Pre-Submission Publication Representation Form

s
Lambeth

Name of the document (DPD) to which this
representation relates:

Please return to: localplan@lambeth.gov.uk

Ref:

R0O78

(for official use only)

Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission
Version January 2020 (DRLLP PSV Jan 2020) and associated
Proposed Changes to the Policies Map January 2020 (PCPM
Jan 2020)

or by post: Planning Policy Team, London Borough of Lambeth, PO Box 734 Winchester SO23 5DG

by 11pm on 13 March 2020.

Please read the Guidance Note and Privacy Notice attached to this form before completing
the representation form or submitting your comments

This form has two parts -

Part A — Personal details (please see applicable privacy notices in Section 5 of the guidance note)
Part B — Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each part of the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 or
associated PCPM Jan 2020 you wish to make a representation about.

Part A
1. Personal details*
* If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title,

Name and Organisation boxes below but complete the
full contactdetails of the agent in 2.

2. Agent’s details (if applicable)

Title I M({

| L Me ]

First name l EAUL

| Aian |

Last name ‘—TH FELWELL

|| HaNNIEY ]

Job title' I

| [ Prannme  Gonsul TANT ]

Organisatfon’l CAPDICK. li’gzg,dem Q}J‘Z'_sl | Union & PLasniNe l

Address | | L 30 StamFoRd STREET]
| | [ Soutd BNk |
I | [ Lowpon |
| | | |
Postcode | | |_SFiI 9L4 |
Telephone | | [ 0ZCF 117 aﬁli- B
Email"

+ where relevant

| [ _alan.han n‘x,:;/@un‘caﬂk-'dalvuk




Pre-Submission Publication Representation Form

Part B — please use a separate sheet for each representation

Policies Map

Paragraph no Policy no

4.Do you consider the part of the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 or associated PCPM an 2020 that youdentifid in Q31s:

(please tick)

4.1 Legally compliant Yes \/ No
4.2 Sound» Yes No \/

4.3 Complies with the Yes No
Duty to co-operate

" The considerations in relation to being ‘sound’ are explained in the notes at the back of this form. If

you have ticked ‘No’ to 4.2, please continue to Q5. Otherwise please go to Q6.

5. Do you consider the part of the DR
unsound becauseitisnot:
(please tick}

5.1 Positively prepared

0 or associated PCPM Jan 2020 that you identified in Q3 is

5.2 Justified

5.3 Effective

5.4 Consistent with national policy IZ]

(Please tick only one option..A separate form should be used if you wish to.raise more than one concern.)

) or associated PCPM Jan 2020
) hth 10

Prease see  awr  WeiTreEn KEPRESERNTATIONS |

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached)




Pre-Submission Publication Representation Form

Piepse see our  Wr7TEN  RerreseNTATI0NS

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached,

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support / justify your representation and your suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations based on the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she
identifies for examination.

8. If your representatlon lS seeklng a change to the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 or assouated PCPM Jan 2020 do you
consnder it necessary to' partncnpate at the oral part ofhe exammahon’ ‘ . .

examination oral examination

No 1 do not wish to participate at the oral \/ Yes | do wish to participate at the

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing sessions(s), you may be asked at
d later point to confirm your request to participate.

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s} will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by way of written
representations.

9 if you ’WISh to | artncnpate at the oral part of the exam’matlon 'please outl'ne‘ vhy you

consider this to be
necessary : .. .

b\)r/ WisSH To  Discuss THK aaud IN_ THE cmﬂzxgg PEFLECTED
el
g F H(}u <$ HNCz DEL‘UER)/ AND {ri (if requ%_’,dEC(ggue orﬁi?e%dd/t/onzd/l'n{qentgage attached) N 7’ HE

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have wib ER
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. You may be asked to confirm r LAN .
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

10. Please tick relevant boxes i you requiré notification of any of the fallowing to your address stated in Part A:

[:Z,That the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 and associated PCPM Jan 2020 have been submitted for independent
examination

lerhe publication of the inspector’s recommendations following the independent examination

The adoption of the Revised Lambeth Local Plan and Policies Map.

3

Signature %\, /%V“/y Date / 3 - &)3 ‘ZO .

v
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Part B — please use a separate sheet for each representation

(please tick)

4.1 Legally compliant Yes / No
4.2 Sound” Yes No \/

4.3 Complies with the Yes No
Duty to co-operate

A The considerations in relation to being ‘sound’ are explained in the notes at the back of this form. If

you have t/cked ’No to 4. 2 please contmue to Q5 Otherw:se please go to Q6

‘S Do you consnder the part of the DRLL PSV .Ian 2020 or assocuated PCPM‘ an 2020 that you |dent|fled in Q3 |s ,ﬁ"
unsound because itisnot: - - - ; ; .
{please tick)

5.1 Positively prepared

5.2 Justified

5.3 Effective

5.4 Consistent with national policy IZI

(Please tick only one option. A separate form should be used if you wish to raise more than one concern.)

PLease  see our  WeiTTeN KepRESE NTATIINS

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached)
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(if required continue on the additional comments page attached,

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support / justify your representation and your suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations based on the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she
identifies for examination.

8. 1f your representatlon is seekmg a change to the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 or - ssoc:ated PCPM Jan 2020 do you
consider it necessaryto partrcnpate at the oral part of the examination? - . - - .

No [ do not wish to participate at the oral Yes | do wish to participate at the
examination oral examination

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing sessions(s), you may be asked at
a later point to confirm your request to participate.

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by way of written
representations.

at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be

THE WORDING oF THIS poLicy 1S  oF HPoRTANCE
£C NAL AND
’rO JUR_ CLIEN T A MDD SH U LDf reqm% corﬁ/%e on tZ;addltlt%)fl\:tI;mzents page attached)
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

|z That the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 and associated PCPM Jan 2020 have been submitted for independent
examination

@ The publication of the inspector’s recommendations following the independent examination

m The adoption of the Revised Lambeth Local Plan and Policies Map.

Signature %‘/ W Date ZZ “03 - ?_& .

LoNDON
PLAN

poL 1y .
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Part B — please use a separate sheet for each representation

Paragraph no

EDZ

Policy no Policies Map!

(please tick)
4.1 Legally compliant

4.2 Sound”

4.3 Complies with the
Duty to co-operate

Yes No
Yes No [/
Yes No

* The considerations in relation to being ‘sound’ are explained in the notes at the back of this form. If

you have ticked ‘No’ to 4.2, please continue to Q5. Otherwise please go to Q6.

unsound because it is not:

(please tick)
5.1 Positively prepared

5.2 Justified

5.3 Effective

5.4 Consistent with national policy ‘:I

(Please tick only one option. A separate form should be used if you wish to raise more than one concern. )

cee our. Weren  Kereesentamions.

