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1.0

Site Description

1.1

The application site is located close to Lee Green on the western side of Lee High
Road, on the corner with Lampmead Road, immediately adjacent to, but outside
of the boundary of Lee Green District Centre. The site is rectangular in form and
has a site area of 2187sqm, and is occupied by a centrally located church
building, adjoined on the north side by a converted almshouse, which forms the
main entrance to the church.

1.2

The site has housed a church building since 1875, with the existing church
building constructed in the 1920s and extended to the front in 1984. The main
church building as originally built was a triple height single storey, with a steeply
pitched roof and large windows in the side elevations. The modern extension to
the front is single storey.

1.3

Adjoining the site on the northern side is the Lee New Testament Church of God,
which faces onto Lee High Road and is positioned forward of the building line of
the existing premises. The New Testament Church building has a tall spire which
is visible on the approach to the application site from the south. Along the
southern boundary is Lampmead Road, from which there is vehicle access into
the site. The access road passes directly in front of the church buildings, with the
exit on to Lee High Road at the northern end of the site, immediately adjacent to
the boundary with the New Testament Church.

1.4

To the rear of the site along the western boundary the site adjoins the rear
gardens of residential properties in Lampmead Road and Lenham Road, as well
as a row of garages. The property at number 2 Lampmead Road also borders the
north western site boundary, with the property being set off the boundary by
between 1.2 – 3.2m.

1.5

Although currently there is only one almshouse remaining at the site there were
until last year (2014) an additional three almshouses, all of which were designated
as Locally Listed Buldings. The almshouses, which were all two-storey and
comprised two sets of semi-detached pairs to either side of the church building.
The almshouses were built in 1875 by the Merchants Taylors Company on behalf
of the Boone’s Charity. They were built to replace earlier almshouses situated
about half a mile west of the site on the northern side of Lee High Road next to
the Boone’s Chapel.

1.6

Following a previous application in 2012 for demolition of the almshouses as part
of a proposal to redevelop the entire site, it was determined that the properties
were suitable for local listing and the Council sought their retention. Although not
within a conservation the site is adjacent to the Lee Manor Conservation Area and
therefore the almshouses were considered to be non-designated heritage assets.

1.7

In January 2014 Prior Notification for Demolition was submitted. The application
proposed to demolish the two almshouse to the south of the church building and
the one on the north side adjacent to the New Testament Church. The Council
determined that Prior Approval was required to formalise the demolition as officers
could not be fully satisfied that sufficient controls were in place to mitigate the

impacts of the demolition and to satisfactorily restore the site in a safe manner
that would not be detrimental to the environment.
1.8

The applicant was informed of the decision and the requirement to provide further
information, however this was not provided and the almshouses were demolished
in February and March 2014. The Council considered the implications of
enforcement action and determined it was not expedient to take any further
action. Given the nature of the application, the loss of the locally listed buildings
and impact on the character of the surroundings could not be taken into
consideration.

1.9

Lee High Road (A20) is a Red Route and the roads around the site immediately to
the south and west are within a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ). A bus stop is
located immediately in front of the site on Lee High Road, with the site having a
PTAL level of 3. In addition the site is within an Area of Archaeological Priority and
is within Flood Zone 2.

2.0

Planning History

2.1

The planning history available provides details of several application from the
1960s that sought to redevelop part of the site for a petrol station, all were
refused.

2.2

There are also several applications from the mid 1960s to early 1980s which
sought permission to extend and alter the church site and building which were
granted consent. The most significant of these was for the extension to the front.
The more recent applications are detailed below;

2.3

DC/10/75220 - The construction of 2 single storey buildings located to the north
and south sides of the main church building at Emmanuel Pentecostal Church,
372 Lee High Road SE12, for use as temporary classrooms. Approved
22/11/2010

2.4

DC/14/86292 - Prior notification of the demolition of 372, 378 & 380 Lee High
Road, SE12. Prior Approval Required 24/04/2014

3.0

Current Planning Applications
The Proposals

3.1

The application proposes the demolition of the existing extended church building
and the remaining almshouse and the erection of a part two-storey, part threestorey building for use as a place of worship (church) with ancillary community
facilities with a footprint of 860sqm, with a basement level car-park. In addition it is
proposed to construct a residential block comprising two, 2 bedroom, two-storey
houses and seven 2 bedroom apartments within a part two storey, part three
storey block which adjoins the houses.

3.2

The church building will occupy two thirds of the site located at the northern end.
The building will include a basement level car park accessed from Lampmead
Road, which will provide parking for 28 cars and 4 motorcycles. At ground floor
the building includes an auditorium (493m2), a crèche (36.4m2), kitchen (40.2m2)
and café area (104m2). In addition the ground floor will accommodate a large

circulation area between the café and auditorium and will also provide toilet
facilities, including a disabled accessible WC.
3.3

At first floor there is a large void over the auditorium and then four seminar rooms
between 44.3m2 – 86.1m2 each, along with kitchen and toilet facilities. The
second floor, which forms the third storey element does not include any further
levels above the auditorium and the third storey is therefore located along the
northern edge of the site. The second floor comprises 4 offices of between 10m2
– 41m2, a youth zone (room of 91.6m2) a breakout area, kitchen and toilet
facilities and balcony (40.1m2) to the east part of the site facing Lee High Road.
Access between the floors is by stairs and a lift.

3.4

The church building proposes a range of material finishes, with London stock
Brick, render, timber cladding and art stone detailing on the elevations, single ply
membrane roof covering and aluminium powder coated curtain walling and
windows.

3.5

On the front north east elevation, facing Lee High Road the three storey element
of the church will mainly consist of glazing, with brick and stone panels. The
auditorium elevation will be brick at ground floor and render at first floor with
timber cladding panels below the roof. The north west elevation facing towards
Lee New Testament Church is divided into three sections with brick at ground
floor, render at first floor and timber cladding at second floor. The south east
elevation facing towards the residential properties continues the brick and render
finishes as proposed on the front elevation. The flank of the second floor is also
visible, although set back and this will also be in a render finish. The south west
rear elevation facing the rear gardens of Lampmead Road and Lenham Road
continues the brick at ground floor, rendered first floor level and timber cladding
for the section of second floor level. Although all elevations have windows and
doors there are limited openings to the rear south west elevation and side south
east elevation.

3.6

The residential block lies along the south and eastern boundaries turning the
corner of Lee High Road and Lampmead Road with access to units from both
frontages. The building has a landscaping buffer and front gardens/amenity space
between the back of pavement and residential elevations. All ground floor units
have direct and individual access from either Lampmead Road or Lee High Road,
whilst the apartments on the upper floors are accessed via a communal entrance
on Lampmead Road.

3.7

Along Lee High Road the apartments are arranged over three floors, adjacent to
the church building. On the Lampmead Road elevation the houses to the most
southern corner are two storey, however these are adjoined at first floor by the
apartment block. At ground floor level below the adjoining apartment unit is an
undercroft vehicle access for cars to access the basement level car park below
the church building. Adjoining the car park access on the east side the apartment
block is of three storeys.

3.8

The elevations of the residential block, houses and apartments are predominately
made up of London Stock Brick with stone detailing along the corners and building
edges, with timber framed windows and doors and slate roof tiles. There will be
balconies for apartments facing Lee High Road and facing the church building on

the north west elevation all of which are proposed to have steel railings, as is the
entrance to the undercroft parking access.
3.9

There will be two vehicle entrances into the site, one to the basement car park off
Lampmead Road through the undercroft in the residential block and one off Lee
High Road to the disabled parking and minibus bay to the front of the church
buildings. The refuse and recycling storage is located in the south west corner of
the site between the boundary of 2 Lampmead Road and the proposed houses. In
the same location of the refuse storage there will be cycle parking for 10 bicycles
and there will be a further 8 spaces to the front of the church adjacent to the
residential block.
Proposed Use

3.10

The application proposes that the church building, as well as being a place of
worship will also offer a facility for community meetings and functions and will be
in operation 7 days a week with hours of operation stated as 7.00 to 23.00 hours.
The proposed use of the different sections of the buildings as described within the
application documents is set out below.

