Lambeth Local Plan Examination
Council’s response to matters arising from Hearing Session on Day 2 – Overview of the
Soundness of the Lambeth Local Plan
14 July 2014
Matter 3
1.

The Council is asked to look at the wording of the justification to policy H2 to give
more certainty to how off-site provision within 1 mile will be considered.

To address the point raised during the discussion, the Council proposes that paragraph 5.8
of the explanatory text to Policy H2 could be modified as follows:
“In the interests of ensuring successful mixed and sustainable neighbourhoods, and in
particular the promotion of community cohesion and social diversity, the site identified for
off-site provision should be located in the borough, and as near as practicable to the
principal site and no further than within one mile of the principal site.”
2.

What are the specific circumstances pertaining to Lambeth which justify additional
requirements in policy H5 when compared to the London Plan, in particular in
relation dual aspect properties? What changes could be proposed if I were to
conclude that the policy would be unsound in this regard?

The specific Lambeth circumstances are as follows:
All of Lambeth is characterised historically by dual aspect residential dwellings. It is part of
Lambeth’s local distinctiveness and an important contributor to quality of life and visual
amenity generally.
Where examples of single aspect residential developments exist in Lambeth the residential
amenity they provide is of poorer quality than dual aspect units. Single aspect units do not
perform as well as dual aspect units – they are more difficult to naturally ventilate, more
likely to overheat, more likely to have worse daylight, more likely not to dissipate pollution,
less likely to offer access to the quiet side of the building, there is less flexibility of rooms,
and they are more difficult to provide with private amenity space.
The Mayor’s policy and guidance covers the whole of Greater London. The Mayor of London
acknowledges the merits of dual aspect dwellings over single aspect ones (see London Plan
Housing SPG November 2012, paragraph 2.3.31-2.3.33). Lambeth is the fifth most densely
populated local authority in England and is largely urban / city centre in character. This
means issues such as noise, air quality, heat, amenity are more amplified / problematic than
other parts of the city.
Lambeth’s key growth areas of Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton are identified as delivering
the majority of new residential development. These are already particularly busy city centre
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/ town centre locations where the issues of environmental quality are particularly pertinent.
Both Brixton and Vauxhall are highly deprived areas with regularly high levels of air pollution
from vehicles. Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton all have major railway lines running through
them on viaducts. Waterloo is the busiest mainline station in London. Brixton and Vauxhall
both have large night time economies with late night bars and clubs. Noise modelling shows
very high levels of noise on Lambeth’s main roads and railway lines. Single aspect dwellings
perform least well in challenging, densely packed urban environments. Noise places great
stress on the wellbeing of all, especially the vulnerable.
Lambeth’s population is rising and diverse. Around one third of the population is considered
deprived. Public health in Lambeth is significantly behind the England average on a
significant number of indicators. Key local priorities include wellbeing and mental health
issues.
The London Heat Island Effect affects the whole of Lambeth to a high degree - affecting
night time temperatures in particular. Global warming is also making heat waves more
common generally. Heat places great stress on the wellbeing of all, especially the
vulnerable. Single aspect flats do not stand up well in terms of natural ventilation. Reliance
on air conditioning, mechanical ventilation and electric fans place an extra cost on
householders and on the environment.
Conclusion—given the specific environmental, demographic and health issues facing
Lambeth it is essential that the highest standards possible are applied to new residential
development. The acknowledged inadequacies of single aspect flats affect the wellbeing of
occupants and remove their sense of control over their personal environment - something
that is psychologically debilitating in itself - the home not being an adequate ‘place of
retreat’ sought by the London Plan.
Further detailed analysis and justification is provided in an accompanying study,
‘Justification against single aspect dwellings’ attached to this statement. [See Annex 1]
The Council considers that Policy H5(a)(iii) is sound, having regard to the justification set out
in the above paragraphs and attached document, and the flexibility written into the policy
which allows for departures from the requirement for dwellings to be dual aspect where
exceptional circumstances are demonstrated.
Nevertheless, in the event the Inspector was to conclude that the policy would be unsound
in this regard, the Council proposes the following modification to Policy H5(a)(iii) and a new
paragraph 5.26a:
Amend H5(a)(iii) “provide dual-aspect accommodation where ever possible unless
exceptional circumstances are demonstrated.”
Add paragraph 5.26a: “The provision of dual aspect dwellings should be maximised in a
development proposal. In accordance with the London Plan Housing SPG (November 2012),
developments should avoid single aspect dwellings that are north facing, exposed to noise
levels above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of life occur, or contain
three or more bedrooms.”
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3.

Please provide a copy of the Housing SPG in so far as it relates to H5.

The London Plan Housing SPG (November 2012) is available electronically on the GLA
website: https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/planning/publications/housingsupplementary-planning-guidance
A hard copy will be provided to the Inspector at the examination hearing on Tuesday 14 July
and the SPG will also be uploaded onto the Examination Library page of the Council’s
website.
Part 2 of the Housing SPG sets out standards relating to Quality. This section, together with
Annex 2 (wheelchair accessibility) and Annex 4 (minimum floorspace standards), contains
the standards and guidance referenced in Local Plan Policy H5.
4.

Please provide a copy of the Councils SPD on space standards.

Lambeth’s ‘Guidance and Standards for Housing Development and House Conversions’ SPD
(July 2008) is available electronically on the Council’s website:
http://www.lambeth.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/borough-wide-spd-documents
A hard copy will be provided to the Inspector at the examination hearing on Tuesday 14 July
and the SPD will also be uploaded onto the Examination Library page of the Council’s
website.
The Council will not be updating the SPD on Guidance and Standards for Housing
Development and House Conversions. This SPD will fall away on adoption of the Lambeth
Local Plan. This is because the content is considered to be covered adequately by the Local
Plan and the London Plan and associated Housing SPG.
5.