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached)




Pre-Submission Publication Representation Form

PLEASE SEE oue WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

{if required continue on the additional comments page attached,

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/ justify your representation and your suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations based on the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she
identifies for examination.

8.1 your representatlon is seeking a change to the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 or assocxated PCPM Jan 2020 do you
consnder it necessary to partlcupate at the oral ‘part of the exammatlon? . = .

No | do not wish to participate at the oral Yes | do wish to participate at the
examination oral examination

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing sessions(s), you may be asked at
a later point to confirm your request to participate.

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by way of written
representations.

9 If you wishto artlclpate atthe oral part of the exammatmn, please outlme wh /y

THE  WORDING- oF  THIS Vaud vmy HAUE
f H P L i C,A ’r/ Q ]\)S’ Fo K QMK CL i mje.d continue on the additional comments page attached)

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

quire notification of any of the following to your address stated in Part A:

10. please tick relevant boxes if

@,That the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 and associated PCPM Jan 2020 have been submitted for independent
examination

m The publication of the inspector’s recommendations following the independent examination

Ierhe adoption of the Revised Lambeth Local Plan and Policies Map.

Signature %‘/ W Date / 3 - 03 - Z 4 .
7
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Part B — please use a separate sheet for each representation

EDS

Paragraph no Policy no Policies Map

You considr the part o the DRLLP P an 2020 or assacited PCPM lan 2020thatyou Kenifed nQ3is:

(please tick)
4.1 Legally compliant Yes No

4.2 Sound” Yes No /

4.3 Complies with the Yes No
Duty to co-operate

" The considerations in relation to being ‘sound’ are explained in the notes at the back of this form. If

you have ticked ‘No’ to 4.2, please continue to Q5. Otherwise please go to Q6.

(please tick)
5.1 Positively prepared

5.2 Justified

-
5.4 Consistent with national policy Z]

(Please tick only one option. A separate form should be used if you wish to raise more than one concerrn.)

PLease see ouk  Weitren  KepresENTATIONS.

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached)
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PL£A55 SEE  QUR LJ@W&M KEMEﬁEt\W\TIOMS

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached,

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support / justify your representation and your suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations based on the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she
identifies for examination.

8. lf‘your representatmn is seekmg a change‘t the DRLLPPSV Jan2020 orassoc:ated PCPM Jan 2020, doy you
consider it necessary- to partucnpate atthe oralfpart ofthe exammatmn" -

examination oral examination

No | do not wish to participate at the oral / Yes | do wish to participate at the

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing sessions(s), you may be asked at
a later point to confirm your request to participate.

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by way of written
representations.

e oral part of the examination; please outline why you consider this

’f UIS  poLicy 1S oF  CcRITICAL THPORTANCE 72

ou Q i fEN T . (if required continue on the additional comments page attached)

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

r'address stated in Pa

qulre  notification of any of the followmg to yo

m That the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 and associated PCPM Jan 2020 have been submitted for independent
examination

m The publication of the inspector’s recommendations following the independent examination

@/The adoption of the Revised Lambeth Local Plan and Policies Map.

Signature %\, )éé/m% Date Z 3 - 03 - ZO
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Part B — please use a separate sheet for each representation

Policies Map ‘/

Paragraph no Policy no

 4.Doyou consider the part of the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 or associated PCPM Jan 2020 that you ientied in 3 s:

4.2 Sound” Yes

No /

No

4.3 Complies with the Yes
Duty to co-operate

(please tick)
4.1 Legally compliant Yes / No

N The considerations in relation to being ‘sound’ are explained in the notes at the back of this form. If

you have ticked ‘No’ to 4.2, please continue to Q5. Otherwise pledse go to Q6.

unsound because it is not:.
(please tick)
5.1 Positively prepared

5.2 Justified

5.3 Effective

5.4 Consistent with national policy l_7:]

(Please tick only one option. A separate form should be used if you wish to raise more than one concern.}

"

~

Prease see our  Writ7en  Kepresentation

P

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached)
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PLEASE SEE  9UR LJamr EN KEPRE-SriMTATloNS

(if required continue on the additional comments page attached

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support / justify your representation and your suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations based on the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she
identifies for examination.

8. If your representatlon is seekmg a change to the DRLLP PSV. ’JanVZOZO or assocnateleCPM Jan 2020 do you
consnder it necessary to participate at the oral part of the exammatlon? . ~

No | do not wish to participate at the oral Yes | do wish to participate at the
examination oral examination

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing sessions(s), you may be asked at
a later point to confirm your request to participate.

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the /ndependent Planning Inspector by way of written
representations.

THE  FPRoPoSED (HANGES T0 THE fuicies Mae
AR € ‘ M po K'r A U-’)’ f’f fe] OMK {if reén!d g é € o}n the udditional comments page attached)

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

[\Z/ That the DRLLP PSV Jan 2020 and associated PCPM Jan 2020 have been submitted for independent
examination

@/The publication of the inspector’s recommendations following the independent examination

E/The adoption of the Revised Lambeth Local Plan and Policies Map.

Signature %‘/ W Date ]l 3 -3 - 70 :
14
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

uf
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Introduction

These representations are submitted on behalf of Caddick Developments in respect of the current
consultation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (January
2020).

Caddick Developments submitted written representations in December 2018 during the previous
consultation on the new Lambeth Local Plan. The representations were made with reference to
the BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road, Camberwell, London, SE5 9HR. Bizspace and Caddick are
jointly promoting a mixed-use regeneration initiative through the redevelopment of existing
outworn employment space to provide both an enhanced quantum and quality of modern
employment space together with new shared living accommodation above. The proposals have

been designed specifically to accord with local and London Plan requirements.

The BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road is situated within the south-western area of Camberwell. It
forms part of the Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA) referred to as ‘Camberwell Trading Estate
and Adjoining Sites’ in the adopted Lambeth Local Plan. The southern part of the site is occupied
by a part two-storey building, which fronts onto Lilford Road. The building is known as Lilford
Business Centre and provides offices and studio workspaces. To the rear of this building is a series
of workshop units, which are in light industrial use. The existing buildings are tired and dated and

require increasing investment to maintain in a reasonable condition.

