of the church in their Stage I response.

13.9 The Applicant has stated that they will provide assistance to the church in helping 
them find alternative premises, by appointing a local agent.  If afforded additional 
time, Officers would seek further assurances from the Applicant regarding this 
strategy such as how long the agent would be appointed and whether financial 
assistance towards deposits would be necessary.  Officers consider that further 
discussions are required in order to clarify what other assistance could be 
provided to the church.

13.10 DM Policy 40 Public conveniences states that new developments that expect 
large numbers of customers and pedestrian flows, should provide accessible 
public toilets.  Public toilets are proposed at ground floor level, accessed from the 
Arcade. The toilets are to be managed by the anchor supermarket.  Details of the 
management of the facilities, including accessibility, are outstanding and as with 
the other management issues, require further information and consideration.

13.11 The existing shopping centre also has a market which is to be re-provided within 
the proposed development.  The market stalls would share the public space on 
Burnt Ash Road.  There would be a minimum of 8 stalls but the supporting 
documents are silent on how the stalls would be managed and how much rent 
would be charged. The Applicant has advised that the shopping centre will remain 
under the management of the Applicant, and a management office is identified at 
mezzanine level on the floor plans submitted with the proposals.  It is proposed to 
open the arcade only at the times that the anchor supermarket is operational. As 
the proposal is for the supermarket to have 24 hour opening, except for Sundays, 
this would seem reasonable. However if the supermarket were to change its 
opening times or if it were to no longer trade from the premises, access through 
and to the Arcade for toilet facilities etc., could be significantly compromised. 
Further, Officers consider it necessary to secure reasonable rates for stall holders 
so that the market does not become out of reach for local, small businesses.



13.12 Further details regarding the overall management of the site have been requested 
but not been submitted.  Officers would therefore benefit from the opportunity to 
establish who, when and how the site would be managed.  This information could 
be secured by way of condition but as there are fundamental issues regarding the 
appearance of the Arcade, access thereto and the public square, Officers 
consider it necessary to secure such details as part of the planning application.

13.13 Officers cannot yet fully conclude the position regarding equality until the issues 
raised above are addressed.

14.0 Summary of representations 

14.1 The scale of development proposed for the Leegate District Centre has generated 
considerable interest amongst local residents, interest groups and other 
consultees. The representations received cover a range of topics but can be 
grouped into 6 broad categories:

 Design scale and mass of development

 Highways and parking implications

 Environmental Impact 

 Reduction and location of public realm

 Housing

 Pre-application consultation

Design scale and mass of development

14.2 Objections have been raised to the proposals on the grounds that the design, 
scale and mass of the proposed building are too great given the mass of the 
existing buildings and existing townscape and conclude that the buildings are too 
large and overwhelm the District Centre.  Objections have also be submitted 
regarding the layout of the proposed development resulting in the public open 
space being provided at the western side of the development.

14.3 Equally, letters of support have been received to the proposals on the grounds 
that the existing centre is in a poor state of repair and that the new buildings 
would provide attractive, regenerative benefits to the District Centre.

14.4 During the pre-application consultation for the proposals, Officers, the LDRP and 
the Lee Green Working Group were all involved in the development of the 
proposals.  The public engagement exercises also influenced the evolution of the 
design.

14.5 Layout, scale and design are considered in Section 7 of this report.  The Site 
Allocations DPD and London Plan support the redevelopment of the Lee District 
Centre and with the principle of redevelopment supported by policy, the 
requirement to develop land in accordance with other planning policies need to be 
applied.

14.6 The layout scale and design of the proposals are as a result of input from local 
groups and Council Officers. The submitted version of the development is 



considered by Officers to be appropriate and in accordance with local and national 
planning policies and guidance with regard to principle of good urban design.

14.7 Officers are satisfied that the drawings submitted with the application, including 
elevations, floor plans, sections and detailed drawings scaled at 1:5 adequately 
inform Officers about the proposed design, scale, mass and detailing of the 
proposed development.  Officers are satisfied that the information submitted 
would produce a building as envisaged in the computer generated images 
submitted in support of the technical drawings.

14.8 The sunlight and daylight chapters in the ES submitted with the application also 
confirm that there would not be any greater than a minor adverse impact from the 
proposed development, which when compared with the regenerative benefits of 
the scheme, is considered to be acceptable, subject to any further comments 
received as a result of the consultation exercise which was yet to expire at the 
writing of this report.