Please provide suggested changes to the justification to H6 to refer to the provision
of affordable housing and tie the policy to H3.

During the hearing the Inspector asked the Council to consider an addition to the
explanatory text to Policy H6, in the light of representations by the Waterloo Community
Development Group that the policy should contain an exception where a house conversion
would facilitate a long-term empty property to be brought back into use as affordable
housing.
The Council considers that, as proposals which depart from planning policy can be
determined having regard to other relevant material considerations, including other council
priorities and policy objectives, a specific exception in the policy is not required in this
regard.
Nevertheless, in the event the Inspector was to conclude that the policy would be unsound
in this regard, the Council proposes a new paragraph 5.38a:
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“Other council priorities to increase the supply of affordable housing (H2) and bring longterm empty properties back into residential use (H3 (c)) may be taken into account in the
assessment of individual applications.”
6.

H7 – please look at the wording to part (a)(i).

During the hearing a modification to Policy H7(a)(i) was discussed and agreed, as follows:
Amend H7(a)(i) as follows: “does not compromise capacity to meet the need for
conventional dwellings, especially affordable family homes, nor displace other key uses such
as employment development. Proposals should not result in the loss of employment land or
floorspace, unless relevant policy tests (set out in section 6) are met, or the loss of existing
self-contained dwellings or sites allocated or suitable for self-contained housing;”
7.

Please look at the wording of the proposed modification to H7 to bring it in line with
the London Plan.

During the hearing the Inspector asked the Council to consider a further modification to
Policy H7(b) in the light of the wording in the London Plan, which states at paragraph 3.53:
“Student accommodation should be secured as such by planning agreement or condition
relating to the use of the land or to its occupation by members of specified educational
institutions.”
To reflect the approach set out in the London Plan the Council considers that Policy H7(b)
could be modified as follows:
“Student housing will be secured by planning obligation or condition relating to the use of
the land or to its occupation by members of specified educational institutions. Where the
accommodation is not secured for students, the development will be subject to the
requirements of Policy H2 in respect of affordable housing provision.”
The Inspector also asked the Council to provide further justification for the requirement at
paragraph 5.47 that 10% of student rooms should be wheelchair accessible or easily
adaptable for wheelchair users.
It has been argued by the representor that student accommodation should be excluded
from the policy requirement that 10% of all new housing units should be wheelchair
accessible (or easily adaptable for residents who are wheelchair users) set out in London
Plan Policy 3.8. To support this view, reference has been made to guidance in the Mayor of
London’s Housing SPG 2012 which, it is suggested, excludes student housing from such a
requirement. CGMS (on behalf of Unite) has also referred to a low demand for this type of
accommodation by students over recent years. However, no specific evidence has been
provided to support this assertion.
The London Plan policy requirement for 10% of all new housing units to be fully wheelchair
accessible aims to address the backlog of existing need and the new need anticipated over
the next 10 years. It recognises the fact that people requiring wheelchair access should have
the same living options as any other person.
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The Council considers that it is appropriate to apply the requirement set out in London Plan
Policy 3.8 to all housing types, including student housing, particularly in the absence of any
evidence to demonstrate that the proportion of students who are wheelchair users should
not reflect the general population. Furthermore it does not consider that there is a conflict
with London Plan and related Housing SPG; neither, in the Council’s interpretation,
specifically excludes student accommodation from the general policy requirement seeking
10% wheelchair accessible units.
The Inspector’s report on the examination into Islington’s Development Management
Policies Local Plan (June 2013) reached the same conclusion, stating at paragraph 24:
“Furthermore a full reading of the London Housing SPG reveals no conflict with the content
of Policy DM17. On this basis I am satisfied that the requirement for wheelchair housing is
consistent with the CS and with the London Housing SPG.” [See Annex 2]
Policy DM17 referred to above (adopted Policy DM3.9 A) states: “All new Houses in Multiple
Occupation (HMOs), hostels and student accommodation must be built to Islington’s flexible
home standards (as defined in the Accessible Housing in Islington SPD) and 10% of bed
spaces must be designed to be wheelchair accessible. The 10% wheelchair accessible
standard rooms must be fully fitted from completion.”
The Council notes that in addition to Islington (ref. Policy DM 3.9, Development
Management Policies adopted June 2013), Camden (ref. Policy DP6, Development Policies
adopted November 2010), and Merton (para. 6.25, Sites and Policies Plan and Policies Maps
adopted July 2014) have adopted local plan policies which seek 10% of student housing
units / bedspaces to be wheelchair accessible. Similarly, Lewisham’s submission version
Development Management Policies local plan (November 2013) (Policy DM8) requires 10%
wheelchair accessible rooms, fully fitted from occupation. Lewisham has not yet received
the Inspector’s report, however no modifications were proposed to this policy during the
examination hearing in February 2014.
For the above reasons the Council considers the policy to be sound. However, in the event
the Inspector was to conclude that the policy would be unsound in this regard, the Council
proposes the following changes to paragraph 5.47, fourth sentence:
“The ability to accommodate disabled students should be fully integrated into any student
housing development, with 10 per cent of rooms wheelchair accessible in line with London
Plan requirements at least one wheelchair accessible bedroom provided for every 20
bedrooms as currently set out in part M of the Building Regulations.”
Policy H10 Gypsy and traveller needs
On Day 2 of the examination hearing the Inspector also asked the Council to give further
consideration to the wording of Policy H10 ‘Gypsy and traveller needs’ to ensure the policy
is consistent with the national Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (March 2012).
In the light of this, to better reflect the PPTS and the CLG good practice guide ‘Designing
Gypsy and Traveller Sites’ (2008) the Council proposes the following modifications to Policy
H10 and paragraph 5.65 of the explanatory text:
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(a) The council will meet the needs of Lambeth’s gypsy and traveller community by
safeguarding the existing gypsy and traveller site in Streatham Vale. The council will also
seek to identify a new site(s) for additional facilities to meet the accommodation needs of
gypsies and travellers over the lifetime of the plan.
(b) To ensure new sites are economically, socially and environmentally sustainable,
proposals should meet the following criteria:
(i)

The site is suitable for residential occupation.