On the existing site at 61 Lilford Road, there is currently a mixture of office (Class Bla), workshops
(Class B1c), with three units occupied by religious groups (Class D1) within the site. We would
consider that approximately 769 sgm of floorspace can be described as office space, with 1,820
sgm of floorspace in use as workshops and the remaining 413 sqm of floorspace used by religious
institutions for administrative purposes and as meeting spaces. Our client has worked with
BizSpace to prepare plans for a mixed-use redevelopment of the site to include 1,969 sqm of light
industrial floorspace, with 1,389 sgm of office floorspace. The proposals would, therefore, provide
for an overall increase of 149 sqm light industrial space and 356 sgqm in employment floorspace on
the site overall. This would provide an intensification of light industrial use in both quantum and,

importantly in quality — with all of the space now meeting GLA standards.
Regulation 19 Consultation

Following approval by Lambeth Council, the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission
Version and associated Proposed Changes to the Policies Map is being published for six weeks prior
to submission for independent examination in accordance with Regulation 19 of the Town and

Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

The scope for representations during the current Regulation 19 pre-submission consultation is

limited to the legal compliance and soundness of the draft plan.
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Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) outlines that Plans are ‘sound’ if

they are:

a) Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s
objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that
unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is

consistent with achieving sustainable development;

b) Justified —an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based

on proportionate evidence;

c) Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by

the statement of common ground; and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in

accordance with the policies in this Framework.

The NPPF sets out that the aforementioned tests of soundness will be applied to non-strategic
policies in a proportionate way, taking into account the extent to which they are consistent with

relevant strategic policies for the area.

These representations also take account of the letter from the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities & Local Government to the Mayor of London on 13 March 2020, which exercises
powers under section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 to direct that the Mayor of
London cannot publish the London Plan until they have incorporated the Directions set out in
Annex 1. We consider that this letter is of significant relevance to some of the policies contained

in the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version.

These representations set out that the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission
Version is not sound and fails to deliver policies that are positively prepared, justified, effective or
consistent with national planning policy. The reasons for reaching these conclusions are set out in

this submission.

It should be noted that engagement has been sought with the Policy Team at Lambeth Council in
relation to the earlier representations and an accompanying pre-application submission. We would

repeat that request for engagement to seek to resolve the concerns raised.
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Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version

The Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version is intended to provide the Council with an
up-to-date Local Plan for the area, which will guide the spatial development of the borough over

the next 15 years.

A Local Plan must achieve sustainable development for the area it covers. As set out in national
planning policy, sustainable development has three overarching objectives, which are
interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be

taken to secure net gains across each of the different objectives).
The three overarching objectives of sustainable development are as follows:

¢ an economic objective - to help build a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by
ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right places and at the right
time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity; and by identifying and

coordinating the provision of infrastructure;

¢ a social objective - to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring that a
sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future
generations; and by fostering a well-designed and safe built environment, with accessible
services and open spaces that reflect current and future needs and support communities’

health, social and cultural well-being; and

e an environmental objective - to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built
and historic environment; including making effective use of land, helping to improve
biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating

and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy.

We understand that the Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version is informed by an

evidence base which includes the following:

e statistical data and borough-wide studies;

e area based studies and masterplans;

e engagement with service and infrastructure providers;
e the baseline review for the sustainability appraisal.

For the purposes of these written representations, we have focused on the following policies in the

Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version, as follows:
e Policy H1: Maximising housing growth;

e Policy H13: Large-scale purpose-built shared living;
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2.8
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e Policy ED2: Affordable workspace;
e Policy ED3: Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs).

In addition, we have considered the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map, both with reference to

the aforementioned policies and the evidence base documents.

These representations also take account of the letter from the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities & Local Government to the Mayor of London on 13 March 2020, which exercises
powers under section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 to direct that the Mayor of
London cannot publish the London Plan until they have incorporated the Directions set out in
Annex 1. We consider that the Secretary of State’s letter is relevant to some of the policies

contained in the Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version.

Caddick Developments would like to participate in the Examination-in-Public for the new Local Plan

and will be represented by Union4 Planning.
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3.0 Maximising Housing Growth

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Policy H1 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version outlines that the
Council "will seek to maximise the supply of additional homes in the borough to meet and exceed
the annual housing target for Lambeth as set out in the London Plan for the period Lambeth’s
housing requirement of 13,350 homes for the ten year period 2019/20 to 2028/29”. Furthermore,
Policy H1 states that the Council will work "“with relevant partners to optimise the potential for

housing delivery on all suitable and available brownfield sites”.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned pledges, we do not consider that this provides a sufficient
commitment to maximising housing delivery that is carried through the rest of the Plan, particularly
in terms of the need to actively consider co-location and land use intensification, which is relevant
in terms of the Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs). The need to optimise housing delivery
should be reflected in policies which are effective and positively prepared. Examples include Policy
H13 which includes restrictions on the location of shared living accommodation and Policy ED3,

which fails to recognise the potential for co-location and intensification of KIBA sites.

The Intention to Publish version of the London Plan required at least 13,350 additional dwellings

in Lambeth over a 10-year period, with an annual target of at least 1,335 net additional dwellings

per annum. This was a capacity led exercise and these targets are derived from an assessment of
housing sites within the borough, carried out as part of the London-wide Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA 2017). The overall level of housing does not meet the identified

need and hence every borough is required to do everything it can to maximise housing delivery.

This means taking a real and evidential look at every site feasible. The BizSpace site at 61 Lilford
Road is an example of where the Council has failed to do so. This site is capable of providing a
net increase in employment space and 252 units of shared living accommodation, which would add
to the flexibility of supply identified under Policy H1 and in the housing trajectory. In this regard,
the site at 61 Lilford Road not only provides the opportunity to facilitate an intensification in
employment generation with a significant enhancement in the quality and efficiency of the
employment floorspace, but it also has the potential to contribute new homes through shared living

accommodation.

The letter from the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities & Local Government to the Mayor

of London on 13 March 2020 states as follows:

"Following the Planning Inspectorate’s investigation of your Plan, they only deem your Plan
credible to deliver 52,000 homes a year. This is significantly below your own identified
need of around 66,000 homes and well below what most commentators think is the real

need of London.”
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Furthermore, the Secretary of State’s letter to the Mayor of London refers to the need to optimise
density:
"It is important that development is brought forward to maximise site capacity, in the spirit
of and to compliment the surrounding area, not to its detriment. Sites cannot be looked at
In isolation and Londoners need to be given the confidence that high density developments

will be directed to the most appropriate sites; maximising density within this framework.”