3.11

On Sundays during the day it is proposed to have one meeting of approximately
500 people in the morning with the kitchen and café open for refreshments and
the church seminar rooms open in association with the church service. In the
evening it is proposed to have a once monthly service. On Saturdays the use of
the buildings is described as limited, with the use of the church offices, seminar
rooms and crèche given as sporadic use only. The use of the auditorium will be
for weddings and an annual leaders conference. However the café is to be in use
and open weekly for use by all.

3.12

Through Monday to Friday during the day it is proposed that the church offices will
be in use with an anticipated 5 staff and 6 volunteers, the café would also be
open. The crèche is expected to be in use up to three times a week and the
seminar rooms will be available for use by parent and toddlers groups, also for
counselling, training and education sessions. It will also be used for gatherings for
the elderly for up to 50 people.

3.13

During the week in the evening the crèche will not be in use and the use of the
church offices is expected to be occasional. The café is proposed to be open only
to those using the building for evening meetings. The auditorium will be used once
a week for a prayer meeting of up to 200 persons with also musicians and choir
practice once a week with up to 25 persons. The seminar rooms will be in use for
counselling, training and education uses and the youth group would be using the
premises on Friday evening with an estimated attendance of 80. In addition the
church will continue to offer meals to the homeless every week, but the scale of
the use is not given.
Supporting Documents

3.14

The submission is accompanied by a number of supporting documents which are
outlined in the following paragraphs.

Design and Access Statement
3.15

The Design and Access statement provides an overview of site context and
constraints. It includes a rationale for the height, massing and design concept for
both the place of worship and residential block of houses and apartments. The
statement provides a factual description along with the design intentions and
reasoning.
BREEAM and Code for Statement Homes Assessment (CfSH)

3.16

The applicant has submitted a pre-assessment for BREEAM in relation to the
church building and CfSH pre-assessment in relation to the residential units. The
BREEAM rating is excellent and CfSH is level 4.
Planning Obligations Statement

3.17

The statement has been prepared in light of the Council’s Planning Obligations
SPD and outlines the potential obligations applicable to the proposal, concluding
that these could only be site specific. The statement proposes that the potential
obligations could include site specific contributions towards biodiversity, flood
defence, transport, public realm and emergency services, which would emerge
from the consultation and assessment processes of the application.
Energy and carbon analysis report

3.18

The report seeks to demonstrate that the development would reduce CO2
emissions and energy consumption for the lifetime of the development in line with
Lewisham’s Sustainability Appraisal Framework and The London Plan Policy 5.2.
It outlines that calculations show the proposals will reduce energy requirements by
8.20% and achieve a 9.99% CO2 reduction through improved fabric and service
efficiencies alone. To achieve the required CO2 reduction the report proposes that
the development will include P.V. panels capable contribution of generating a
minimum of 23,089.68kWh/year and these will work in unison with a CHP unit
providing the main space and water heating to ensure an additional 25.01% site
wide carbon reduction is achieved post fabric and services enhancements. This
will equate to a 35% reduction over Part L 2013 (inclusive of regulated and
unregulated emissions) in accordance with the Energy Hierarchy.
Site investigation

3.19

The report provides a desk-top analysis of the site and concludes that a
contamination risk has been identified to future residents from arsenic within the
near-surface soils. Therefore a formal remediation strategy should be developed
to determine the total arsenic content and site specific human health risk. The
report also recommends monitoring of groundwater levels and further on site
testing.
Heritage Statement

3.20

The statement provides an overview of the area and heritage assets on or near
the site. The assessment concludes that the impact on the setting of the
conservation area is minor, primarily because of the proposed architectural
treatment and the relationship of the site and the conservation area. However the
loss of the locally listed almshouses (previously demolished) is substantial

because it involves the total loss. The report states that substantial public benefits
will derive from the re-development of the site and the upgrading of a place of
worship with ancillary facilities and the creation of a significant community facility.
Such substantial public benefits are advanced as a rationale to justify the loss of
the Locally Listed Buildings.
Archaeological Assessment
3.21

The assessment details the history of the site and concludes that the proposed
development will have a high impact on any archaeological remains, if present;
although the site has probably been subject to a significant degree of historic
truncation resulting from historic development and has a low potential to preserve
any archaeological remains that pre-date the post-medieval period.
Noise Impact Survey

3.22

The survey assess the suitability of the site for mixed use residential and place of
worship development in accordance with the provisions of the National Planning
Policy Framework and the Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE). In
addition, an investigation will be undertaken in order to assess the noise impact
from the place of worship on the nearby noise sensitive receivers. The survey
concludes that the noise emissions from the proposed church facility would meet
the detailed noise emissions criterion.
Bat Scoping Survey

3.23

The survey looks at the suitability of the building to support roosting bats by way
of inspecting all likely roosting features. The building was searched both externally
and internally for bat presence and features associated with bat activity. It
concludes that the site is in an area with relatively poor habitat for roosting,
commuting and foraging bats with very few linear features such as tree lined
roads or hedgerows to connect the site to wider habitats. To conclude, the report
states that no field signs of bats were found during the internal or external building
inspections and therefore the development will not have any direct impact on
roosting bats. However it does also state that the south facing roof pitch of the old
church does have numerous features suitable for roosting bats albeit surrounding
habitats are poor. Due to the residual risk associated with this section of the
church, the roof tiles should be removed by hand, prior to building demolition with
the presence of a bat worker.
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) report

3.24

The report provides an assessment of the potential ecological impacts associated
with the demolition of the current buildings on site and the erection of a new
church and 9 dwellings. A desk study and Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA)
was undertaken during February 2014. The results of the baseline survey
combined with the results of the desk study and supplementary bat scoping
survey have highlighted that no further survey effort is required in relation to
protected habitats and species, provided that mitigation is followed.
Transport Statement

3.25

The statement provides an overview of the existing site, activities and number of
visitors and proposed activities and potential visitor numbers. The reports

considers highways and transport matters relating to the proposals and states that
on site car parking provision for the Church will be increased, whilst improving
access/egress and circulation. The report states that parking is available within an
acceptable walking distance from the site to accommodate the majority of
occupation scenarios. It concludes that parking associated with the residential
units can adequately be accommodated on street, that cycle and disabled parking
will be provided in accordance with policy and a Travel Plan will be implemented
to manage parking behaviour and travel patterns whilst also promoting
sustainable travel options. The report concludes that the proposals are acceptable
in transport planning terms.
Travel Plan
3.26

The submitted plan seeks to manage the transport needs of church members in
order to minimise car usage and promote alternative modes of transport. It also
seeks to address parking behaviour and the management regime of the church.
The report includes a commitment to implement the Travel Plan within three
months following approval and thereafter, an annual monitoring report shall be
submitted to Lewisham Council.
Flood Risk Assessment

3.27

The majority of the application site is located within flood zone 2 with the south
eastern corner in zone 3. The submitted assessment provides an overall
assessment of the site constraints and considered the sequential test and
exception test.

3.28

The assessment concludes that the principal source of flood risk is via the nearby
Quaggy River, which is 60m to the South and that the site is also at risk from
surface water and groundwater flooding. While located in Flood Zone 2, the site
does not benefit or rely on formal flood defences. However, flood water storage
areas exist upstream, including Sutcliffe Park offers a standard of protection rated
as 1 in 100 years to areas of land adjacent to Lee High Road. However according
to the EA’s flood data and site levels determined by the topographical survey, the
key flood event (1 in 100 years) will not affect the site. In the event of an
unprotected worst case tidal flood event (0.1% plus climate change) the ground
floor of Apartment 2 has the potential to be flooded to a depth of 80mm.
Daylight and Overshadowing Analysis

3.29

The report seeks to ascertain if the development will impact negatively in terms of
available natural light and overshadowing specifically in relation to 2 Lampmead
Road. An overshadowing simulation was performed using IES Suncast to show
the extent of the shadows which will be cast by the proposed buildings, with the
best and worst case scenarios of the 21st June and 21st December used. A
daylighting simulation was also carried out using IES Radiance, which is able to
give vertical sky component data.