(ii) The site does not have an unduly adverse impact on the local environment, the
character of the area and the amenities of both local residents and the future occupiers of
the site, including the potential for noise, traffic movements and other activities likely to be
taking place within or in the vicinity of the site.
(iii) The site has, or will have, a supply of essential services, such as mains gas and
electricity, water, sewerage and drainage and waste disposal.
(iv) The site is situated within a reasonable distance of provides easy access to local shops,
services and community facilities, in particular schools and health services, and benefits from
an appropriate level of public transport accessibility.
(v) The layout of the site, associated facilities and landscaping, including pitches, hardstandings, amenity blocks, parking and turning areas, amenity and play spaces and
boundary treatments, are designed to a high standard well planned to ensure the amenity of
site residents and adjoining occupiers and facilitate the integration of the site within the
surrounding environment.
(vi) The site is not located in an area at high risk of flooding.
5.62 The council has a long-established gypsy and traveller site, at Lonesome Way in
Streatham Vale, currently with 15 residential pitches. It is anticipated that capacity will be
increased to 16 pitches through improvement works in 2013/14.
5.63 A new assessment of need for future accommodation for gypsies and travellers in
Lambeth will be undertaken during 2013. This will inform a local target and a subsequent
assessment of the supply of deliverable sites to address the requirements of Planning Policy
for Travellers (CLG March 2012). This work will be taken forward in a separate Gypsy and
Traveller development plan document, the programme for which is set out in the Local
Development Scheme November 2013.
5.64 Any applications for new sites should demonstrate that the criteria in policy H10 can be
met and that consideration has been given to the principles of good design (including
adequate landscaping) in the layout of the site. Sites should be designed having regard to
the CLG good practice guide ‘Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites’ (2008), or any guidance
that replaces it. The provision of additional pitches will be monitored annually.
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5.65 A reasonable walking distance is considered to be around 400 metres, which is
approximately 10 minutes’ walk. This will be assessed on a case by case basis and in
consultation with the gypsy and traveller community.

7

Annex 1: Justification Against Single Aspect Dwellings (July 2014)

Justification against
single aspect dwellings

July 2014

Introduction
This document is prepared in response to the questions below that were raised by Mrs Susan Hayward
during the draft Lambeth Local Plan examination in public, July 2014.

Q.1

What are the specific circumstances pertaining to Lambeth which justify additional
requirements in policy H5 when compared to the London Plan, in particular in relation dual
aspect properties?

A. 1 Response
The specific Lambeth circumstances are as follows:
All of Lambeth is characterised historically by dual-aspect residential dwellings. It is part of Lambeth’s local distinctiveness and an important contributor to quality of life and visual amenity generally.
Where examples of single-aspect residential developments exist in Lambeth the residential amenity they
provide is of poorer quality than dual aspect units. Single aspect units do not perform as well as dual aspect units—more difficult to naturally ventilate, more likely to over-heat, more likely to have worse daylight,
more likely not to dissipate pollution, less likely to offer access to the quiet side of the building, less flexibility of rooms, more difficult to provide with private amenity space.
The Mayor’s policy and guidance cover the whole of Greater London. The Mayor of London acknowledges the merits of dual aspect dwellings over single aspect ones. Lambeth is the 5th most densely populated local authority in England and is largely urban / city centre in character. This makes issues such as
noise, air quality, heat, amenity etc.) are more amplified / problematic than other parts of the city.
Lambeth’s key growth areas—Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton are identified as delivering the majority of
new residential development. These are already particularly busy city centre / town centre locations
where the issues of environmental quality are particularly pertinent. Both Brixton and Vauxhall are highly
deprived areas with regularly high levels of air pollution from vehicles. Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton all
have major railway lines running through them on viaducts. Waterloo is the busiest mainline station in
London. Brixton and Vauxhall both have large night time economies with late night bars and clubs.
Noise modelling shows very high levels of noise on Lambeth’s main roads and railway lines. Single aspect dwellings perform least well in challenging, densely packed urban environments. Noise great stress
on the wellbeing of all, especially the vulnerable.
Lambeth’s population is rising and diverse. Around 1/3 of the population is considered deprived. Public
health in Lambeth is significantly behind the England average on a significant number of indicators. Key
local priorities include well-being and mental health issues.
The London Heat Island Effect affects the whole of Lambeth to a high degree—affecting night time temperatures in particular, global warming is also making heat-waves more common generally. Heat places
great stress on the wellbeing of all, especially the vulnerable. Single aspect flats do not stand up well in
terms of natural ventilation. Reliance on air conditioning, mechanical ventilation and electric fans place an
extra cost on householders and on the environment.
Conclusion—given the specific environmental, demographic and health issues facing Lambeth it is essential that the highest standards possible are applied to new residential development. The acknowledged
inadequacies of single-aspect flats affect the well being of occupants and remove their sense of control
over their personal environment - something that is psychologically debilitating in itself—the home not being an adequate ’place of retreat’ sought by the London Plan.
Q. 2 What changes could be proposed if I were to conclude that the policy would be unsound in
this regard?
A. 2 Response:
Amend H5(a)(iii) “aim to provide dual-aspect accommodation where ever possible unless exceptional circumstances are demonstrated.”
Add paragraph 5.26a: “The provision of dual aspect dwellings should be maximised in a development
proposal. In accordance with the London Plan Housing SPG (November 2012), developments should
avoid single aspect dwellings that are north facing, exposed to noise levels above which significant
adverse effects on health and quality of life occur, or contain three or more bedrooms.
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Policy Background