Highways and parking implications

14.9 With regard to the number of objections received, highways implications have 
been the most common objection to the proposal.  Objections have been raised 
on the grounds that the proposed development would exacerbate existing 
congestion around the Tiger’s Head Junction, create congestion around the 
proposed entrance to the new shopping centre while also increasing current on-
street parking problems.

14.10 Highways matters are considered in Section 8 of this report. TfL have confirmed 
that the Tiger’s Head junction is currently experiencing undesirable levels of 
congestion/queuing and has a poor incident rate, and it is for that reason TfL are 
implementing changes to the junction.

14.11 However, during the course of road works, it is likely that some drivers would 
naturally divert away from the junction to avoid further delays.  It is not until the 
TfL works have been completed would drivers again use the junction.  Officers 
consider that it is from this base the proposed mitigation measures should be 
further refined and applied.  

14.12 For the above reasons, Officers accept the modelling/predictions which provide a 
logical, albeit theoretically based level of impact of the additional traffic caused by 
the proposed development.  Officers deem this approach to be acceptable for the 
purposes of determining the current planning application with the condition that 
further testing should be carried out at the Applicant’s expense once the TfL 
works are established.

14.13 The predictions confirm that the proposal would result in additional congestion to 
the Tiger’s Head junction, in particular the left turn from Burnt Ash Road to Lee 
High Road.  Officers are satisfied impact can be mitigated but to date, a final 
strategy has not been agreed.  

14.14 Officers consider that the highways mitigation measures currently proposed which 
are set out section 8 may not be the optimum way to adequately mitigate the 
identified impacts of the proposal and therefore further discussions are required 
with the Applicant on this aspect.



14.15 A further outstanding matter is the proposal for pick up/drop off for the whole 
shopping centre, including the anchor supermarket to be from Leyland Road, 
Eltham Road or Burnt Ash Road.  Officers consider that customers would not wish 
to come out of the building with their shopping trolleys and heavy shopping.  
Further, the Leyland Road (north end) is the farthest away from the public 
entrances to the shopping centre and therefore the collection/drop offs would 
most likely take place on Eltham and Burnt Ash Roads.  In the first instance, 
people wheeling their shopping trolleys through areas which are intended to be 
sitting out areas in front of the smaller A1 units is considered to be contrary to the 
public realm design strategy. In addition, the Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road 
lay-bys are intended to service the commercial units and market stalls and 
therefore any further sharing of this space would compromise access/availability 
for the intended users. Further, the additional vehicles coming and going from the 
Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road lay-bys would result in further 
congestion/delays to the free flow of traffic along these roads.  

14.16 The Applicant has advised that in order for the supermarket and other units within 
the shopping centre to be attractive to users, and for the commercial units to be 
competitive, the 320 car parking spaces are necessary, leaving no further room on 
the upper deck car park for the collection/drop off area.  The Applicant has also 
advised that the 320 car parking spaces is a minimum in order to fulfil the 
requirements of the anchor supermarket.  

14.17 Officers are not convinced that the collection/drop point proposed is the right 
solution and this is a matter which requires further discussion with the Applicant .

14.18 The parking ratio for the residential units is 0.5 spaces per unit (229 dwellings and 
116 car parking spaces). The application site has a PTAL of 3, but immediately 
north of the site on Eltham Road has a PTAL of 4.  Planning policies allow up to 1 
residential car parking space per unit for and sites with PTALs of 4 and over to be 
car free.  The amount of residential parking proposed is therefore policy 
compliant.  

14.19 However, in real terms, proposing more dwellings than parking spaces is likely to 
result in parking on the adjacent roads especially on the immediately surrounding 
roads which do not have any parking restrictions.  The recent CPZ consultation 
exercise concluded in November 2014, meaning that residents would have voted 
without the benefit of knowing or experiencing the impact the proposed 
development might have on the surrounding roads.  Residents voted against a 
new CPZ for the western side of Burnt Ash Road which would be most affected by 
the proposals.  Officers propose that a further CPZ consultation exercise should 
be carried out once the development is occupied.  This would be partially funded 
by the Applicant, together with the implementation of a new CPZ should 
neighbours vote for this once the proposed development becomes established.  
The Applicant has agreed to partially fund these costs.  A restriction will also be 
placed on residents within the development applying for residents parking permits.  
Officers consider that the proposals regarding the residential car parking are 
acceptable.