3.30

The report states that at the time of year when the shadows are longest, days are
shortest and daylight is at a minimum (December 21st) there will be little
overshadowing of 2 Lampmead Road. A small amount will occur very early in the
day at sunrise, but by 10.00hrs the shadows will have moved to the rear. Long
shadows are also cast over 2 Lampmead Road very early in the morning

(05.00hrs) on the 21st June, but by 10.00hrs the shadows have shortened
considerably and no longer affect the property.
3.31

However the VSC availability for 2 Lampmead Road shows a significant impact.
The report states that the maximum percentages which would be available under
any circumstances are 39.6%, and the guideline figure for what is desirable at
window openings is 27%. The diagram shows that certain location have 33.9%
VSC but at ground floor level it drops to as low as 7.3%.

4.0

Consultation

4.1

This section outlines the consultation carried out by the applicant prior to
submission and the Council following the submission of the application and
summarises the responses received. The Council’s consultation exceeded the
minimum statutory requirements and those required by the Council’s adopted
Statement of Community Involvement.

4.2

Site notices were displayed and letters were sent to residents and business in the
surrounding area and the relevant ward Councillors. English Heritage and TfL
were consulted along with internal Council consultees.
Pre-Application Consultation

4.3

The design and access statements details the pre-application consultation that
took place with the Church congregation, local community and Lewisham Council
prior to submission.

4.4

The design and development of the proposal commenced for the Church in 2010
with the architects holding a number of discussions with the Church leadership
and congregation to ascertain their existing and projected requirements of a
buildings and capacity. In March 2011 a presentation of the proposed scheme
was made to the congregation from the agent and also a survey on mode of
transport used for arriving and destination of parking was carried out. Further to
this in April 2011 there was an open day for the congregation, which again
presented details of the proposal. The congregation showed great support for the
church redevelopment and residential proposal.

4.5

In April 2011 Church leaders wrote to the local community regarding a public
consultation session for the redevelopment, of which 6 people attended. It is
reported that everyone was interested in the scheme and although there were
some light concerns with regards to parking and construction traffic nobody was
against the scheme.

4.6

Consultation with the Council has been ongoing since 2011 from pre-application
advice, through a previous application (which was withdrawn) and during 2014.
Whilst the advice from the Council was originally encouraging the potential loss of
the almshouses generated a great deal of concern and Council sought to have
these retained. Since 2012 the Council has expressed concern at the scale and
design of the proposal and have been unable to provide support to the application.
Written Responses received from Local Residents and Organisations

4.7

Over 300 letters were sent to surrounding residential and commercial properties.
146 written comments have been received in response. 125 letters of support
have been received, 2 letters of comment and 19 letters of objection.

4.8

Of the 125 letters of support received, 20 came from the SE12 postcode and a
further 40 came from postcodes adjoining SE12. Within the 125 letters of support
the following reasons were given for why the Council should support the
application;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.9

The church is a community asset
The support for a new and larger place of worship
The services the church provides (spiritual and community)
The important role in community life the church plays
The youth support and work the church carries out
Work with elderly, homeless, prison work, family support
The proposal will regenerate the site and provide new homes
The church provides social outreach
The proposal includes parking provision
The scheme is of good design quality
Provide more community facilities
Provides a landmark building

Within the 19 letters of objection, all from the SE12 postcode, the following issues
were raised in objection to the proposals:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Existing levels of traffic are harming the local community and the proposal
would attract an even greater level
Parking demand is currently beyond capacity which will increase
The insufficient content of the travel plan and parking survey
The crèche will cause noise to residents on Lenham Road and increase traffic
demand
The increase in numbers visiting the church will increase noise from traffic
The increase in numbers visiting the church will increase noise from the church
Height of the proposed building
Fumes from the proposed kitchen
Church does not represent or interact with the local community
The hours of operation are not clear enough for the different uses and are too
long.
The proposal will obstruct views of the adjacent church steeple
Principle of redeveloping the site for a profit
Impact of the development on character of area and adjacent conservation
area
Poor character and design quality of proposal
The height and massing is too great for the site
Amenity areas of proposed flats and houses too small and church too
overbearing on proposed residential
Demolition impacts (dust and noise) and noise and disturbance from
construction

Lee Manor Society
4.10

The Lee Manor Society object to the proposed development. Although they
acknowledge that it is an improvement on the previous submission they had the
following reasons for objection;

4.11

The proposal is for a prominent site on a busy main road so what is done here
needs to be of a very high quality, however the design is insensitive to the
character of the adjacent conservation area and urban grain of the surrounding
streets. The scale of the building is excessive, being overly dominant in relation to
the residential properties on Lampmead Road and Lenham Road. Also the two
elements of the design - the church and residential blocks - do not connect, being
a clash of modern and pastiche traditional, which without the correct detailing and
materials could be poor quality.

4.12

Comments were also made in relation to an existing and increased pressure on
parking in local streets and they questioned the reality of the Travel Plan
measures proposed to alleviate this. No mention of environmentally sensitive
roofing in the current scheme.
Written Responses received from Statutory Agencies
English Heritage - Archaeology

4.13

English Heritage noted that the site is located within an area of High
Archaeological Importance as defined by borough policy. With the site consisting
of a late nineteenth century rebuild of the seventeenth century almshouses with a
school (A chapel was added to the site in 1680-3) English Heritage consider that
the two rear open areas of the current site hold the greatest potential for remains
to be present from this earlier period of development.

4.14

However, having considered the archaeological desk-based assessment report
submitted as part of the planning application they were satisfied with its
recommendation for approval subject to a condition to secure a programme of
archaeological work prior to commencement of development.
Transport for London

4.15

Transport for London (Tfl) noted that as the site fronted on to Lee High Road, part
of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN), any works along the TLRN
cannot occur without the prior approval of TfL in the form of a Section 278
agreement (Highways Act 1980). They also commented that the proposal as
outlined in the submitted TA to relocate a bus stop along Lee High Road could
only occur once TfL had considered and approved the scheme and contribution
for the work had been agreed via a S106 agreement.

4.16

TfL also commented that for the proposal to use Lee High Road (TLRN) as a drop
off zone for the church was not adequately detailed to demonstrate that the TLRN
access will operate safely, specifically in reference to traffic turning right into the
TLRN access.

4.17

In addition TfL expects that cycle parking, parking, blue badge parking, and
electric charge points will accord with London Plan (2011) standards and Revised
Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan. Cycle changing facilities should be
provided for church staff. Blue badge parking should be provided on the site for
blue badge holders (residential element and church). On street blue badge
parking should not be relied upon to meet London Plan (2011) standards for either
of the proposed uses. TfL is unable to provide its approval to this application until
such a time that matters pertaining to vehicle access and the bus stop is resolved.

4.18

Following the provision of further information and details from the applicant on
highways matters TfL and Lewisham Highways were consulted again, with TfL
providing the following additional comments;

4.19

They reiterated the need for the scheme to comply with London Plan standards for
cycle parking numbers, blue badge parking and electric vehicle charge points.
They continued to expressed concern regarding the proposed access on to Lee
High Road and with right turning traffic conflicting with the main flow of traffic,
which raises safety concerns. With regards to both the new access and relocation
of the bus stop TfL clarified that the onus is on the applicant to contact TfL to go
through the correct design and approval procedure.
Lewisham Design Panel

4.20

The DRP reviewed the application on the 16th December and members expressed
strong disappointment by the design and quality of the proposal indeed they
considered it to be one of the poorer schemes reviewed in the past 18 months.
The Panel find the scheme design to be fundamentally flawed, they consider the
shortcomings of the design irresolvable and recommend a fresh start.

4.21

A church with associated amenity is an important building which should be
celebrated and expressed in such a way and not have the appearance of a multiplex in an out of town retail park.
Ecology Manger

4.22

The Council’s Ecology Manager commented that although the submitted desk
study did not contained a comprehensive account of ecology data for the site,
given the location and nature of the development, Ecology had no objection.
However it was requested that should the application be recommended for
approval then conditions be attached to ensure that the recommendations of the
desk top study be implemented in full and living roofs be installed on the flat roof
sections of the development.
Highways and Transportation

4.23

Highways stated that the information submitted did not provide the level of detail
required to support the application and therefore requested further information.
The information requested included details in relation to church operations,
logistics of the undercroft parking, swept path analysis, quality and accuracy of
travel data and cumulative impacts from surrounding church sites.