London Plan
Policy 3.5—Quality and design of housing developments—(a) seeks housing developments of the highest
quality, (b) seeks design that enhances local contexts and ( c) seeks design that takes in to account factors such as ‘arrival’, ‘home as a place of retreat’ and meeting the changing needs of Londoners over their
lifetimes.
Para 3.35 identifies that CABE has identified only a small proportion of new London development to be
‘good’ or ‘very good’ and that poor quality developments are a strategic issue. Para 3.39 explains the
Mayors Housing SPD and identifies
‘… the home as a ‘place of retreat (especially important in higher development); meeting the challenges of
a changing climate by ensuring homes are suitable for warmer summers, and mitigating the extent of future change; and ensuring easy adaptation to meet the changing and diverse needs of occupiers over
their lifetimes’
For full text see Appendix 1
Mayors Housing SPD
Para 2.1.10 identifies ‘baseline’ standards which are essentially minimum standards for housing design.
Additionally para 2.1.11 identifies ‘good practice’ standards which, when applied, are likely to deliver:
‘the kind of exemplary housing quality and design the Mayor is committed to achieving’
P5.2.1 (page 70) of the SPD sets the baseline standard as:
‘Developments should avoid single aspect dwellings that are north facing, exposed to noise levels
above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of life occur, or contain three or more
dwellings.’
It also explains the benefits of dual aspect flats (below) and states ‘where possible the provision of dual
aspect dwellings should be maximised in a development proposal’:








Better daylight
A greater chance of direct sunlight for longer periods
Natural cross-ventilation
Mitigating pollution
Offering a choice of views
Access to the quiet side of a building
Greater flexibility in the use of rooms

The problems of single aspect are also identified:



More difficult to ventilate naturally
More likely to overheat (bearing in mind global warming and urban heat island)

See full text in Appendix 2.
Whilst not explicitly stated when compared to the benefits of dual aspects flats single aspect units
would— offer worse daylight, not mitigate pollution, less likely to offer access to the quiet side of the building, offer less flexibility in the use of rooms.
Conclusion
The Mayor’s policy considers housing quality to be a strategic issue. The Mayor’s guidance identifies the
failings of single aspect dwellings and gives a baseline ‘minimum’ standard. However, these baseline
standards would not achieve the exemplary housing standards that the Mayor is seeking to achieve.

2

Lambeth’s Local Distinctiveness

Lambeth Local Distinctiveness Study, (2012)
This explains how the borough largely developed over a century from around 1800. Section 5, of this document explains the most common building types within Lambeth—terraced houses, semi-detached houses, detached houses, alms houses, Tyneside flats, blocks of flats and tower blocks. Key text relating to
the aspect of these common types is repeated below:
5.10 The successful inter-war flats are arranged in small groups (four to six on a floor) with direct access to
central circulation core—such as Dorchester Court, Herne Hill; the flats are dual aspect. Less successful
examples tend to have inconveniently long internal corridors and single aspect flats; examples include
Effra Court, Brixton Hill.
5.11 In the 1960s and 1970s there was much innovation in layouts. Patio houses tend to be inward looking
around a small courtyard. This can make them introverted which reduces natural surveillance to the public
realm . Many post-war house layouts are split-level. Townhouses often incorporate an integral garage.
Flats in tower blocks tend to be placed on the corners for dual aspect.
5.12 All the above common layouts are typically dual aspect which is good for outlook, day-light and importantly cross-ventilation.

Much of the 19th Century development, part of the London vernacular, was built on tried and tested methods and traditions—natural ventilation, good levels of daylight, dual aspect accommodation is a key
aspect of this— delivering the established pattern of housing lining roads each with its own private rear
garden. As the 19th C progressed the involvement of regulation and statute on the provision of housing
and its quality increased but many of the established ‘London vernacular’ practices continued in regulated
form. In the early 20th Century the LCC and local councils lead the way in housing provision, driven in
Lambeth by a slum-clearance agenda—removing poor quality, insanitary and overcrowded housing.
The Council’s ‘Survey of Historic Housing Estates of the 1920s and 1930s in the London Borough of Lambeth’, (reprinted 2003) sought to identify the best examples of the period to raise an appreciation of their
architectural / design quality and importance to the history of Lambeth. It states that it was only with the
Housing of the Working Classes Act of 1890 that municipal authorities were permitted to build housing
and the Housing act of 1919 was the spur to inter-war building in Lambeth, standards having been set by
the Tudor Walters Report of 1918.
‘The LCC architects were therefore given the task of designing new flats that set the new standards of
housing and which brought enormous improvements in living conditions to their new tenants.
The new self-contained flats were usually accommodation within five storey walk-up blocks that were sited
to allow ample space around the blocks for light and air. The pre-occupation of the 1930s with receiving
the maximum amount of sunlight was an important influence in their design.’