Environmental Impact

14.20 The application was accompanied by an ES which is considered in section 8 of 
this report.  The matters considered in the ES were agreed prior to the submission 



of the application in the Screening and Scoping Opinion issued to the Applicant in 
August 2014.

14.21 The Council appointed consultants to assist Officers in assessing the ES and 
whether its conclusions are reasonable and justified.  In its originally submitted 
form, Officers considered that the information submitted was not clear, and in 
some circumstances lacking.  The outstanding matters were concluded and re-
consultation undertaken on two separate occasions; September and November 
2015.

14.22 Air Quality has been another aspect of the current proposals which has received a  
number of objections.  The objections are raised on the grounds that the air 
quality in the vicinity of the site is already poor.  The proposed location of the 
public realm is to be located closer to the road, thus exposing the public to the 
poor air quality and the increase in car use would further exacerbate the problem 
of poor air quality.

14.23 Work was carried out by Clean Air and A Better Lee Green and the findings 
submitted in response to the current application. The work involved installing 
nitrogen dioxide tubes in the Leegate Shopping Centre and its surrounding areas 
for a couple of months. The report highlighted exceedance of 75% above the limit, 
but this is against an annual mean limit and not a 2 month mean limit. The limit of 
an annual NO2 mean concentration is of no more than 40 µg/m3. The use of 
Nitrogen Dioxide tubes is also primarily for trends and not for monthly accurate 
measurements. 

14.24 As set out in Section 8 of this report, the development would result in an increase 
in pollutants during the construction process and by virtue of the additional traffic 
once the development is occupied.  However, the Council regularly monitor air 
quality, through four continuous monitoring sites and a nitrogen dioxide tube 
network. 

14.25 The London Borough of Lewisham Nitrogen Dioxide Diffusion Tube Survey 2014 
shows locations where Lewisham Environmental Health Officers monitor with 
diffusion tubes and also shows the results have to be biased corrected against 
continuous monitoring sites, which are part of the London Air Quality Network. 
The nearest location to Leegate where the Council measure with Nitrogen Dioxide 
tubes is L5, 307 Lee High Road SE12 8RU, which shows levels just below the 
annual mean limit. It is accepted however that the area as a whole is subject to 
high levels of nitrogen dioxide and an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) has 
been declared in this area. Where an AQMA is declared, the local authority is then 
required to develop an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) detailing the measures that 
will be employed to help improve air quality within that area. In this way, areas 
which may be close to, but not exceeding the threshold can also benefit.

14.26 The primary air pollutants of exceedance across London have been from 
particulate matter 10 micrometers or less in diameter (PM10) and nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2). Recently levels of PM10 have reduced but NO2 levels are still exceeding 
the criteria set by the European Union for the protection of health. A recent 
European Supreme Court ruling on the Government’s breach of NO2 limits 
requires work on a comprehensive plan to meet pollution limits as soon as 
possible. 



14.27 DEFRA is currently consulting on a draft N02 action plan and among the 
measures that it must consider are low emission zones, congestion charging and 
other economic incentives. The GLA has recently finished it’s consultation on a 
new London LAQM (LLAQM) proposal, where it seeks to ‘ensure a co-ordinated, 
effective and consistent approach across London to maximise reductions in air 
pollution’. There will be a streamlining on reporting requirements, and GLA will 
provide relevant guidance and templates, to support London boroughs who will 
then, in future, have to report directly to GLA on air quality reviews and 
assessment, rather than DEFRA, as was previously the case. The GLA are 
introducing an ultra low emission zone from 2020. The area covered by the ULEZ 
will be the same as the current Congestion Charge Zone (CCZ). It will operate 24 
hours a day, 7 days a week and require all cars, motorcycles, vans, minibuses, 
buses, coaches and heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) including buses and coaches 
to meet exhaust emission standards (ULEZ standards), or pay an additional 
charge, when travelling in central London. Lewisham has made representation, 
along with other London Boroughs to further increases to the zone, to include the 
whole area of the existing Low Emission Zone, into the ULEZ. There is also a 
proposal to expand the electric vehicle charging points within London, through 
Source London and at this point there are 1,300+ charge points across London 
with the aim to include 4,500 more installations between now and 2018, all of 
which Lewisham is actively supporting and adopting.