4.24

The applicant has since provided further details, however Highways remain
concerned about the operation of the undercroft parking and the circulation of
vehicles within this space. There are also concerns about the level of detailed

information supplied in reference to the church activities and associated number
of visitors.
5.0

Policy Context
Introduction

5.1

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.

A local finance consideration means:

5.2

(a)

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

(b)

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

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’. The development plan for Lewisham comprises the Core Strategy, the
Development Management Local Plan, the Site Allocations Local Plan and the
Lewisham Town Centre Local Plan, and the London Plan. The NPPF does not
change the legal status of the development plan.
National Planning Policy Framework

5.3

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. As the NPPF is now more than 12 months old paragraph
215 comes into effect. This 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)’.

5.4

Officers have reviewed the Core Strategy for consistency with the NPPF and
consider there is no issue of significant conflict. As such, 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
5.5

The other relevant national guidance is:
Design
London Plan (July 2011)

5.6

The London Plan policies relevant to this application are:

5.7

Policy 1.1 Delivering the strategic
Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply

vision

and

objectives

for

London

Policy 3.4 Optimising housing potential
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing developments
Policy 3.8 Housing choice 42278
Policy 3.12 Negotiating affordable housing on individual private residential and
mixed use schemes
Policy 3.13 Affordable housing thresholds
Policy 3.16 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and construction
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs
Policy 5.12 Flood risk management
Policy 6.3 Assessing effects of development on transport capacity
Policy 6.9 Cycling
Policy 6.12 Road network capacity
Policy 6.13 Parking
Policy 7.1 Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities
Policy 7.3 Designing out crime
Policy 7.4 Local character
Policy 7.6 Architecture
Policy 7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality
Policy 8.3 Community infrastructure levy
Policy 8.4 Monitoring and review for London
London Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)
5.8

The London Plan SPG’s relevant to this application are:
Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (2004)
Housing (2012)
Sustainable Design and Construction (2006)
Core Strategy

5.9

The Core Strategy was adopted by the Council at its meeting on 29 June 2011.
The Core Strategy, together with the Site Allocations, the Lewisham Town Centre
Local Plan, the Development Management Local Plan and the London Plan is the
borough's statutory development plan. The following lists the relevant strategic

objectives, spatial policies and cross cutting policies from the Lewisham Core
Strategy as they relate to this application:
Core Strategy Policy 1 Housing provision, mix and affordability
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 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 19 Provision and maintenance of community and
recreational facilities
Development Management Local Plan
5.10

The Development Management Local Plan was adopted by the Council at its
meeting on 26 November 2014. The Development Management Local Plan,
together with the Site Allocations, the Lewisham Town Centre Local Plan, the Core
Strategy and the London Plan is the borough's statutory development plan. The
following lists the relevant strategic objectives, spatial policies and cross cutting
policies from the Development Management Local Plan as they relate to this
application:

5.11

The following policies are considered to be relevant to this application:
DM Policy 1
DM Policy 22
DM Policy 23
DM Policy 26
DM Policy 29
DM Policy 30
DM Policy 32
DM Policy 36

DM Policy 37

DM Policy 38
DM Policy 44

Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Sustainable design and construction
Air quality
Noise and vibration
Car parking
Urban design and local character
Housing design, layout and space standards
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
Non designated heritage assets including locally listed
buildings, areas of special local character and areas of
archaeological interest
Demolition or substantial harm to designated and nondesignated heritage assets
Places of worship

Residential Standards Supplementary Planning Document (August 2006)
5.12

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.
6.0

Planning Considerations

6.1

The main issues to be considered in respect of this application are:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
g)
h)
i)
k)

Principle of Development
Design, scale and massing
Housing
Highways and Traffic Issues
Noise
Impact on Adjoining Properties
Sustainability and Energy
Ecology and Landscaping
Planning Obligations

Principle of Development
6.2

The application site has been occupied by a place of worship and residential
dwellings for over 100 years. The proposal now seeks to redevelop the site with a
church building of greater capacity, involving the intensification of these historic
uses, and including the addition of a café and crèche provided by the proposed
church.

6.3

The London Plan highlights that London requires additional and enhanced social
infrastructure provision to meet the needs of its growing and diverse population.
Furthermore Lewisham’s Development Management Local Plan seeks to support
the growing demand for faith premises in the borough, whilst ensuring that any
new provision is appropriately located, designed, constructed and managed to
both benefit users and protect local neighbourhoods.

6.4

Development Management Local Plan (DMLP) policy DM 44, Places of worship,
also recognises that there is a need for places of worship in the borough.
However the policy also states that these uses should be provided in major and
district town centres where there is good accessibility to public transport and less
chance of the amenity of local residents being disturbed. In addition the sites
should be able to source an adequate level of parking for users, without
negatively impacting on local street parking or the accessibility of other local
services.

6.5

The policy requires all applications for places of worship to demonstrate that there
will be no detrimental effect on local amenity through noise, hours of operation or
any other environmental impacts. A travel plan should show that transport issues
can be mitigated and proposal should be delivered to the highest design
standards.

6.6

In relation to the proposed housing for the site DMLP policy DM 30, Housing
design, layout and space standards, states that the siting and layout of new-build
housing development will need to respond positively to the site specific
constraints and opportunities as well as to the existing and emerging context for
the site and surrounding area. In addition the Council expects all new residential
development to be attractive and neighbourly. Also it should provide a satisfactory

level of privacy, outlook and natural lighting both for its future residents and its
neighbours and meet the functional requirements of future residents.
6.7

The site has an area of 2187m2 which has until recently accommodated both
residential dwellings and a place of worship. Although not within a major or district
centre it is immediately adjacent to the Lee Green District Centre boundary and
the site faces onto a red route with access to local buses services. Given the size
of the site it is considered that in principle a church premises with an element of
residential development could be accomodated. However this will be subject to
high quality design, appropriate scale, massing and siting of the buildings along
with the provision of adequate parking, amenity space, landscaping, access into
and on the site, and a satisfactory relationship to neighbouring properties.

6.8

Furthermore the impact of the proposal on the local and historic character of the
site and adjacent conservation area needs to be assessed.
Design, scale and massing

6.9

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets the planning policy
framework from which regional and local policy must follow and within the NPPF is
a set of 12 core land-use planning principles that should underpin both planmaking and decision-taking. One of these principles states that planning should
always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all
existing and future occupants of land and buildings.

6.10

Further within the document, in Section 7, Requiring good design, it is clearly set
out that the Government attaches great importance to the design quality of the
built environment. The policy framework recognises that good design is a key
aspect of sustainable development, It is indivisible from good planning, and
should contribute positively to making places better for people. 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. The NPPF states that local and neighbourhood plans
should develop robust and comprehensive policies in relation to design and that
planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that developments respond
to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and
materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation. They
should also be visually attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate
landscaping.

6.11

The London Plan also places a great importance on design and local character
and within Policy 7.4, Local Character, it states that development should have
regard to the form, function, and structure of an area, place or street and the
scale, mass and orientation of surrounding buildings. Policy 7.6, Architecture,
reinforces the emphasise on good design and continues that architecture should
make a positive contribution to a coherent public realm, streetscape and wider
cityscape. It should incorporate the highest quality materials and design
appropriate to its context.

6.12

In accordance with national and regional policy the Lewisham Core Strategy and
Development Management Local Plan also sets out policies to ensure design is a
fundamental considerations in all planning decisions. Core Strategy policy 15,
High quality design for Lewisham seeks that for all development, the Council will

ensure the highest quality design and the protection or enhancement of the
historic and natural environment, which is sustainable, accessible to all, optimises
the potential of sites and is sensitive to the local context and responds to local
character. In more detail to these strategic policies is DMLP policy 30, Urban
design and local character, which as well as requiring all development proposals
to attain a high standard of design, states that planning applications should
demonstrate how the development achieves a site specific design response.
6.13

The design of the proposed residential block and place of worship is assessed in
further detail in the sections below.
Apartments

6.14

The residential block is arranged over two and three storeys and as a single
block wraps around the south east corner of Lampmead Road and Lee High
Road. The justification for the height is explained as the two storey element
reflecting the domestic scale of the properties on Lampmead Road and the three
storey element responding to the Victorian Villas on the opposite side of Lee High
Road.