The study looks at a wide range of inter-war estates, the vast majority being blocks of walk-up flats with
either open-air (thus naturally ventilated) deck-access balconies serving dual aspect flats or internal stairwells serving two dual-aspect flats on each floor.
Other Evidence
The Council’ is funding the publication of ‘Lambeth Architecture 1940-65’ by Edmund Bird and Fiona Price
as part of its evidence base for better understanding the post-war period. The document is finalised and
awaiting publication—launch date September 2014. In the foreword (see Appendix 3), author and architectural historian Elain Harwood states:
‘Less well-known is the quality of the housing built here in these years 1945 to 1965, by the London
County Council, and the boroughs of Wandsworth and particularly the old, smaller Lambeth. This is a
housing that is surprisingly gentle, generally low-rise and of brick, with dual aspects and generous balconies and higher space standards than were possible in years to come. Generous garden spaces provide a valuable communal amenity and a spacious, leafy character to many of these estates.’

Housing in Lambeth 1965-80 and its National Context—A Thematic Study (English Heritage, 2014)
There is currently increasing interest in the work of the London Borough Lambeth as a housing provider
under the directorship of Ted Hollamby RIBA. Hollamby was much respected during the period for his
work in Lambeth—creating a legacy of well considered social housing from the period. The extracts
below are from that text:
‘The interiors of Lambeth housing were carefully planned also (fig. 10). New schemes were mostly
dual aspect and all were built to the space standards recommended by the 1961 Parker Morris
Report (mandatory from 1969 to 1981).’
‘Where does Lambeth fit in this context? The massing and landscaping of the smaller schemes is notable,
though detailing has often been lost through mass window replacement. Though no other authority after
Camden produced such a consistent and extensive body of housing, it is the very smallest schemes that are
most interesting, where individuality and contextualism are most finely balanced.’

When pressed to identify the single aspect dwellings colleagues from EH identified some two-bed maisonette flats within tower blocks on Binfield Road, Hurley Road and Clapham Road (the majority of the other
flats in these blocks being dual aspect). Officers at Lambeth have been unable to identify any other single
-aspect dwelling schemes from that period.
Known examples of single-aspect dwellings in Lambeth
As part of the evidence collection for an appeal regarding a Grade II listed inter-war block of flats in
2012—Dorchester Court, Herne Hill, the council undertook some evidence collection of other speculative
inter-war apartment blocks in Lambeth or the purpose of comparison. The images and extracts opposite
are taken from that work which was never formally completed because the appeal was subsequently
withdrawn.
This building type is not particularly common in Lambeth but is found in concentrations in Brixton and
Streatham town centre. They typically front main roads, there is typically little amenity space , some are
built immediately above parades of shops and others have ground floor residential accommodation. In
the case of the latter there is generally minimal set-back from the back of pavement.
They are of a higher density (6—8 storeys) than that more traditional 19th Century neighbours and as a
result they typically have one or more passenger lift serving the upper floors.
They all typically have a principal entrance from which radiate long spine corridors which serve front and
rear flats. Single aspect units facing front suffer most from traffic noise, poor air quality, overlooking from
passing pedestrians (at ground floor). These issues tend to force residents to keep windows closed and
often curtains drawn. The rear facing units are quieter but often amenity and outlook are not of the
highest quality. No units have private amenity space. Communal amenity space is generally very limited.
The long internal circulation corridors are institutional in character, often they do not benefit from through
ventilation and can cause issues in terms of security and antisocial behaviour.
These properties exemplify the poor standards of the inter-war years that are found only with private
speculative development and sit in stark contrast with the social housing of the same period (see Survey
of Historic Housing Estates of the 1920’s and 1930’s ‘, 2003) and that which followed in the post-war
decades— typically built on large comprehensively developed sites, benefiting from generous soft
landscaping, dual-aspect dwellings and external (naturally ventilated) deck-access arrangements.
Conclusion
The historical evidence is clear—Lambeth is characterised by dual-aspect accommodation. It is part of
the borough’s character and local distinctiveness. Where single aspect development exists—
predominantly in inter-war speculative development in urban areas—it is less successful than dual aspect
accommodation.

Corner Fielde, Streatham Hill

Brixton Hill Court, Brixton Hill

Sandhurst Court, Acre Lane

81 majority single aspect flats.
Rear flats face onto a parking
area. Front flats present to the
busy A23 red route. Site adjoins
bus garage. Long corridors.

142 majority single aspect flats.
Rear flats face into gardens of
adjoining terraced properties and
communal spaces. Front flats
present to busy A23 red route.
Very long corridors.

57 majority single-aspect flats.
Rear flats look into communal
garden. Front flats present to
busy local centre location.
Long corridors.

Corridor

Corridor

Corridor

Single aspect—back of room not ventilated

Dual aspect—through ventilation

Sunlight—June (noon)

Sunlight—March and September (noon)

Sunlight—December (noon)

Lambeth examples showing that privacy for residents is a problem when their only private amenity space
faces the street. The results are visually unacceptable and rarely provide decent amenity levels.
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The problems with single aspect accommodation when compared to dual aspect