The letter from the Secretary of State is very clear in setting out that leaving thousands of homes
a year needed but unplanned for will exacerbate the affordability challenges within and around the

capital. Itis, therefore, incumbent upon all local planning authorities, including Lambeth Council,

to seek to maximise housing growth.
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4.0 Shared Living

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

The concept of shared living is recognised in the Intention to Publish version of the London Plan,
with Policy H16 setting out the criteria that large-scale purpose-built shared living developments
are expected to meet. Paragraph 4.16.1 of the Intention to Publish version of the London Plan
states that large-scale shared living developments may provide a housing option for single person

households who cannot or choose not to live in self-contained homes or HMOs.

It is noted that the letter from the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities & Local Government
to the Mayor of London on 13 March 2020 does not include proposed modifications to Policy H16

which refers to shared living.

There is an increasing demand for shared living accommodation across London and it is a form of
accommodation which serves a specific role within the housing market. Demand from single
occupiers places a strain on the existing housing stock throughout Lambeth and is evidenced in
the high proportion of Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) in the area surrounding our client’s
site at 61 Lilford Road. Many of these are typically in older conversions of former houses and are

of a poor standard.

Shared living accommodation which is carefully considered in terms of its location and design has
the potential to provide a new and enhanced quality of accommodation, which can create long-

term and sustainable communities.

The Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version provides a specific policy for

shared living, as set out below.
Proposed Wording of Policy

Policy H13 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version refers to large-

scale purpose-built shared living and states as follows:

a) Development proposals for large-scale purpose-built shared living will be supported in
Waterloo and Vauxhall only where they meet both the requirements of London Plan

policy H16 and the following additional Lambeth-specific requirements:

) each private unit includes at least 15m?2 functional living space separate from the

communal facilities;

i) communal space meets the minimum requirements for houses in multiple

occupation; and

fii) rents per room are set no higher than the mean rental level for a studio in the

private rented sector in that postcode area (based on London Rent Map data).
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b) A development proposal for large-scale purpose-built shared living will not be

permitted on public-sector land or where:

) it would result in the loss of existing self-contained residential accommodation
(%24

/i) it is proposed on a site allocated or protected for other uses;
fif) it is proposed on a site with an extant planning permission for C3 housing; andy/or

iv) it would result in an over-concentration of similar uses, including purpose-built
student accommodation, which may be detrimental to residential amenity or the

balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local infrastructure.

Affordable housing contributions should be made in accordance with London Plan
policy H16 in the form of a single upfront payment to Lambeth based on 50 per cent
discount to market value of 35 per cent of the units (or 50 per cent of the units where
the London Plan threshold applies) to be secured through a section 106 legal

agreement.

Legal Compliance and Soundness

We would object to the proposed policy for the reasons set out in the summary below:

The restrictive nature of the policy in terms of both the locations and the circumstances in

which shared living would be supported which we consider is clearly not positively

prepared;

The proposed restriction on the appropriate rental level, which is not justified or reasonable

in the context of the nature and quality of accommodation provided;

The lack of clarity and inappropriate restriction where there is judged to be an over-

concentration of student or ‘similar uses’;

The duplication with the London Plan on the affordable housing contribution sought.

We are further concerned that the approach set out in the policy does not reflect the positive

presumption of the NPPF and adds additional criteria that is not consistent with the London Plan,

the effect of which is to frustrate the provision of new shared living accommodation. This is a

novel form of housing that responds to the housing crisis facing London and the UK by offering an

alternative to traditional market and social housing models. It is precisely the sort of housing

innovation the Government are seeking to encourage and can benefit specific groups such as key

workers and help meet the needs of a mobile labour force.

Having regard to the proposed wording of Policy H13 set out above, it appears that the intention

of the policy is that any proposals for shared living accommodation should be directed to the areas
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of Waterloo or Vauxhall. In our view, there is no basis to treat this differently in terms of the
acceptability in different parts of the Borough than the support given in general terms across the
Borough for Build-to-Rent in Policy H12.

The rationale for directing such proposals to Waterloo and Vauxhall is outlined in Paragraph 5.121
of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version. This paragraph states that
proposals "should be located in Waterloo and Vauxhall because these have been identified as
locations in which this form of development can viably provide the affordable housing contribution
required by policy across all types of site; and because they are also well-connected by public

transport and well-served by local services”.

We would submit that the wording of Policy H13 and specifically the reference to Waterloo and
Vauxhall is not justified, as it does not appear to be based on sound or proportionate evidence.
The suggestion that these are the only locations that can viably provide the affordable housing
contribution required across all types of site does not appear to be underpinned by any evidence

from the housing topic papers which form the evidence base for the new Local Plan.

Whilst we understand the broad rationale for preferring sites that are well-connected and well-
served by local facilities, the restriction of shared living to specific locations on the perceived basis
that they can viably provide the affordable housing contribution is a flawed means of applying the

policy and is not justified based on proportionate evidence.

There are a number of variables that need to be considered as part of a viability appraisal to
determine affordable housing contributions, not least the existing use value of a site. Whilst
projected rental values might be higher in Waterloo and Vauxhall, there are other variables that
would potentially impact on the viability of a shared living development in those locations. The
restriction of shared living to such locations on the premise that it will facilitate an affordable

housing contribution is not justified and does not accord with the principles of proper planning.

It is unclear why the Council would seek to direct all shared living accommodation to Waterloo and
Vauxhall — two areas with some of the highest rental levels per m2 in the borough. Indeed, the
London Borough of Lambeth’s consultation response on the Draft New London Plan, dated 2 March
2018, expressed concerns regarding shared living, referring to "the rent levels typically charged in
this type of development, which are no lower than and sometimes exceed rents for rooms in shared
houses in the same area”. Having expressed this view in March 2018, it is unclear as to why the
Council would now seek to direct shared living accommodation to the parts of the borough with
the highest rental levels. To this end, we are concerned that Policy H13 has not been positively

prepared.

10
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Indeed, this is at odds with the social objectives of the NPPF and London Plan which seek to ensure
that access to good quality housing is provided throughout London. If shared living is provided in

areas with lower average market rents, then it enhances that accessibility.

It is our contention that Policy H13 should not restrict the location of shared living accommodation
to Waterloo and Vauxhall. Such an approach is overly restrictive and fails to recognise that this
particular form of accommodation can play an important role in supporting key workers and those

employed by local institutions, irrespective of their location.

As an example, there is a significant need for accommodation for staff working at King’s College
Hospital, which is located approximately 500 metres to the southeast of the BizSpace site at 61
Lilford Road. The hospital employs a significant number of medical and ancillary staff and a large
proportion of these need to be able to stay close to the hospital in order to be on call and available
at short notice. Those employed at the hospital include doctors, nurses, clinicians and researchers,
as well as a range of support staff who rent rooms within the immediate area, thereby placing a
strain on the local housing stock. Often these are placements for several months or years and

require a degree of flexibility. The hospital is also a focus for related research and activity.