6.15

The residential development provides a maximum ridge height of 10.7m with the
highest element of the block being on the corner of Lampmead Road and Lee
High Road and along the frontage of Lee High Road. The justification for the
distribution of height is considered acceptable as it concentrates the height of the
residential units away from the two storey residential units on Lampmead Road.

6.16

The layout of the residential block within the site provides it with a set back from
the back of pavement line along Lampmead Road and Lee High Road. This
allows the existing building line along Lampmead Road to be followed by the
proposed residential block. However on Lee High Road the apartment block sits
back from the building line set by the properties to the south of the site on Lee
High Road, although forward of the proposed church building to the north.

6.17

By stepping the residential block forward from the church building line on Lee
High Road this creates an awkward corner adjacent to the set back auditorium
which the proposal attempts to resolve by the inclusion of recessed balconies at
the upper floors.

6.18

The architectural style of the residential block has sought to take its reference
from the local domestic character with its use of Victorian style facades, pitched
roofs and window and door designs typical of the local area. Furthermore the
scheme proposes to use London brick, render and stone detailing to reflect the
materials used in surrounding buildings.

6.19

The application states that by incorporating features and materials used on
surrounding building this provides a residential development that reflects the
vernacular of the local architecture and upholding the principles of DMLP policies
30 and 32. However having reviewed the design, it is the consideration of officers
that the contextual form and design of the residential block is inappropriate for the
setting and does not create a positive relationship to the existing townscape as
required by DM 31. Although the design has sought to extract elements of the
architectural character seen on surrounding properties, these are purpose built
houses and the features do not comfortably translate to the proposed block.

6.20

The use of bay windows, chimney pots and decorative lintels and cills creates a
pastiche design which is not skilfully handled. The block misses the symmetrical
simplicity and pleasing proportions of the historic buildings. Canted bay windows
are randomly applied at ground floor level and look particularly out of place at the
three storey corner element, while other features, such as the undercroft to the
parking and the balconies, are incongruous to the style of the building and
highlight the superficiality of the design approach.

6.21

The inclusion of traditional features on a modern block has created an
appearance that is of poor quality and not complementary to the surrounding
area. Furthermore the scale and massing of the residential block is cumbersome
with the three storey block awkwardly turning the corner and then abutting the two
storey dwellings which includes an undercroft entrance to the car park used by
church users.

6.22

This ill-considered corner creates a void with a dominant roof above supported by
a column with a pitched capping stone, which is entirely inappropriate for a faux
Victorian building or indeed any building with such visual prominence. In addition
the creation of an undercroft with Juliette balcony above also jars, being
juxtaposed with the more traditional features.

6.23

The residential building has a very different character to the church building but
does not sit comfortably either in the context of the existing streets or alongside
the proposed church. The proposal is on a prominent site with a significant
frontage to Lee High Road adjacent to a conservation area. The use of a number
of period features have been used to give the appearance of a Georgian/Victorian
building but the composition is confused and the proposal is considered to be
incongruous to the local context, poorly designed and not of the high quality
design necessary and required by planning policy.

6.24

There are many areas of the plans and elevations which remain unresolved and
the siting of the two uses is uncomfortable and awkward in design terms. The
architectural styles of the proposed buildings are eclectic and visually jar, creating
an incohesive piece of streetscape along the prominent Lee High Road. The
proposal is considered to be contrary to national, regional and local policy and
therefore on matters of design the scheme can not be supported.
Church Building

6.25

The proposed place of worship building is located in the north part of the site,
adjacent to the Lee New Testament Church. The building has a footprint of
approximately 860sqm and is a part two storey, part three storey building with
basement level car parking. The building is two storeys adjacent to the residential
block before increasing to three storeys adjacent to the neighbouring church, with
a maximum above ground level height of 11m.

6.26

The design and access statement explains that the scale and massing of the
design reflects the proposed use of the facility and the need for the church to
expand. It also details that the design of the auditorium (two-storey element of
church building) in particular has taken into account the scale of adjacent
buildings. The height to the eaves is reduced to 7.2m adjacent to the small
residential properties on Lampmead Road.

6.27

The building faces on to Lee High Road although has a set back from the back of
pavement of between 6m and 8m, which provides an area of hard and soft
landscaping to act as a buffer and spill out area for the café. There is also a
vehicle access off Lee High Road to the front of the building which provides
access for a disabled parking bay and minibus.

6.28

The design principles as set out in the application supporting documentation
describe that as well as creating a welcoming building for the local community and
a place for social cohesion the concept was to produce a design that is both
practical and aesthetically pleasing.

6.29

Having considered the proposal in light of planning policy and guidance and within
the context of the site, officers do not consider that the design of the church
building, its scale and massing can be supported or that it represents the high
quality of design the Council expects for all developments. The application has not
supplied the detail on the plans necessary to ascertain that the fabric of the
proposed buildings would be of a high quality, however from what is submitted the
scheme fails to project the design quality necessary for this site.

6.30

A church is an important building which should command presence in the
streetscape. The proposed Church building sits uncomfortably on the site with the
main auditorium space having less presence and dominance on the street than
the other proposed uses of lesser civic importance. In specific regard to the
design of the building, it is the consideration of officers that the church building
has no architectural merit and offers little to its context. Only the signage indicates
a church use, without which the building has the appearance of an out of town
sports centre or warehouse.

6.31

The applicant has responded to these comments stating that they are subjective
and also that although the building will act as a place of worship it will be an
everyday community facility and therefore the building should appear welcoming
and one that could be used by all. In addition the applicant highlighted Section 7
of the NPPF, which includes the statements that design policies should avoid
unnecessary prescription or detail and that planning policies and decisions should
not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and not stifle
innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to
conform to certain development forms or styles.

6.32

Whilst the Council are not seeking to impose a specific architectural design code
for the building there is the expectation of high quality design and use of materials
and this has been the consistent message since 2011. In a letter from the Council
in 2011 in response to a previous design iteration it stated that the design failed to
inspire or lift the spirits in any way, hence the comparison to shopping or
conference centre. It is considered that this evaluation of the current design is still
applicable. However to ensure that the assessment of the design is not subjective
but grounded in design principle the application was also reviewed in December
2014 by the Lewisham Design Review Panel (DRP). The DRP is an independent
panel which reviews significant development proposals and provides design and
planning critique and comments.

6.33

The NPPF states that local planning authorities should have local design review
arrangements in place to provide assessment and support to ensure high
standards of design. The assessment from the Lewisham DRP of the proposal

was that the scheme was of a poor quality design, being of an inappropriate scale
and massing in the context of the site. The design of the two buildings was
considered to have no architectural link and individually the blocks offered a very
poor quality in such a prominent location. They advised that the scheme was not
capable of modifications to make it acceptable but that a fundamental redesign
would be required in order to reassess an appropriate form of development for the
site.
6.34

Although certain aspects of the church building design have sought to comply with
policy, with a predominantly glazed frontage to offer visual link and social
interaction, the overall design of the building is overly bulky and considered to be
inappropriate for the use and site. The use of different bands of materials for each
level although seeking to provide texture and visual interest to the building is not
considered to provide an appropriate finish to what will otherwise be blank
elevations. Lee High Road is a major route through the east of the Borough and
render will over time become tainted by the pollution from passing traffic.
Furthermore the longevity of timber as a suitable material is questionable as
depending on quality can become dated and again tarnish in a relatively short
period of time, which for a building seeking to provide a long term facility is not
appropriate

6.35

The scale of the building also dominates the site and is disproportionate to
adjacent buildings. The typology of surrounding sites retains a degree of space to
the rear of the buildings, to provide separation between the plots. Although the
existing church and adjacent New Testament Church do extend the full depth of
their plots the sites to ether side have a lower density of development. This
proposal would see the majority of the site occupied by buildings, which will
inevitable impact on the surrounding sites.