More difficult to ventilate naturally
If the single aspect dwelling is street facing then traffic noise, even off main routes, discourages residents
for opening their windows. Even when open it is difficult for air to flow. The absence of natural ventilation
leads to a reliance on electric fans and air conditioning which leads to increased energy consumption.
Windowless kitchens and bathrooms can not be naturally ventilated—leading to a reliance on mechanical
ventilation which leads to increased energy consumption.
Most new residential developments no longer provide outside drying courts for laundry. Many leases preclude the hanging of laundry on balconies. Poor ventilation makes it more difficult to naturally dry clothing
- which again necessitates tumble drying which again increases energy consumption. Many modest
kitchens do not have space for tumble driers—necessitating their storage in bedrooms.
More likely to overheat (bearing in mind global warming and urban heat island)
Single aspect orientations to the S and SW are most vulnerable to overheating. This is exacerbated by
poor ventilation (see above); indeed global warming and the urban heat island effect on inner London are
added considerations.
More likely to have worse daylight / sunlight
Sunlight has a warming effect which can be beneficial to residential amenity, so too can good daylight.
This is especially important for those who are more likely to spend much of their day at home—the elderly
etc. A purely east facing flat will only get morning sun. A purely west facing flat only evening sun. North
facing flats will get no direct sunlight. A purely south facing unit is prone to over-heating. The angle of the
sun changes with the seasons affecting light penetration to the back of rooms—deep plans often become
problematic—necessitating the use of artificial light before dusk.
More likely to not mitigate pollution
This is an issue of poor environmental air quality combined with the difficulty of naturally ventilating singleaspect dwellings. An absence of air flow means that atmospheric pollution is not dispelled as quickly.
Less likely to offer access to the quiet side of the building
Noise pollution from roads, railways and noisy uses (pubs, clubs, factories, early deliveries etc.) are common in urban areas like Lambeth. This is most problematic in busy urban, town centre / city centre locations but still presents issues on secondary roads, traffic lights and especially bus routes were stopping /
resting buses can be particularly noisy at night and in the early morning. A problem at the best of times, it
is much more problematic in single aspect flats as all rooms are subject to the same adverse impacts.
Less flexibility in the use of rooms.
This relates directly to issues such as noise pollution. In a dual aspect flat the quietest bedroom will be
preferred by most residents. Residents of single-aspect dwelllings do not have that choice. With dualaspect flats bathrooms, kitchens, second bedrooms and stairwells can be presented to the noisiest side of
the building.
More difficult to provide decent private amenity space
Traditionally street facing gardens are semi-private—providing a visual amenity for residents and passersby but offering little practical value for private / quiet enjoyment. Traditionally private rear gardens serve
that function.
Single-aspect dwellings that face street frontages create a problem in this respect as the residents have
no private rear amenity space and thus rely on private amenity space facing the street. This can result in
high boundaries to the street creating dead frontages which reduce natural surveillance and create a poor
street environment. If low boundaries are used residents are left with no proper privacy and are required
to effectively live in a ‘goldfish bowl’ feeling overlooked and getting no peace—ad-hoc screening often results but rarely provides an adequate solution (see opposite).
Conclusion
Single aspect accommodation, as a result of various inter-related circumstances can lead to poor quality
residential experience in urban areas—this has the potential to have considerable dis-benefits on the residents of these dwellings, their quality of life and wellbeing—remove their sense of control over their personal environment - something that is, in itself, psychologically debilitating.

Above— red crosses identify air quality standard breaches for 2013

Environmental Quality
Air Quality
There are one hundred air quality monitoring stations across London and four in Lambeth. It is estimated
at 50,000 deaths in England and over 4,000 deaths a year in London are linked to air pollution. In December 2010 the Greater London Authority reported that air pollution is a bigger killer than obesity, and
suggests that the capital risks heavy EU fines. The GLA website acknowledges that
‘despite reductions in the majority of pollutants mentioned above, levels of PM10 and NO2 continue
to exceed national air quality standards and objectives in some areas of London.’
Revise government projections show NO2 levels in London are set to stay above EU limits until at least
2030.
PM10 has become the generally accepted measure of particulate material in the atmosphere. These
smaller particles are likely to be responsible for adverse health effects because of their ability to reach the
lower regions of the respiratory tract.
Air Quality Across Lambeth
Data isn’t available to map air quality across Lambeth because there are only three monitoring stations.
Air Quality Brixton
As reported by the GLA in 2010, the kerbside the monitoring station on Brixton Road (within the town centre) broke all previous London records, registering the highest NO2 (Nitrogen Dioxide) annual mean on
the city network of 173 ug/m3. Over the same period the site also saw 2,563 breaches of the hourly
threshold of 200 ug/m3.
In 2012 the Green Party and the Campaign for Clean Air in London, measured the pollution levels both at
the monitoring station on the Brixton High Road, and in the surrounding residential roads. Levels of PM10
particulate in residential areas were measured at 90% of the levels on the main road. Brixton Road is a
very busy bus route.
Air Quality Vauxhall
As also reported by the GLA in 2010, the kerbside the monitoring station on Vauxhall Bondway (within the
Waterloo OAPF area) was the 11th highest in London, registering the highest NO2 (Nitrogen Dioxide)
annual mean on the city network of 77 ug/m3. The same report concluded that the Bondway interchange
has the highest Annual Mean PM10 reading in London and second highest 24-hour mean PM10 reading
in the city. Bondway is a significant bus interchange. The londonair.org.uk website reports that Nitrogen
Dioxide levels (40 ug/m3 as an annual mean) are regularly exceeded at Vauxhall Bondway which is at the
centre of the Vauxhall OAPF area.
Air Quality Waterloo
Waterloo currently does not have a pollution monitoring station. It is home to the busiest railway terminus
in central London (Waterloo) and the only viaduct bringing trains into Charing Cross also cuts through the
area. Its large bus garage on Cornwall Road in the centre of the Opportunity Area has generated local
concerns about air pollution in the area—which included an online petition in 2013 requesting that formal
monitoring be undertaken.
Conclusion
Air quality levels in two of Lambeth’s growth areas (Vauxhall and Brixton) regularly exceed air pollutant
levels (nitrogen dioxide and PM10). Levels of NO2 are likely to remain excessive for the next 15 years.
This is challenging for all residents but particularly for vulnerable / deprived groups (in terms of physical
and mental wellbeing); these constitute in the region of 1/3 of all Lambeth residents and are populations
that are concentrated around the existing growth areas. Single aspect units, being more difficult to naturally ventilate, are not well suited to dispersing atmospheric pollution.