In such circumstances, shared living accommodation would recognise the needs and bespoke
requirements of hospital and related medical and research staff and is underpinned by a thorough

understanding of the local context and the demand for occupation from single occupiers.

Shared living accommodation can and should help to meet the need for this form of residential
accommodation and not just in Waterloo and Vauxhall, neither of which would meet the hospital’s

locational criteria.

Shared living is a relatively new concept, which is primarily a response to the needs of a more
dynamic population, sometimes younger professionals but also a wide range of other sectors,
including health professionals, that require a good quality of accommodation and which benefit
from the support services, sense of community and inclusion that shared living can provide. This

is relevant to large parts of the borough and to the emerging changes in the rental market.

The need and demand for shared living accommodation is partly borne out of the difficulties which
professionals experience in the rent and purchase of traditional housing. A significant proportion
of Londoners can no longer afford to rent or buy within the traditional housing market. They are

often forced to rely on limited housing choice and rent substandard accommodation.

Whilst we appreciate that Lambeth Council is currently meeting its housing delivery targets, there
is significant pressure on London as a whole to increase housing delivery above the figures
proposed in the Intention to Publish version of the London Plan, as reflected in the comments
made by the Secretary of State in his letter of 13 March 2020.

11
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It is recognised that pressure for housing and lack of supply is @ major problem in London. Hence
where there is the opportunity to provide additional housing in an acceptable manner, such
opportunities should be taken. This is the thrust of the emerging London Plan policies. Policy H1
of the Intention to Publish version of the London Plan states that boroughs should "optimise the
potential for housing delivery on all suitable and available brownfield sites through their

Development Plans and planning decisions”.

There is also every reason to optimise the delivery of new specialist accommodation, particularly
where it will help to address a specific need, as is the case here. We would respectfully submit
that the provision of accommodation for residents of the borough is not simply about the
quantitative output of housing delivery. Rather, the objective should be to ensure that the specific
needs of different cohorts of people are met and that the qualitative standards of accommodation

form part of the borough’s approach to housing delivery.

Indeed, the need to provide for different cohorts of society was clearly set out in the Intention to
Publish version of the London Plan, with specific policies relating to Build-to-Rent, supported and

specialised accommodation, and specialist older persons’ housing.

There appears to be no real evidential basis in planning terms to seek to impose price controls on
the rental levels that can or should be charged. If this is pegged to the average for studio
accommodation in the area, this masks a variety of market factors and clear differences in the

nature of the existing housing stock and supply.

It is also inappropriate to restrict the provision of new shared living proposals where there may be
a preponderance of either student accommodation, bedsit accommodation, or HMOs. It is not
clear in what circumstances the Council would consider an over-concentration would occur or what
planning issues would be raised. The nature of shared living accommodation is very different to
the role of student housing and is aimed at working people who want or need to be in a specific
area or location and benefit from the integrated nature of the services and facilities provided. The
provision of modern shared living accommodation addresses the problem of sub-standard

accommaodation in HMO'’s and ageing conversions.

We would conclude that Policy H13 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission
Version is unsound, as we consider that it is not positively prepared, justified, effective, or

consistent with national policy.

12
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Affordable Workspace

Policy ED2 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version refers to

affordable workspace, which would be provided at discounts on market rents.

We are concerned regarding the potential implications this policy might have on businesses within
the wider borough and how this might impact on the viability of commercial development for

employment space.

It is not clear from the current wording of Policy ED2 whether the thresholds would be based on
net additional floorspace or would also be applied to the redevelopment of existing space. If the
policy applies to the redevelopment of existing employment space, this may prove inhibitive to

existing business owners who are seeking to redevelop and upgrade their employment space.

We also consider that there is a lack of clarity with regard to the qualifying criteria for affordable
workspace providers on the Council’s approved list. We would advise that clarity is required in
relation to how businesses will be assessed as prospective tenants of the affordable workspaces
and whether they will retain unfettered access to those spaces, irrespective of their commercial

performance.

We would conclude that the current wording of this policy means that is not positive prepared,

justified or effective.

13
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Key Industrial and Business Areas

The Intention to Publish version of the London Plan places Lambeth in the ‘retain’ category for
managing industrial floorspace capacity. This means Lambeth should seek to intensify capacity
following the principle of no net loss across designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites. The Key

Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) are Lambeth’s Locally Significant Industrial Sites.

We consider that the current wording of Policy ED3 and the associated changes to the Policies Map
are insufficient to positively promote the intensification of employment capacity across KIBA sites.
Notwithstanding this, the need to look at intensification of industrial land in tandem with co-location
of residential uses has become increasingly apparent following the letter from the Secretary of
State for Housing, Communities & Local Government to the Mayor of London on 13 March 2020,

which states as follows:

"Planning clearly requires a judgement to be made about how to use land most efficiently,
enabling sufficient provision for housing, employment and amenity. The Inspectors
considered your industrial land policies to be unrealistic; taking an over-restrictive stance
to hinder Boroughs’ abilities to choose more optimal uses for industrial sites where housing
Is in high demand. I am directing you to take a more proportionate stance - removing the
'no net loss’ requirement on existing industrial land sites whilst ensuring Boroughs bring

new industrial land into the supply.”

Having regard to the above comment from the Secretary of State, it should be noted that our client
has prepared an advanced design for the prospective redevelopment of the BizSpace site at
61 Lilford Road, which would incorporate an overall net increase in employment floorspace by 356
sgm, as well as facilitating a significant uplift in employment numbers on the site. However, the
current wording of the KIBA policy is restrictive on the principle of co-location and as such, it fails

to positively consider how to optimise the efficient use of existing industrial land.
Proposed Wording of Policy

Policy ED3 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version refers to the Key

Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs). The policy states as follows:

a) Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and other compatible industrial and
commercial uses (excluding large scale retail) other than where clause (c) below

applies.

b) The intensification of industrial uses in Use Classes B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 and industrial
sui generis uses is encouraged in KIBAs, in accordance with London Plan policy E7

section A. Development proposals of this type should have regard to operational

14
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requirements (including servicing) and mitigate impacts on the transport network

where necessary.

c) Areas of KIBA land with potential for both intensification and co-location with
residential and other uses (in accordance with London Plan policy E7 sections B and
D) are shown on the Policies Map. To be eligible for the Fast Track Route, a 50 per
cent affordable housing threshold will apply to proposals of this nature if there is a net

loss of industrial floorspace capacity, in accordance with London Plan policy Hé.
Legal Compliance and Soundness

We would raise objection to the above policy in that it adopts an unduly restrictive approach to the
issue of co-location of employment and residential uses such as shared living accommodation, that
does not accord with the NPPF or Intention to Publish version of the London Plan, and is not

positively prepared.

