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Your Ref:  

Our Ref: 10/01836/OUT/DC_SDI/38667 

 

Mr Russell Clark 
c/o Rawdon Sherwood: Moss Architecture And 
Design 
B5 Maidstone Building Mews 
72-76 Borough High Street  
London  
SE1 1GN 
 
 
Date Printed 03 December 2010 

RE: REFUSAL FOR PERMISSION FOR DEVELOPMENT 

Dear Mr Russell Clark 

DECISION NOTICE 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990. 

 

The London Borough of Lambeth hereby refuses to permit under the above mentioned Acts and 
associated orders the development referred to below as shown on the plan(s) if submitted. 

Your attention is drawn to the Statement of Applicant’s Rights attached. 

Application Number: 10/01836/OUT Date of Application: 03.09.2010 Date of Decision 03.12.2010 

 
 

Proposed Development At: 
West Norwood Lawn Tennis Club 128 Knight's Hill London SE27 0SR  

 
 

 
For: 

 
In outline with all matters reserved; the demolition of the existing tennis club buildings 
and the erection of a six-storey mixed use building comprising a new tennis/sports 
club at lower ground and ground floor levels and 58 residential units on the upper 
floors. 
 
 

Submitted Plans 

 M457_001.PL2, M457_002.PL2, M457_002, M457_03.PL2, M457_004. 

 PL2, M457_005,PL2, M457_006.PL2, M457_007.PL2, M457_008.PL2, 

 M457_009.PL2, M457_010.PL2, M457_011.PL2, M457_012.PL2, M457 
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 _013.PL2, M457_014.PL2, M457_015.PL2, M457_016,PL2, M457_017 

 PL2, M457_018.PL2, M457_019.PL2, M457_020.PL2, M457_021.PL2, 

 M457_022.PL2, M457_023.PL2, M457_024.PL2, M457_025.PL2, M457 

 _026.PL2, M457_027.PL2, M457_028.PL2, M457_029.PL2, M457_030 

 .PL2.1, Planning Statement, Phase 1 Habitat Survey July 2006 

 and Ecohomes 2006 Pre Assessment Estimator April 2006. 

 

Reasons for Refusal 

 
 1 The development is unacceptable in principle in that it would result in the loss of open space and 
outdoor sports facilities, to the detriment of the landscape, historical character of Lambeth and the quality-of-life 
opportunities of the local community. In this context the application fails to demonstrate 'exceptional' 
circumstances or to provide satisfactory compensatory provision for the loss so as to dictate that the 
development should nonetheless be permitted. The development is therefore contrary to policies 15 and 50 of 
the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
 
 2 The development, by reason of the mix and size of units proposed for the affordable housing element of 
the proposal, would fail to reflect the future housing need of the borough. The development therefore fails to 
comply with policies 15 and 16 of the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 
2010. 
 
 3 The development by reason of the layout and siting of the ground floor residential units would result in 
lack of privacy to future occupiers of the four ground floor units given the proximity of the units to footpaths and 
access to the proposed building. The lack of defensible space and details in regards to the boundary treatment 
further evidence the potential for overlooking to these units ( 1b, 2b, 3b and 4b). The proposal therefore fails to 
comply with policies 33 and 38 of the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 
2010. 
 
 
 4 In the absence of a BRE compliant daylight and sunlight assessment and floor plans indicating window 
positions, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not unduly impact on 
the daylight and sunlight levels received by the adjoining residential properties and that adequate daylight and 
sunlight levels and outlook would be provided for future occupiers of the proposed residential units, therefore 
the proposed development fails to comply with Policies 33 and 38 of the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as 
saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
 5 The development, by reason of the contrived layout, siting, quantum and proximity to existing trees on 
site in regard to amenity space provision and the lack of children and young people’s play space, would result in 
the proposal failing to provide adequate amenity spaces for future occupiers of the proposed development. The 
proposal would fail to provide a suitable residential environment and fails to comply with polices 15 and 50 of 
the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010 and the Supplementary Planning 
Document ‘Guidance and Standards for Housing Developments and House Conversions’ and GLA’s 
Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Providing for Children and Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation’. 
 
 6 The development, by reason of its scale, massing, height and layout, will appear incongruous and 
overbearing in this location to the detriment of the adjacent townscape and the character and appearance of the 
local area. The development is therefore contrary to Policies 33, 35 and 38 of the Unitary Development Plan: 
Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
 
 7 The application has failed to demonstrate that the incongruous height and massing of the development 
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would not have an unacceptable impact upon the views from Knights Hill of the Grade II* Listed St Luke’s 
Church, to the potential detriment of the setting of that building. The application therefore fails to demonstrate 
compliance Policy 41 and 45 of the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010.  
 