6.36

To the rear of the church building the site adjoins the side boundary of 2
Lampmead Road and although the existing church adjoins this boundary the
proposal will see an extension of built form along this boundary and an overall
increase in height. The existing church, although at its ridge is approximately 14m,
greater than the maximum height of the proposed church at just under 11m, is a
pitched roof and the height of the roof is graduated. The massing and scale of the
proposed church will also impact on the adjacent church as it will reduce light to
the side windows with the introduction of built form along the full depth of this
boundary.

6.37

In respect of the proposed residential units, these are located between 1m and
6.5m from the proposed church building. This will provide a significant sense of
enclosure for the proposed rear amenity space for the dwellings and a poor
quality outlook for the proposed dwellings, especially the houses which will be
positioned only 4m from the side wall of the proposed church. It is therefore
considered that the scale and proximity of the church to the residential building
will result in an overbearing impact to the detriment of the future occupiers of the
residential units.

6.38

Overall the scale and massing of the development is considered disproportionate
to the size of the site and inappropriate in the context of the wider area. Although
the design and access statement claims a successful, well thought-out design
solution has been produced, this is not the opinion of Planning and Urban Design

officers. The development seeks to maximise the use of the land available,
however this would result in a cramped and overdeveloped scheme.
6.39

Furthermore the design and appearance of the proposed buildings fails to
capitalise on the opportunity to positively contribute to the character of the area
and create a development that, in such a prominent position, leads the way in
high quality design. In paragraph 63 of the NPPF it advises that in determining
applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs
which help raise the standard of design more generally in the area.

6.40

The proposal is considered to detract from the character and rather than offer
innovative design seeks to amalgamate a number of features from locally, more
historic buildings for the new residential block and to use more contemporary and
commercial architecture for the church building. This has resulted in a scheme
that appears confused in its design ethos and with two buildings that individually
fail to demonstrate high quality and together produce a streetscene that is
incongorous and unrelated to the wider area.

6.41

Therefore in accordance with the policy advice of the NPPF in paragraph 64
planning permission should be refused for the development as it is considered to
be of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the
character and quality of an area and the way it functions.
Housing
a) Size and Tenure of Residential Accommodation

6.42

The proposal is for nine private two bedroom units with the residential size and
mix shown below in Table 1.
Table [1]: Residential Tenure Size and Mix*
2 Bed, 3
person

2 Bed, 4
person

Total

Private
House

2

0

2

Private
Flat

2(1)

5

7 (1)

*Wheelchair accessible units shown in ( )

6.43

Although the plans include that there are 3, three person apartments, one of these
does have two double bedrooms in terms of size standards. However as the
overall floorspace of the apartment is below that considered sufficient for a 2
bedroom, 4 person apartment, the second bedroom has been listed as a single
bedroom.

6.44

As the number of units is below 10 all units are proposed as private dwelling,
however they have include one unit as a wheelchair accessible and adaptable unit
as required by policy.
b) Standard of Residential Accommodation

6.45

To assess the standard of accommodation proposed DM Policy 32, Housing
design, layout and space standards Siting and layout of development, sets out
what is required and reflects the standards as set out in the London Planning
Housing Supporting Planning Guidance.

6.46

The policy and SPG set out the required GIA for residential dwellings of different
tenures, as well as floor to ceiling heights and room sizes. The design and access
statement specifies that the internal layout of the scheme has been carefully
considered and designed to meet the requires of the SPG and local policy as well
as lifetime homes and in relation to the proposed wheelchair standards of the
South East London Housing Partnership.

6.47

The plans submitted with the application demonstrate almost complete
compliance with the dimensions as set out in the policy and SPG. All apartments
accept the one mentioned in paragraph 6.43 exceed the required GIA, with all
rooms complying or exceeding the minimum floor area, in addition all floor to
ceiling heights also show full compliance with the policy. Although the proposed
two houses do not meet the GIA standard this is because the minimum standard
for houses is set at 2 bedroom four person dwellings, and the proposed are three
person dwellings. However the proposed room sizes all meet or exceed the
standards as set out in the London Plan and the layout of the houses is
considered to be appropriately designed with adequate space for circulation and
storage and as such considered acceptable.

6.48

The proposed wheelchair unit also shows compliance with SELHP guidance with
increased GIA, room sizes and circulation space throughout showing an
understanding of the requirements.

6.49

In addition to dimensions the Council policy also seeks that all new residential
development be attractive and neighbourly, provide a satisfactory level of privacy,
outlook and natural lighting both for its future residents and its neighbours and
meet the functional requirements of future residents. The policy also sets out that
as well as developments meeting the required GIA and room sizes that dwellings
are designed with an acceptable shape and layout of rooms, with main habitable
rooms receiving direct sunlight and daylight, and adequate privacy.

6.50

All nine units proposed are dual aspect, with living rooms/kitchens located at the
south or with east/west windows as well as north. Whilst some of the dwellings
have slightly angled walls, overall it is considered that the layout of the units and
rooms is practical and designed with the future residents in mind.

6.51

In relation to the impact of the proposed residential block on surrounding
properties it is considered that the impact will be acceptable. The residential block
has been set back along Lampmead Road so as to continue the building line and
this not only creates a buffer for the residential properties it also ensures the
privacy distances between properties on either side of Lampmead Road are
consistent. Furthermore the proposed dwelling to the west of the site, House 04,
which is adjacent to no. 2 Lampmead Road has been designed to minimise any
loss of amenity to the occupiers of no. 2 Lampmead Road. House 04 is a two
storey dwelling with no side windows, this would ensure that the property is not
overbearing or detrimental to privacy. In addition House 04 is set away from the
side boundary ensuring a distance of 4.8m between the two properties.

6.52

The design and access statement states that the scheme’s overall arrangement
has also been informed by the desire to create pleasant new homes, as well as
maintaining the privacy and quality of life for existing residents in the area. This
has been achieved by setting the residential block back from Lampmead and Lee
High Road to offer maximum privacy to existing and future residents. Whilst the
residential element has considered the surrounding residential properties it is
considered that the proximity to the proposed church building has the potential be
overbearing and result in low quality outlook.

6.53

Whilst the overall design of the residential block and its proximity to the church
buildings is not supported it is acknowledged that the internal arrangements and
siting of the block have considered the existing occupiers of the Lampmead Road
properties and future occupiers of the proposed units.
Highways and Traffic Issues
a) Access

6.54

The current vehicle access is one way, with access passing in front of the church
building, with the entrance on Lampmead Road and exit on to Lee High Road.
The proposal seeks to relocate and reconfigure the site access points, with two
new access points proposed, which do not connect to each other. The access to
be created off Lampmead Road will be immediately opposite no. 1 Lampmead
Road and will go through an undercroft in the residential block and provide access
into the basement parking below the proposed church. On Lee High Road there is
to be a vehicle access to the front of the proposed church building, which will
provide access for a disabled parking space and minibus parking.

6.55

Pedestrian access to the church is located to the front of site on Lee High Road
and is combined with the vehicle access. There is also access at the back of the
church building from Lampmead Road, which also provides access to the refuse
storage areae. The access to the residential units is from both Lee High Road and
Lampmead Road, with all ground floor units having individual entrances and the
apartments on the upper floors having communal access from Lampmead Road.

6.56

Wider access to the site will not alter significantly with this proposal, although it is
proposed to relocate a bus stop it is within close proximity of the existing position
and therefore the accessibility of the site will not change. The site is within PTAL
zone 3 and is approximately 1 mile from Hither Green Train Station with access in
to central London or out towards Kent.
b) Servicing

6.57

The application did not include details of servicing, although details of the refuse
storage location are included, no further details have been supplied. However had
the application been acceptable in all other respects, these details could have be
obtained and approved via condition.
c) Cycle Parking

6.58

The application forms details a proposal for 20 bicycle parking spaces, however
the transport plan only states there will only be 18 spaces, which is reflected on
the proposed site layout plan. The layout plans shows 9 stands, 4 to the front of
the church and 5 to the south west side of the houses, assuming they are

Sheffield stands this would only provide 18 spaces. The Transport Statement
states that there will be ten spaces for the residential units and 8 for the church.
6.59

The Draft Further Alterations (2014) to the London Plan, to be adopted in 2015
seeks a greater number of car parking spaces across all uses and therefore the
proposed number of spaces falls short of this standard. Furthermore the proposed
location and type of cycle storage proposed is considered to raise crime and
safety concerns as the storage to the side of the houses would have limited
natural surveillance and limited security measures.