London Heat Island Effect and Climate Change
The city’s built fabric absorbs and stores heat in the daytime which it releases at night. The result is the
urban heat island—edging London’s temperature a few degrees higher than surrounding rural locations.
In May 2012 the Walker Institute recorded that some parts of London were 5 degrees warmer than the
surrounding rural area. Climate change is further increasing average temperatures in the city and a combination of the two is considered to be contributor to some pollution issues.
“London has recently experienced some very high temperatures that have affected the health and
comfort of Londoners and patterns of economic activity. During a heat wave, the Urban Heat
Island effect prevents the city from cooling down at night, and means people aren’t able to escape
the heat, especially in areas without many trees or green spaces. The UHI affects cities across the
globe and this is likely to become more pronounced due to climate change.”
Polly Turton, Senior Consultant in Advanced Technology + Research, Arup
Conclusion
Lambeth sits within the warmest part of the London heat island. This is challenging for all residents but
particularly for vulnerable / deprived groups (in terms of physical and mental wellbeing); these constitute
in the region of 1/3 of all Lambeth residents. Single aspect accommodation will not assist residents in
coping with heat because it is more difficult to naturally ventilate.

Opposite—

Darkest red shades represent highest temperatures.
Darkest green shades represent the lowest temperatures.

Lambeth Demography Fact Sheet (May 2014)
This study describes Lambeth as 

5th most densely populated local authority in England and Wales with 11,301 persons / sq km.



Predicted 10% population increase in next 10 years



Deprived population (29th most deprived in England)



Ethnically Diverse population



Young population (44% below age of 39)

The illustration to the left shows multiple deprivation (most deprived) dark grey and black quartiles cover a
large part of the borough. The most deprived (black) areas include significant parts of Ferndale Ward and
all of Coldharbour Lane (central Brixton) and the western parts of Princes’ and Oval Ward (Vauxhall).
The table below shows the predicted population growth.
Conclusion
The combination of existing very high population density, predicted population growth of 10% is a challenging scenario. High density living—more people, closer together— make it essential that the estimated
17,925 additional dwellings required over the next 15 years provide the best quality residential amenity
possible. Single aspect accommodation would not fulfil this objective.

Source—Health, Housing and impact on health inequalities
NHS England conference, March 2014.

Public Health Profile, 2014
Public Health England’s annual report on Lambeth is provided:
‘To help local government and health services understand their community’s needs so that they
can work to improve people’s health and reduce health inadequacies’
It states that Lambeth’s health is varied compared with the national average. Lambeth has a population
of 310,000 (estimated mid 2012). Deprivation is higher than average with 31.6% of children living in poverty. Life expectancy for men is lower than the England average with disadvantaged men dying on average 5 years earlier than residents in the least deprived parts of Lambeth.
Health Summary for Lambeth
The following are judged by the Public Health England to be significantly worse than the England average:


Deprivation



children in poverty



violent crime



long-term unemployment,



Obese children



Under 18 conceptions



Drug misuse



Incidence of Tuberculosis



Acute sexually transmitted infections



Life expectancy at birth (male)



Infant mortality



Smoking related deaths



Under 75 years mortality rate—cardiovascular



Under 75 mortality rate—cancer

(passed through coughs and sneezes among people who have been in close contact for a long time)

National Priorities
Reduce preventable deaths, reduce the burden of disease, give children the best start. Private rental sector—only 56% considered ‘decent’ in 2008- rogue private landlords who provide sub-standard housing is
a key government concern.
Local Priorities
Poor ventilation can worsen asthma, cardiovascular problems and tuberculosis, poor housing generally
can worsen mental health, depression, isolation (especially in the elderly). Absence of quiet places to
study affect academic achievement
Those who are in receipt of benefits, unemployed, permanently sick or disabled, are carers and from a
lower socio economic background all generally report poorer wellbeing. Local Authorities are now the
lead agencies for public health. Lambeth’s public health priorities include mental and emotional wellbeing, preventing long-term conditions through reducing risk (smoking, alcohol, diet and physical activity),
tackling early determinants in ill health and early intervention in children and young people.
Conclusion
The London Plan and Housing SPD use the term ‘home as a place or retreat’ when talking about quality
residential developments. Given the significant health issues and local priorities in relation to wellbeing
and mental health the quality of residential accommodation in particular is an important contributor to the
wellbeing of the people of Lambeth. The poorer quality residential environment offered in single-aspect
dwellings is likely to contribute adversely in key health and wellbeing cases.