The Intention to Publish version of the London Plan requires boroughs to identify as many sites,
including small sites, as possible via their Development Plan Documents and to maximise housing

delivery through positive policies, allocations, small sites and windfalls.

Specifically, we do not consider the policy as currently drafted to be consistent with Policy GG2 of
the Intention to Publish version of the London Plan as proposed, which seeks to intensify and
optimise the use of land within the urban area for a variety of uses and which recognises the
challenges facing London. Similarly Policy ED3 is not considered consistent with Policies GG4 and
H1 on optimising housing delivery, Policy GG5 and the related Economy policies, which seek to
improve the quantity and quality of employment space that addresses the challenges of climate

change through more efficient, sustainable buildings and development patterns.

Similarly, we do not consider Policy ED3 to be compliant with the NPPF in respect of measures to
optimise the use of brownfield and previously development land and the creation of a vibrant

mixed-use economy.

We would further consider that the policy is inconsistent with Policy H1 of the Lambeth Local Plan
Proposed Submission Version. This commits the Council to maximise the supply of additional
homes in the borough to meet and exceed the annual housing target for Lambeth as set out in the
Intention to Publish version of the London Plan, with Lambeth’s housing requirement of 13,350
homes for the ten year period 2019/20 to 2028/29. It proposes a humber of measures to do so
and importantly underlines the fact that the requirement is a target and not a cap, given the very
real problems London has in meeting the needs over the Plan period and maintaining its policy of

minimising the release of Green Belt sites.

In broader terms, we welcome the recognition Policy ED3 provides for the intensification of KIBAs

and for co-location with residential and other uses.

15
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We fully acknowledge the protection which Policy ED3 provides for KIBA sites and in this context,
we support the role of the KIBAs in maintaining and enhancing the stock of employment premises
in the borough. However, whilst we understand the policy and appreciate the rationale, we also
consider that the policy needs to facilitate co-location in appropriate circumstances where the

intensification of employment provision within the KIBA would otherwise be unviable.

Policy E7 of the Intention to Publish version of the London Plan refers to industrial intensification
and co-location. The policy is clear in stating that development plans and planning frameworks
should be proactive and consider, in collaboration with the Mayor, whether certain logistics,
industrial and related functions in selected parts of Significant Industrial Sites (SIL) could be

intensified to provide additional industrial capacity.

Further to this, Policy ED7 states that intensification can also be used to facilitate the consolidation
of an identified SIL to support the delivery of residential and other uses, such as social

infrastructure, or to contribute to town centre renewal.

We welcome the fact that Policy ED3 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan now provides for co-
location with residential and other similar uses. We note that three KIBA sites are identified as

being suitable for co-location. However, we are concerned that:

o there is a lack of a consistent or coherent methodology being used in the selection of

these sites; and

e The policy approach is restrictive and does not support co-location outside of the three
locations identified but where it can similarly deliver benefits in employment and

residential terms.

Lambeth Council prepared a ‘Review of Key Industrial Business Areas’ (KIBAs) in December 2019
as part of the evidence base for the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan. The document refers to
the three KIBAs that are identified as having potential for industrial intensification associated with

an element of co-location with residential development. The three KIBA sites are as follows:
1) Parcel 8 of the existing Montford Place — Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA;
2) The whole of the existing Waterworks Road KIBA;
3) The whole of the proposed new Knolly’s Yard KIBA.

We have considered each of the three aforementioned KIBA sites in further detail under

Section 7.0 of this document with reference to the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map.

In summary, whilst we do not object to the principle of co-location on the aforementioned KIBA
sites, we consider that the methodology used to select these sites and the exclusion of other similar

sites is unsound.

16
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We are concerned that the Council has not considered the principle of co-location sufficiently, and
the benefits it can provide, not least in facilitating the intensification and employment generating

capacity of the existing KIBAs.

We would submit that a more nuanced approach to land uses on KIBA sites would be consistent
with Paragraph 80 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which emphasises the

importance of helping "to create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt”.

Importantly, it should be recognised that other KIBAs could benefit from investment facilitated by
the co-location of employment and other uses, to improve the quality, quantity and nature of
business space available. It is particularly important where employment led redevelopment would

be unlikely to be viable in isolation and/or where the existing space is of a poor quality.

The BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road is occupied by a series of old and inefficient buildings that are
increasingly out-dated and in need of redevelopment. The nature of the uses within and adjoining

the site have a high B1 content and would not be prejudiced by the inclusion of shared living.

As a matter of principle, we would consider that the redevelopment of a site of this nature should
be considered acceptable where it retains the same level of employment floorspace, whilst
providing a more efficient layout and modern buildings that meet future needs. The underlying

objective should be the intensification of employment generation within the site.

On page 25 of the KIBA Review document, the following is stated with regard to industrial

intensification and co-location:

"Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such as residential (allowed for
through a plan-led approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft London Plan
housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised instead to achieve the Draft London Plan

requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity in the borough.”

We are concerned with the above statement and the suggestion that industrial intensification and
co-location is not a priority in Lambeth. If this position is underpinning the Council’s approach to
the identification of KIBA sites for co-location, we would seriously question whether Policy ED3 is
positively prepared. The above statement is contrary to the approach that the Secretary of State

has emphasised in his letter to the Mayor of London on 13 March 2020.

The achievement of housing targets and the protection of industrial floorspace capacity are not
mutually exclusive objectives. If proposals can retain and enhance the quantity and quality of
employment space, then by definition it achieves the KIBA objective of retaining industrial
floorspace. This also ignores the fact, set out within the Local Plan evidence base for the KIBAs,
that the nature of some of the KIBAs is predominantly B1 space and uses, including significant

office space, which does not form part of the industrial capacity this statement seeks to retain.

17
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Indeed, industrial capacity can be facilitated by redevelopment to move the balance of space
towards more industrial capacity, within a range of B1/B2/B8 uses if that is what is really sought

by the approach.

In the right circumstances, the co-location of residential or shared living accommodation can help
to unlock the potential of a KIBA, or land parcel within a KIBA, to optimise its employment

generation.

In the Council’'s KIBA Review Document, the ‘Camberwell Trading Estate and Adjoining Sites’ is
discussed under Section 2.3 of the document. It is stated on page 43 that "there may be scope

for some industrial intensification within the KIBA boundary, particularly within parcels 1, 2 and 4.