6.60

It is however considered that had the development been acceptable in all other
respects then the cycle parking numbers and storage type could be satisfactory
addressed by condition.
d) Car Parking

6.61

The application sets out that other than an on street disabled parking bay there
will be no residential car parking provided as part of the scheme and that future
occupiers seeking to park must do so on surrounding streets. The on street
parking bay is proposed adjacent to the wheelchair adaptable unit on Lampmead
Road and this would require formal approval from Lewisham Highways if it were to
be implemented. Car parking for the church will mainly be at basement level, with
28 spaces provided. It is also proposed to provide one disabled parking bay and
space for a minibus to the front of the church building.

6.62

Access to the basement level parking is from Lampmead Road, through the
undercroft in the residential block. A ramp leads down from this access to the
basement level, however at the bottom of the ramp, at the entrance in to the car
park there is a pinch point. The access width is restricted which requires cars to
wait and give way to pass each other as there is not sufficient space for two
vehicles to pass each other. The information to support this explains that passing
cars will be infrequent and that the church will use traffic marshals to manage
parking and traffic flow during high attendance events. However in the case that
two vehicles did seek to pass it could equally require cars to reverse to make
space. A car park layout that has such a feature designed in and requires reverse
movements can not be supported and the Council would require that were the car
parking to be acceptable it would require redesign to avoid the pinch point at the
entrance to allow cars to pass safety with mangement.

6.63

There is also concern over the demarcation of the car park, particularly spaces 1
and 2, which if the car park was full would need to reverse out of the car park as
there is not sufficient space to turn. The car park layout is considered overall to be
poorly designed being too cramped and not able to demonstrate safe movements
by all vehicles in forward gear.

6.64

The minibus and wheelchair accessible parking is provided directly in front of the
church accessed off Lee High Road. However the swept path analysis
demonstrates that for vehicles to leave the site in forward gear the area outside
the café labelled as 'café overflow' will be required for vehicle turning. Whilst the
additional information provided by the applicant states that this area will be kept
clear and out of use by the café during busy periods, this again assumes on-going
active management of a situation which could be designed out if the site layout
was not so restricted.

6.65

The Transport Statement and Travel Plan set out how visitors to the site will be
encouraged to car share or use public transport to reduce demand for car parking
spaces in the local area. The data provided on travel behaviours of the
congregation is from 2011, which the Transport Statement claims should not have
significantly changed.

6.66

The survey data from 2011 shows that on the day of the survey, 81% of the
congregation, which was 337, used cars to access to the site, with an average of
2.55 people per car. The new church building will be able to hold over 600
attendees, although information supplied states that the congregation will be
between 500-600. If we assume a congregation of 550 with 81% in cars and 2.55
people per car, the number of cars seeking to park on or near the site will be
approximately 174. With a total of 29 spaces provided this leaves 145 cars
parking on the surrounding streets, compared with 107 from 2011.

6.67

Many of the objections received commented on the impact currently experienced
on residential streets surrounding the church site as a result of car parking
demand on a Sunday. With the proposal to increase the size of the church this
pressure can be expected to increase. Whilst the Travel Plan endeavours to
encourage the congregation to restrict car parking demand in the area, the scale
of the application inevitably means that the demand will increase, to the detriment
of local residents.
f) Refuse

6.68

Refuse storage is proposed in the south west part of the site, adjacent to the
boundary with 2 Lampmead road. Although full details have not be submitted with
the application, had the development be acceptable in all other respects then the
refuse storage location and collection strategy could be satisfactory addressed by
condition.
Noise

6.69

Several of the objections received make reference to the potential noise impacts
from the proposed church building and increased comings and goings to the site.
The application was accompanied by an acoustic report that included data
regarding background noise levels and mitigation measures for the new
development.

6.70

It is however considered that as a new building, the church building could be built
to a standard of adequate insulation to avoid noise breakout and disturbance to
surrounding properties from activities within the building. Furthermore the
residential units could also be built with noise insulation to protect residents from
excessive noise from the proposed church and also from traffic on Lee High Road.

6.71

The noise to surrounding sites resulting from the church may be able to be
managed through adequate insulation, however the impacts from increased
comings and goings to the site, although not fully understood as exact numbers of
visitors are not known, can be expected to increase. As the proposal will intensify
the use of the site it is inevitable that this will result in further on site activity and
the potential to result in increased numbers of vehicle movements.
Impact on Adjoining Properties

6.72

DM Policy 44 states that all applications for places of worship will be required to
demonstrate that there will be no detrimental effect on local amenity through
noise, hours of operation or any other environmental impacts. DM 32 states that in
relation to housing design, new developments should provide a satisfactory level
of privacy, outlook and natural lighting both for its future residents and its
neighbours.

6.73

The proposed scale of the church building and proximity to surrounding properties
is considered to result in a development which is overbearing and unneighbourly.
As shown on the VSC study within the Daylighting Report, as a result of the
development there will be a significant loss in current light levels to 2 Lampmead
Road. The survey claims that as existing light levels are unknown it is not possible
to fully appreciate the harm. However the current site does not have such
significant levels of built form and around the side of number 2 Lampmead Road
is predominantly open and as such the light levels can be expected to be
significantly higher currently. Although officers acknowledge that the
redevelopment of this site will bring forward a higher intensity of development on
site, it is considered the layout and massing could be designed so as to minimise
harm.

6.74

The proposed increase in size of the church building and operations will see an
increase in activity on site and comings and goings to the site. Although the full
enxtent of the church operations is not known as yet, with figures of visitors based
on predictions rather than capacity, it can be seen that the number of people
visiting the site will increase. Whilst the design has sought to incorporate parking
on site to minimise the levels of additional on-street car parking demand, the
expected congregation numbers on Sundays will still see a notable increase in
parking demand which cannot be absorbed within the site and will therefore
increase demand on surrounding streets.

6.75

Overall the impact on adjoining properties is considered to be significant due to
the intensification of the use on site and also the scale of the development
proposed. While it is considered the site could accommodate a redevelopment for
a new church in addition to an element of residential development, the scale and
site layout have not fully considered the impacts on surrounding properties and
highway network and as such it is considered detrimental to occupiers of adjoining
properties.
Impacts on Heritage Assets

6.76

The submitted Heritage Statement concludes that the impact on the setting of the
conservation area as a result of the development will be neither substantial nor
less than substantial. It does recognise however that in relation to the almhouse
and already lost almshouses, as locally listed buildings the impact is substantial
as they will be lost. However the statement highlights that policy allows that such
substantial harm can be outweighed by substantial public benefits, which this
proposal would bring through enhanced facilities for worship and facilities to
benefit the wider community.

6.77

Officers have considered the proposal and consider that with the demolition of the
almshouses, a heritage asset of cultural significance to the borough has been lost.
The proposed development will not mitigate this loss by development in its in
place that would be of equally good quality with the potential of perhaps in the

future to gain cultural significance to the borough. The proposed development as
outlined in the sections above is considered to have a harmful effect on the area
due to the scale and design.
6.78

Whilst public benefits will no doubt derive from a new enlarged church building
and community facilities they are not considered to be substantial enough to
outweigh the harm caused to the borough by the loss of an undesignated
heritage asset and harm to the townscape quality. For this reason, officers do not
consider that the design of the proposal contributes to the character of the
adjacent conservation area or wider area as a whole.
Sustainability and Energy

6.79

Core Strategy Policy 7, Climate change and adapting to the effects states that the
Council will adopt a partnership approach to implement the principles of
‘avoidance, mitigation and adaptation’ to reduce Lewisham’s CO2 emissions. This
will be achieved by applying the London Plan policies relevant to climate change
including those related to sustainable design and construction, decentralised
energy works, renewable energy, urban greening, and living roofs and walls.
a) Renewable Energy

6.80

The application proposed to install PV panels and reduce its carbon emissions,
with the church building seeking a BREEAM rating of excellence. The installation
of the PV panels and BREEAM rating can be secured via condition.
b) Living Roofs

6.81

The application does not propose living roofs and had the proposal been
acceptable in other respects this is a matter which the Council would have sought
to address through application discussion and negotiation.
Planning Obligations

6.82

6.83

The National Planning Policy Framework (NFFP) 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 NFFP 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

Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations (April 2010)
puts the above three tests on a statutory basis.