DEFRA Noise Maps
Vauxhall

Waterloo

Brixton

Noise Nuisance
DEFRA, in response to European Union Environmental Noise Directive, prepares noise maps for main UK
cities. Its website explains :
Noise is subjective and different people react to it in different ways. What can cause annoyance to
some people maybe barely noticeable by others. Noise can have the effect of causing people to
feel annoyed simply because the noise is audible. As the noise level increases it can interrupt con
versation, disturb sleep and, in extreme conditions, cause physical damage to those affected
(although exposure to environmental noise is rarely at such a level so as to cause this effect).
The Environmental Noise Directive requires European Member States to establish through the process of
noise mapping the number of people exposed to noise levels above 55 dB(A) Lden and 50 dB(A) Lnight
from major roads, major railways, major airports and in agglomerations (large urban areas). In these urban areas, noise from all other roads, railways, aircraft movements and significant industrial premises has
been mapped, in addition to the major sources.
The most widespread noise nuisance issue in Lambeth is traffic noise—this has a significant impact on
the quality of life of people living on busy roads or bus routes. Junctions, traffic lights and bus stops can
be particularly problematic. Noise disturbance from venues and clubs is limited largely to town centres
(Vauxhall, Clapham and Brixton) and Vauxhall where the residential population is increasing or destined
to increase. Other sources of noise complains to the Council are disturbance from early and late deliveries to premises, places of worship and neighbour disputes.
Another source of noise comes from the railway network. Waterloo is the busiest railway station in Britain
with trains serving 96m users in 2012/13. All the trains into Waterloo come from the south through Vauxhall on an elevated viaduct. Both Waterloo and Vauxhall, as opportunity areas, are identified for significant residential densification.
Central Brixton presents something of a similar—with three viaducts converging at Brixton immediately
adjoining sites identifies in the Brixton SPD for new residential led mixed-use development. Viaducts and
standard railway lines also affect parts of Herne Hill, Loughborough Junction, Clapham, Streatham and
West Norwood. The close proximity of new development to these viaducts has the potential to create
noise nuisance for future residents.
The DEFRA maps opposite show traffic noise (left column) and railway noise (right) for Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton. All mapping is undertaken on a computer model with a noise receptor 4m above ground
level. They should only be used a general guide and not as a site specific tool. For example, bus routes
and bus stops have not been factored into the computer model, nor have pubs or other evening economy
venues. Also, as no grading being provided below 54.9dB(A) it is difficult to differentiate noise levels below this level. We must assume that even on a residential side street the street frontage will be noisier
than the private rear gardens. How many exceed 50 dB(A) is unmeasured.
Conclusion
Noise mapping shows, in a very general way, that Lambeth’s main roads
(TFL strategic routes, trunk roads and major distributors) and railway lines
rate very highly (70dB(A) and above—in terms of noise pollution in their immediate vicinity.
There is insufficient evidence to understand noise level variation below 54.9
dB(A) - the difference between roadside noise levels and those in private
rear gardens.
Single aspect dwellings do not perform well in environments where noise is
an issue—residents can’t use amenity space fronting noisy / busy locations
and are compelled to keep windows closed to mitigate against the noise.

APPENDIX 1—London Plan (extract) page 1 of 3

APPENDIX—London Plan (extract) page 2 of 3

APPENDIX—London Plan (extract) page 3 of 3

APPENDIX—Mayor’s Housing SPD page 1 of 2

‘Baseline’ and ‘Good Practice’ Standards

Page 69 – Homes as a place of retreat

APPENDIX 2—Mayor’s Housing SPD page 2 of 2

Page 70 - Standard 5.2.1 relevant LP Policy 3.5

APPENDIX 3—proposed foreword to Lambeth Architecture 1940—1965 (Bird and Price)

This document was prepared by Lambeth Council’s
Conservation & Urban Design team
2014

Annex 2: Extract from Islington Development Management Policies Local Plan, Inspector’s
Report (June 2013)

Report to Islington London Borough
Council
by Sue Turner
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Date

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 (AS AMENDED)
SECTION 20

REPORT ON THE EXAMINATION INTO ISLINGTON DEVELOPMENT
MANAGEMENT POLICIES LOCAL PLAN

Document submitted for examination on 16 August 2012
Examination hearing held on 12 December 2012

File Ref: V5570/429/9

Islington Council Development Management Policies Local Plan, Inspector’s Report June 2013

Student accommodation
24. It has been argued that student accommodation should be excluded from the
requirement to include 10% of bed spaces as wheelchair accessible as set out
in Policy DM17. To support this view, reference has been made to guidance in
the Mayor of London’s Housing SPG 2012 which it is suggested excludes
student housing from such a requirement. Details have also been provided to
demonstrate the low demand for this type of accommodation by students over
recent years. However paragraph 3.3.26 of the CS clearly states that student
accommodation schemes will be considered housing development for the
purpose of applying Policy CS12H, which required the provision of 10%
wheelchair housing. Furthermore a full reading of the London Housing SPG
reveals no conflict with the content of Policy DM17. On this basis I am
satisfied that the requirement for wheelchair housing is consistent with the CS
and with the London Housing SPG.
25. Part H of Policy DM17 states that student accommodation will only be
approved where the site has been designated or allocated for such use and is
consistent with the objectives of the CS in part I of Policy CS12. It is argued
that this policy is over restrictive and could prejudice the Council’s ability to
meet the need for student accommodation. Attention has been drawn to
Appeal Decision Ref: APP/V5570/A/10/2137730 and High Court Judgement
Case No: CO/3858/2011, which both relate to a planning application which
included a significant element of student accommodation on a site not
designated for such development.
26. The justification for restricting locations for student accommodation was fully
explored in the CS examination and is adopted policy. Thus there is no need
for it to be reconsidered as part of this examination. Furthermore the Council
has provided data to demonstrate that it is meeting its target for delivery of
non self contained housing. The appeal decision which has been referred to
did indeed allow development for student accommodation on a non designated
site and the decision was upheld by the High Court. However neither the
appeal decision nor the judgement made any criticism of Policy CS12 (H) or its
justification. The success of the appeal flowed from issues of viability and the
weight given to the benefits of the mixed use development proposed on an
individual site. On this basis there is nothing in either the appeal decision or
the High Court Judgement to indicate that Policy D17 (I) is not soundly based.
27. The Council recognises that there is some ambiguity between the criteria for
student accommodation in paragraph 3.133 of the DMP and its Supplementary
Planning Document: Accessible Housing in Islington. It has proposed change
MMD11 which will satisfactorily address this matter and ensure that the DMP
is consistent with established guidance. A further change is needed to the
glossary of the DMP through MMD40, to ensure that the definition of habitable
rooms is consistent with the Mayor of London’s Housing SPG 2012.
Issue 4 – are the DMP policies for shops, culture and services effective,
flexible and deliverable?
DM21: Promoting Islington’s Town Centres
28. The Council has identified a number of matters that need to be amended to
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