We welcome the acknowledgement that there is scope for the intensification of this KIBA,
particularly parcel 1 which is the BizSpace site. The current buildings on parcel 1 are tired and
dated and require investment, in order to be maintained to a reasonable standard. The layout and
configuration of the buildings makes it extremely difficult to maximise their efficiency, or to retrofit
in @ manner which would allow them to better suit the needs of businesses which would support

an uplift in employment numbers.

The existing buildings on the BizSpace site comprise an overall floorspace of 3,002 sgm and there
are currently only 81 people employed on the site, with many of the units employing only 1 person.
BizSpace would like to redevelop their existing site, but in order for this to be viable, it needs to
form part of a mixed-use development. To this end, co-location is required on this site in order to

facilitate the intensification of employment numbers.

The failure to recognise that co-location is required to unlock the potential for intensification on
certain KIBA sites makes it extremely difficult to achieve the broader objectives in the new Local
Plan. The ‘Lambeth Investment and Opportunity Strategy’ (June 2015) forms part of the evidence
base and confirmed the Council’'s commitment to employment and housing growth in the borough.
The Strategy states that the Council "will take a proactive approach to encouraging and shaping
development in Lambeth”. The first priority of the Strategy is to "accelerate and shape growth to

benefit local people’; with a stated ambition to deliver more than 25,000 new jobs.

The opportunity to facilitate the intensification of suitable parcels within KIBA sites should be
identified as part of the Local Plan process, in order to meet the growth objectives which are

outlined in the evidence base documents.

Shared living accommodation can complement employment floorspace when considered as part of
a comprehensive mixed-use approach. In particular, there is a synergy between light industrial
uses, flexible office floorspace and shared living, which allows for the shared use of outdoor spaces

and the public realm throughout different times of the day.

18
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The co-location of residential or shared living accommodation can, in the appropriate
circumstances, provide for a more dynamic use of land. Moreover, this approach helps to make
efficient use of urban land. This is consistent with Paragraph 127 of the NPPF which emphasises
that planning decisions "should support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into

account the identified need for different types of housing and other forms of development”.

Caddick Developments and BizSpace commissioned Child Graddon Lewis to consider the
prospective redevelopment of 61 Lilford Road as part of an overall masterplan approach for the
wider KIBA. This was a process which has informed our proposals for the new Lambeth Local Plan
to identify intensification and co-location on parcel 1 of the ‘Camberwell Trading Estate and
Adjoining Sites KIBA'. The process considered the uses and physical characteristics of the wider
KIBA and provided an understanding of how co-location on the BizSpace site would sit within the

wider industrial context of the KIBA.
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Proposed Changes to the Policies Map

As noted in Section 6.0 above, Policy ED3 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed
Submission Version identifies areas of KIBA land with potential for both intensification and
co-location with residential and other uses. These areas are identified as part of the Proposed

Changes to the Policies Map.

The three KIBA sites which are identified as being suitable for co-location with residential

development are as follows:
1) Parcel 8 of the Montford Place — Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA;
2) The whole of the existing Waterworks Road KIBA;
3) The whole of the proposed new Knolly’s Yard KIBA.

We wish to note that we have no objection to the principle of co-location on any of the three sites.
However, we would question whether the methodology for identifying these sites for co-location is
sound, whilst land parcels within other KIBAs have similar attributes and stronger justifications for

co-location but have been excluded from the policy.
Parcel 8 of the Montford Place — Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA

Map 2.16 illustrates the proposed changes to the Montford Place — Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA,
as shown in the map extract provided as Figure 1 overleaf. Parcel 8 is shown with hatched blue
lines and is identified as being suitable for industrial intensification and co-location with residential

and/or social infrastructure.

The Council’s KIBA Review document (December 2019) states that as a result of work undertaken
alongside the GLA, Lambeth has identified parcel 8 of this KIBA as an area having potential for

industrial intensification associated with an element of co-location with residential development.

It is stated in the KIBA Review document that this potential arises from the significant changes in
the surrounding area already anticipated through the proposed redevelopment of the Oval
Gasworks and associated proposed KIBA de-designation of that site; and the proposed de-
designation of adjacent parcel 9. Figure 2 overleaf illustrates how parcel 8 sits in relation to the

other land parcels within this KIBA.

It would, therefore, appear that the planning justification for identifying parcel 8 of this KIBA as
being suitable for intensification and co-location is based on the changing context of the

surrounding area and the emerging residential community in the vicinity of the KIBA.

20



ol

UNION4PLANNING

m Map 2.16 of the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map
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Figure 2: Land Parcels within the Montford Place — Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA

Key Industrial and Business Areas (December 2019)

e

Source: London Borough of Lambeth — Review of
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Waterworks Road KIBA

Map 2.17 illustrates the proposed changes to the Waterworks Road KIBA. The KIBA Review
document (December 2019) recommended retaining the KIBA designation and identifying it as an

area that has potential for industrial intensification and co-location.

The history of this KIBA as a ‘mixed use employment area’, combined with the impact of recent
permitted development rights for change of use to residential has resulted in 19% of the floorspace
in this KIBA being in B-class use. Over 60% of the land area of the KIBA includes residential uses

within a mixed-use development.

The whole of the KIBA is identified as being suitable for co-location as illustrated by the blue
hatched lines in Figure 3 below. Figure 4 overleaf illustrates the different land parcels within this
KIBA.

Figure 3: Extract from Map 2.17 of the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map
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Iig_ure 4: Land Parcels within the Waterworks Road KIBA
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Source: London Borough of Lambeth — Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas (December 2019)

Knollys Yard KIBA

7.11  Map 2.18 illustrates Knollys Yard KIBA. Knollys Yard is owned by Network Roil and is designated

as a new KIBA within the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version.

7.12  Knolly’s Yard lies to the west of West Norwood and is surrounded by three mainline railway lines
connecting London Victoria and Waterloo with the south coast. The surrounding area is largely

residential in nature. West Norwood/Tulse Hill district centre is the closest town centre to the east.

7.13  According to the Council’'s KIBA Review document (December 2019), the site provides low cost
industrial accommodation, including scaffolding and welding businesses, suitable for lower-value
industrial uses and other industrial related businesses important to the local economy, particularly
the construction sector. The KIBA Review document further states that the railway lines screen
the industrial uses from neighbouring residential uses, thereby meaning that it is a suitable location

for *bad neighbour’ uses that otherwise find it difficult to locate in inner London.
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7.14  Knolly’s Yard is identified as having the potential to be intensified to provide additional industrial
capacity and/or co-location with residential and other uses, such as social infrastructure. The
whole of the KIBA is identified as being suitable for co-location as illustrated by the blue hatched

lines in Figure 5 below.