14.28 The issue of poor air quality is clearly a London wide issue and is predominantly 
caused by road traffic. DEFRA has recently shown, in it’s consultation on a draft 
NO2 action plan, that most of the exceedances will occur in London. The 
government has an important role in the take up of less polluting vehicles, 
particularly in incentivising the market to encourage the sale of electric vehicles; to 
work closely with the GLA in supporting measures for ultra low emission zone 
expansion and importantly providing some measures and testing of vehicle 
exhausts for monitoring car manufacturers in relation to their vehicle emissions..  

14.29 As explained above, London suffers from poor air quality and there are strategies 
that have been put in place to reduce this, such as the reduction of the carbon 
footprint of new buildings, the requirement to have less polluting vehicles on the 
roads and the protection and retention of urban trees and planting.  Monitoring 
has also been put in place to keep track as mentioned above.

14.30 National Planning Guidance on Air Quality states that unless the proposed 
development (including proposals for mitigation) lead to an unacceptable risk to 
human health from air pollution, prevent sustained compliance with EU or 
nationally prescribed limits then permission should be granted subject to 
conditions/obligations securing those mitigation measures.

14.31 Officers consider that the robustness of the information provided by the applicant 
regarding Air Quality is acceptable, and the conclusions drawn, reasonable.  The 
conclusions confirm that there would be unacceptable peaks of pollutants during 
the construction phase, but this would be for limited periods and reduced with 
appropriate mitigation, such as dampening down during the demolition works.

14.32 Once the development is occupied, the increase in pollution from the site would 
be within EU and nationally prescribed limits levels and Officers consider the 
proposal to be acceptable on the grounds of air quality.



14.33 With regard to the location of the proposed public square, objectors have voiced a 
preference for the public space to be retained in its existing location, (which they 
deem to be further away from the busy Tiger’s Head junction) and inset deeper 
into the site, away from the busy road.

14.34 On balance, Officers consider bringing the activity to the western side of the 
development would forge a better relationship between the shopping centre and 
the uses on the western side of Burnt Ash Road.  The open space in this location 
would also benefit from the afternoon/evening sun, rendering the spaces outside 
of the shops more desirable places to sit out. 

14.35 It is acknowledged that the pollutants in on the west side of the site are higher 
than those on the northern side of the site.  However, the overall quality of the 
proposed open space is not solely a question of air quality but is also related to 
orientation and the relationship with shops. The current proposed location is 
deemed on balance, by Officers to be appropriate and would not suffer from a 
level of air pollution that would render it unsafe or unusable.

Quantum of public realm

14.36 Objections have been raised regarding the fact that the space on the west side of 
the application site proposed to be the new public space results in less floor area 
than the existing equivalent floor space.

14.37 There are policies in place which are to protect the erosion of public spaces in the 
Borough.  However, the provision of public realm is not a strict area based 
calculation and the quality of the space has to be considered. 

14.38 The proposal is to renew and create additional public realm around the whole of 
the application site.  Therefore, Officers have considered the loss of the existing 
space to the north eastern corner of the site, including the 3 protected trees, 
against the creation of a more attractive road on Carston Close, as well as the 
improvements to the pavements around the site.  When counting all of the public 
space renewed and proposed, the proposal actually results in an increase of 
592m² of public space. In this instance, Officers consider that the provision of 
public realm around the site is acceptable.

14.39 Both residents and TfL have objected on the grounds of the loss of the existing 
trees along Eltham Road and at the northern end of Leyland Road.  Neighbours 
would like all of the trees which are subject to a TPO retained, while TfL request 
that none of their trees aligning Eltham Road and on the northern end of Leyland 
Road are felled and are protected during the course of works should planning 
permission be granted. The only solution would be to completely redesign the 
proposed development in order to continue to protect the trees.

14.40 To move the building line in order to retain the trees would result in a need for 
wider redesign of the scheme, core positions and unit sizes. 

14.41 Officers do not raise any objections to the loss of the trees as explained in the 
‘Trees’ section of this report.  The landscaping proposals have evolved from 
discussions with Officers and TfL during the pre-application stages of the 
proposals.  TfL were silent on the retention of the trees during the pre-application 
discussions while Lewisham Officers actively supported their replacement and 



considered the benefit of creating a strategic landscaping strategy to complement 
the proposed development to outweigh their loss.  

Housing

14.42 Objections have been raised on the grounds that the proposed new dwellings 
would displace the existing residents and not be affordable for the existing 
residents to move into the new development.  This is addressed elsewhere in this 
report.

14.43 Planning policies provide a starting point for provision of affordable housing of 
50% of new dwellings.  The 50% provision is subject to the viability of the scheme.  
This issue is addressed in the ‘Housing’ section of this Report.  The proposal is to 
provide 15.7% affordable, but this is subject to the assessment which is still 
ongoing and could be subject to change.  