6.84

The applicant has provided a planning obligations statement outlining the
obligations that they consider are necessary to mitigate the impacts of the
development. These would be site specific only and that the SPD calculator
would not be applicable.

6.85

The application states that these obligations would be discussed as part of the
application, however officers do not consider that the obligations could mitigate
the impact of the development and make it acceptable in planning terms and
overcome the reasons for refusal.

7.0

Local Finance Considerations

7.1

Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), a
local finance consideration means:
(a)
(b)

a grant or other financial assistance that has been, or will or could be,
provided to a relevant authority by a Minister of the Crown; or
sums that a relevant authority has received, or will or could receive, in
payment of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

7.2

The weight to be attached to a local finance consideration remains a matter for
the decision maker.

7.3

The Mayor of London's CIL is therefore a material consideration. CIL is payable
on this application and the applicant has completed the relevant form.

8.0

Community Infrastructure Levy

8.1

The above development is CIL liable.

9.0

Equalities Considerations

9.1

The Equality Act 2010 (the Act) introduced a new public sector equality duty (the
equality duty or the duty). It covers the following nine protected characteristics:
age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy
and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.

9.2

In summary, the Council must, in the exercise of its function, have due regard to
the need to:

9.3

(a)

eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other
conduct prohibited by the Act;

(b)

advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected
characteristic and those who do not;

(c)

Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic
and persons who do not share it.

The duty continues to be a “have regard duty”, and the weight to be attached to it
is a matter for the decision maker, bearing in mind the issues of relevance and
proportionality. It is not an absolute requirement to eliminate unlawful
discrimination, advance equality of opportunity or foster good relations.

9.4

The Equality and Human Rights Commission has recently issued Technical
Guidance on the Public Sector Equality Duty and statutory guidance entitled
“Equality Act 2010 Services, Public Functions & Associations Statutory Code of
Practice”. The Council must have regard to the statutory code in so far as it
relates to the duty and attention is drawn to Chapter 11 which deals particularly
with the equality duty. The Technical Guidance also covers what public authorities
should do to meet the duty. This includes steps that are legally required, as well
as recommended actions. The guidance does not have statutory force but
nonetheless regard should be had to it, as failure to do so without compelling
reason would be of evidential value. The statutory code and the technical
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/legal-andguidance can be found at:
policy/equality-act/equality-act-codes-of-practice-and-technical-guidance/

9.5

The Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) has previously issued five
guides for public authorities in England giving advice on the equality duty:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The essential guide to the public sector equality duty
Meeting the equality duty in policy and decision-making
Engagement and the equality duty
Equality objectives and the equality duty
Equality information and the equality duty

9.6

The essential guide provides an overview of the equality duty requirements
including the general equality duty, the specific duties and who they apply to. It
covers what public authorities should do to meet the duty including steps that are
legally required, as well as recommended actions. The other four documents
provide more detailed guidance on key areas and advice on good practice.
Further
information
and
resources
are
available
at:
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/advice-and-guidance/public-sector-equalityduty/guidance-on-the-equality-duty/

9.7

The matters of the application are such that the applicant is a religious
organisation and therefore there is potential for an impact on equality. However,
the recommendation made relates wholly to the impact of the proposal on
heritage assets and planning considerations as set out in this report. The benefits
that would arise from the proposal to the community have been carefully
considered and weighed against the substantial harm that would be caused to the
heritage asset, as required by national policy.

10.0

Conclusion

10.1

This application has been considered in the light of policies set out in the
development plan and other material considerations.

10.2

The NPPF, London Plan, Lewisham Core Strategy and Development
Management Local Plan all place a great emphasis on the importance of design.
DM Policy 44 states that applications for places of worship must be delivered to
the highest design standards. Officers consider that the application has failed to
demonstrate that the design of the buildings proposed both individually and
collectively would be of the highest deisgn standards in this prominent location.

10.3

Furthermore the scale of development is such that it would dominate the site and
be overbearing to adjoining sites, to the detriment to the amenities that residents
currently enjoy.

10.4

The Council seeks to support churches and the important role they place in
providing important community facilities. The Emmanuel Pentecoastal Church
clearly seeks to play an increasing role in supporting the community as well as
accomodating a growing community. However the scale of the development
required to support the congregation has lead to development which due to its
scale, massing and design will be detrimental to the character of the area and
amenity of surrounding residential properties. It is therefore considered that the
application has not demonstrated that the site can satisfactorily support the scale
of the proposal.

10.5

Officers voiced concerns with the scheme prior to submission and during the
application and this concern has not be addressed by the application. The scale of
the scheme is considered to great for the size of the site, the massing overbearing
and imposing onto adjoining sites and the design of a poor quality which neither
enhances the appearance of the site nor the wider area.

10.6

The design of the scheme requires a fundamental redesign without which this
proposal can not be supported by officers.

11.0

RECOMMENDATION

11.1

Refuse Permission for the following reasons : (1)

The proposed basement level car parking would result in a conflict of traffic
flow at the entrance to the car park due to the poor quality and cramped
layout of the car park entrance and demarcated bays resulting in a highway
safety risk to users and as such is contrary to policy 14 of Lewisham Core
Strategy and DM 29 of the Development Mangement Local Plan 2014.

(2)

The proposed development by reason of its poor design and excessive
scale and massing would fail to provide buildings of satisfactory
architectural and townscape quality in this prominent position and fails to
justify the amount of development proposed on the site. The conflicting
architectural styles results in an incoherent and incongruous form of
development, detrimental to the existing townscape and adjacent
conservation area contrary to policies 15 and 16 of the Lewisham Core
Strategy and DM 30, 32, 36 and 44 of the Development Mangement Local
Plan 2014.

(3)

The proposed Place of Worship building, by reason of its scale, bulk, mass
and poor quality detailing, would appear incongruous and excessively
dominant and would appear of poor quality, overly prominent in the
streetscene and harmful to the character of the area contrary to Section 7
of the NPPF, Policies 15 and 16 of the Core Strategy (2011) and Policies
DM 30 and DM 36 of the Development Management Local Plan (2014) and
Policy 7.6 of the London Plan (2011).

(4)

The proposed Place of Worship development, by reason of the building's
scale, bulk and mass would result in loss of amenity to neighbouring
properties on Lampmead Road by reason of overbearing impact, loss of

outlook, light and privacy and increased sense of enclosure and activity,
would be contrary to policies DM 30 and DM 44 of the Development
Mangement Local Plan 2014.
(5)

The proposed residential development, by reason of the design and
massing results in a dominant and visually intrusive form of development
being of poor design quality which has failed to demonstrate a coherent
relationship to the surrounding area to the detriment of the surrounding
townscape and adjacent Lee Manor Conservation area contrary to policies
15 and 16 of the Lewisham Core Strategy 2011 and DM 30, 32 and 36 of
the Development Mangement Local Plan 2014.

INFORMATIVES
(1)

The Council engages with all applicants in a positive and proactive way
through specific pre-application enquiries and the detailed advice available
on the Council’s website. On this particular application, pre-application
advice was sought and advice was given regarding the proposal being
unacceptable. These discussions involved the Council planning and design
officers and concerns over the design and massing in relation to the size of
the site and context within the wider area. The planning application was
subsequently submitted and as limited changes had been made by the
applicant to address the concerns raised at pre-application stage it was
considered that further discussions during the life of the application could
not resolve the outstanding concerns.