7.15  The KIBA Review document (December 2019) states that difficulties associated with delivering
improvements to the access to Knollys Yard and the overall size of the site mean that it may be

appropriate for a limited element of co-location with other uses.

- B S | =

Figure 5: Extract from Map 2.18 of Knollys Yard
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Source: London Borough of Lambeth — Proposed Changes to Policies Map (January 2020)
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Legal Compliance and Soundness

7.16 It is our contention that there is a lack of a consistent or coherent approach in the methodology
for selecting KIBA sites for intensification and co-location. We would respectfully submit that the
methodology and weighting applied to KIBA sites is unclear from the Council’s KIBA Review
document (December 2019) and the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission

Version.
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Co-location within the Montford Place KIBA appears to be put forward on the basis that the
surrounding urban context is undergoing change and will be increasingly residential in character.
However, the same principle applies to a number of land parcels within KIBA sites in Lambeth.
Indeed, parcel 1 of the ‘Camberwell Trading Estate and Adjoining Sites KIBA’ fronts onto Lilford
Road, which is a road with a residential character located close to a series of residential streets,

such as Paulet Road.

Co-location within the Waterworks Road KIBA appears to be considered acceptable on the basis
that the KIBA already accommodates a predominance of residential and mixed-use developments
with a low level of B-class uses. On this basis, it is a relatively poor performing KIBA. Whilst the
introduction of further residential floorspace within the KIBA might facilitate the intensification of
B-class uses, it is questionable as to whether this will retain the integrity of the KIBA. In contrast,
the masterplan approach being promoted by Caddick Developments and BizSpace in respect of
parcel 1 of the ‘*Camberwell Trading Estate and Adjoining Sites KIBA” would facilitate a net increase
in B-class floorspace and a significant improvement in the quality of employment floorspace, whilst

also safeguarding the integrity of the wider KIBA.

Co-location within the Knollys Yard KIBA appears to be considered acceptable on the basis of the
existing access issues, and that the costs of improving the access could be made viable by co-
location. This is a KIBA that currently accommodates heavy industrial uses that the Council’s KIBA
Review document describes as ‘bad neighbour’ uses. In such circumstances, it is questionable as
to whether the co-location of residential and other uses within this KIBA would allow for such heavy
industrial uses to be retained within this site. The KIBA Review document rightly acknowledges
that such ‘bad neighbour’ uses find it difficult to locate in inner London. As such, we would question
whether this particular KIBA site is best placed to accommodate co-location with residential

development without compromising the existing heavy industrial uses that rely on it.

The BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road is broadly comprised of a mixture of B1(a) office floorspace
and B1(c) light industrial floorspace. The re-provision (and overall net increase) of this floorspace
as part of a comprehensive mixed-use proposal represents a more appropriate form of
intensification which would be made viable by co-location with a shared living component. This
would provide a synergy of uses which makes efficient use of previously developed land and

safeguards the integrity of the existing KIBA.

On this basis, we would submit that the identification of land parcels for intensification and co-
location within KIBAs, as set out in the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map, is unsound. We
consider that the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map are not positively prepared, justified or

effective.
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Climate Change

The Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version refers to the importance of tackling climate

change, with the following strategic objectives set out on page 55 of the Plan:

e Improve air quality and reduce carbon emissions by minimising the need to travel and private
car use, promoting sustainable travel and by maximising energy efficiency, decentralised
energy, and renewable and low carbon energy generation in buildings and area regeneration

schemes.

e Safeguard and increase biodiversity through co-ordinated implementation of the Lambeth

Biodiversity Action Plan.

e Enable Lambeth to adapt to the effects of climate change, including drought, and flood risk
and urban heat islands, through the location of development, mix of uses and design of the
built environment, sustainable design and construction, retention of existing trees, significant
levels of urban greening, and sustainable urban drainage, an integrated approach to water

management and protection of the supply of water.

Further to the strategic objectives, Policy EN4 states that all development, including construction
of the public realm, highways and other physical infrastructure, will be required to meet high
standards of sustainable design and construction feasible, relating to the scale, nature and form of

the proposal.

However, the objectives and policies relating to climate change do not follow through to the rest
of the Plan. In particular, we would consider the restrictive nature of Policy ED3 means that it will
not be viable for many business owners to upgrade or redevelop their existing employment stock
where they are located on KIBA sites. In appropriate instances, co-location can enable the

necessary redevelopment of out-dated employment premises that are inefficient and costly to heat.

By adopting a more nuanced approach to Policy ED3, the new Local Plan could not only facilitate
the strengthening and intensification of certain KIBAs, but could also play a part in providing

improved and energy efficient employment stock which helps to tackle climate change.
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Summary and Conclusions

In summary, these representations are submitted on behalf of Caddick Developments in respect of
the current consultation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version
(January 2020).

Caddick Developments submitted written representations in December 2018 during the previous
consultation on the new Lambeth Local Plan. The representations were made with reference to
the BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road which forms part of the ‘Camberwell Trading Estate and
Adjoining Sites KIBA'. Bizspace and Caddick are jointly promoting a mixed-use development at the

site which seeks to provide both modern employment space and new shared living accommodation.

With regard to Policy H13 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version,
we consider that it should not restrict the location of shared living proposals to Waterloo and
Vauxhall. We submit that the current wording of the policy is unsound on the basis that it is not

positively prepared, justified or effective.

In broad terms, we welcome the updates made to Policy ED3 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan, namely the recognition it provides for the intensification of KIBAs and for co-location with
residential and other uses. However, this policy needs to be informed by the identification of
suitable KIBAs and land parcels within KIBAs, which are capable of providing for intensification and
co-location. In other words, suitable sites need to be identified to ensure that this policy is

effective. At this juncture, we consider that this is not the case.

With reference to the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map, we consider that the methodology
and weighting applied to those KIBA sites identified for intensification and co-location is unclear
from the Council’s KIBA Review document (December 2019) and the Draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan Proposed Submission Version. We therefore consider that the Proposed Changes to the

Policies Map are not positively prepared, justified or effective.

To conclude, we consider that careful consideration of modifications to proposed Policies ED3 and
H13 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version will help to facilitate a
more joined-up approach in maximising the efficiency of KIBA sites, urban regeneration and the
sustainable use of urban land. We wish to reiterate that we would like to participate in the

Examination-in-Public for the new Local Plan.
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