14.44 At present, there is a general shortage of affordable rent dwellings that can be 
afforded by the market that they are aimed at.  The Government currently defines 
affordable rent as rent that allows registered housing providers to charge no more 
than 80% of local market rent.  However, when the local prices are already 
expensive, the 20% reduction can render many dwellings, especially the larger 
ones, still too expensive.  Officers therefore seek to negotiate lower caps and in 
this case the rent on the affordable rented properties will be capped at £1,000 or 
65% of the market rate.  The Council’s Housing officer supports the principle of 
providing this and through Officers, has asked the Applicant to consider providing 
less shared ownership units in exchange for more affordable rent units capped at 
the 65%. However, this raises issues around the viability of the scheme and 
requires further discussions with the Applicant. 

Pre-application consultation

14.45 Objections have been raised with regard to the consultation that took place prior 
to the submission of the current planning application.  The objections were raised 
on the following grounds:

 The consultation area was not wide enough

 The Applicant did not take the views from the consultation exercises into 
account in the final scheme

 The feedback relayed was not objective/impartial

 Feedback from the consultation exercises was never made available to 
members of the public

14.46 The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement  strongly encourages 
Applicants to carry out pre-application consultation.  Officers also encourage 
Applicants to carry out pre-application consultation, especially as it Officers the 
public an opportunity to be involved with the regeneration of their local area, as 
well as affording the Applicant an opportunity to benefit from useful suggestions or 
to identify any potential objections early on in the design process.

14.47 There is no statutorily prescribed level or means of consultation. In this case the 
Applicant carried out the following consultation exercises:



 Public exhibitions;

 A project website (www.leegate-regeneration.co.uk) with an online 
feedback form;

 A consultation email address;

 Dedicated telephone consultation line open Monday to Friday 9am to 
5:30pm) with an out-of-hours answer phone; and

 Attendance of the local Lee Green Assembly meetings to explain and 
update attendees on the progress of the scheme.

 Leafleting to the local neighbourhood

 Press releases and advertisements

 Meeting with the local Working group 

14.48 The consultation which has taken place during the course of the planning 
application been in accordance with the provisions of The Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 with 
regard to the planning application and the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 with regard to the 
Environmental Statement submitted with the planning application and Officers are 
satisfied that the representations received have provided an understanding of the 
matters of consideration.

15.0 Conclusion

15.1 This application has been considered in the light of policies set out in the 
development plan and material considerations.

15.2 On balance having regard to the development plan as a whole given the 
acceptability of the proposed use as well as the totality of the policy compliance, 
the proposals are considered to be in accordance with the development plan.  In 
particular, matters relating to the principle of comprehensive redevelopment, 
layout, scale and design, conservation and archaeology and energy and 
sustainability are considered to be acceptable at this time. However, as set out in 
this report, there are a number of material issues to be resolved before Officers 
are able to make a balanced judgement and recommendation on the application.  
Officers are confident that the outstanding issues can be resolved.  Members are 
therefore asked to support Officers’ proposals regarding the steps required to 
resolve the outstanding matters and to defer making a decision on the application 
to enable the matters set out in the recommendation below to be pursued further 
with the Applicant. 

16.0 RECOMMENDATION 

16.1 That a decision on the application is deferred to enable the following matters to be 
pursued further with the Applicant as set out in this Report:

 Neighbour Amenity



 Temporary Town Centre co-ordinator

 Provision of more 3 bed dwellings at podium level

 Further details of Burnt Ash Road public space

 Alternative tenure mixes, including a greater provision of 
affordable rent dwellings, and any implications on the overall 
number of affordable units the scheme can viably achieve

 Highways mitigation measures

 An alternative pick up/drop off point, away from the public 
highway

 The proposed location of cycle spaces

 The proposed landscaping strategy, including the retention 
and/or the replacement of the TfL owned trees

 The size and fit out of the community facility

 Relocation assistance for existing occupiers

 Clarification regarding the provision of wheelchair accessible 
car parking for the shopping centre

 Clarification regarding the provision of wheelchair accessible 
car parking and Car club bays in both Leyland Road and 
Carston Close (as per the TA)

 Management of vehicular access for Carston Close

 Centre and market stall management

 Delivery and servicing hours of operation

 CCTV

 Off-site child play space contributions