 8 The application fails to demonstrate how it will contribute positively to sustainable design and 
construction objectives through meeting the code for sustainable homes and BREEAM standards and to the 
requisite on-site provision of renewable energy. In the absence of such information the development is contrary 
to Policies 1, 34 and 35 of the London Borough of Lambeth's Replacement Unitary Development Plan: Policies 
as saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
 
 9 It has not been satisfactorily demonstrated to the Local Planning Authority that the development would 
not result in the indirect loss of trees in the future, due to the damage that would be likely to be incurred 
because of the poor juxtaposition between the proposed building and the 2 no. existing Horse Chestnut trees 
that are situated on the NE boundary of the site and subject to a Tree Preservation Order. The trees on this site 
to be retained are protected by a Tree Preservation Order (No. 239), and provide a valuable visual amenity, 
now and for the future. The proposal has not taken full account of the trees and shown that they have been 
positively integrated (on a sustainable and long term basis) as part of the layout proposal. As such it is 
considered that the proposal is contrary to Policy 39 of the Adopted Unitary Development Plan: Policies as 
saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
 
10 Until such time as a comprehensive survey has been undertaken to ascertain whether the three 
sycamore trees identified in the Ecology Survey provide roosting habitats for bats including suitable mitigation 
measures as may be appropriate, the Council is unable to assess whether the development would have an 
acceptable impact upon the bat population that may roost at the site. The Council are therefore unable to 
assess the application in accordance with Policy 52 of the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond 
the 5th August 2010. 
 
 
11 The application by reason of the lack of a Transport Assessment has resulted in the Council being 
unable to fully assess the application in respect to its implications of the development on the surrounding 
highway network and highway and pedestrian safety. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 9 and 14 of 
the Unitary Development Plan: Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
12 The proposed development, by reason of the siting of the proposed vehicle access off Cheviot Road, 
would be unacceptable due to the location of an existing London Buses Bus Stand which would result in the 
vehicle access being potentially blocked at various times through out the day and the unacceptable conflict that 
this would cause. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 9 and 14 of the Unitary Development Plan: 
Policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010. 
 
 
13 The proposal, by reason of its failure to mitigate its potential impacts through S.106 financial 
contribution payments, would result in an increase in demand on Council provided initiatives and services within 
the location to their unacceptable detriment. The proposal is therefore considered contrary to Policy 57 of the 
London Borough of Lambeth Unitary Development Plan: policies as saved beyond the 5th August 2010 and S 
106 Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document (July 2008). 
 
 
14 The application has failed to demonstrate to the LPA that the proposal would not, through potential 
floodlighting, give rise to unacceptable disturbance via light spillage which would be detrimental to the amenity 
of the surrounding residential properties. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy 7 of the Unitary 
Development Plan Policies Saved Beyond 5th August 2010 and Policy 4A.20 of the London Plan (as 
consolidated 2008). 
 
15 It had not been demonstrated that the proposed hours of use would not give rise to unacceptable noise 
and general disturbance which would be detrimental to the amenity of the surrounding residential properties. As 
such the proposal is contrary to Policy 7 of the Unitary Development Plan Policies Saved Beyond 5th August 
2010 and Policy 4A.20 of the London Plan (as consolidated 
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Notes to Applicants: 
 
 1 It is noted that the application submitted is in outline with all matters reserved, however the site 
complex and located within an urban environment with a number of constraints. The previous 
Inspectors decision (APP/N5660/A/07/2054514) set out a number of issues; these should have been 
addressed with the submitted outline application. The level of information that has been submitted is 
considered to be insufficient and fails to allow the LPA to make a full assessment on the principle of the 
proposed development. This lack of supporting information has made it difficult for the LPA to make a 
thorough assessment, resulting in a large number of reasons for refusal. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Les Brown 

Divisional Director, Planning 
Regeneration & Housing Department 
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INFORMATION FOR APPLICANTS GRANTED PLANNING PERMISSION SUBJECT TO 
CONDITIONS, OR WHERE PERMISSION HAS BEEN REFUSED 

General Information 

This permission is subject to due compliance with any local acts, regulations, building by laws and 
general statutory provisions in force in the area and nothing therein shall be regarded as dispensing 
with such compliance or be deemed to be a consent by the council thereunder. 

Your attention is drawn to the provisions of the Building Regulations 2000 and related legislation which 
must be complied with to the satisfaction of the Council’s Building Control Officer, Phoenix House, 10 
Wandsworth Road, SW8. (PH. 020 7926 1200) 

The Council’s permission does not modify or affect any personal or restrictive covenants, easements, 
etc., applying to or affecting the land or the rights of any person entitled to the benefits thereof. 

Statement of applicants rights arising from the refusal of planning permission or from the grant of 
permission subject to conditions. 

Appeals to the Secretary of State 

If you are aggrieved by this decision to refuse permission for the proposed development or to grant it 
subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the First Secretary of State under section 78 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 within six months of the date of notice. The Secretary of State can allow 
a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but he will not normally be prepared to use this power 
unless there are special circumstances, which excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal. 

Appeals must be made on a form which is obtainable from the Planning Inspectorate, Room 3/15, Eagle 
Wing, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol BS1 6PN.  Alternatively an Appeal 
form can be downloaded from their website at www.planning-inspectorate.gov.uk or you can contact 
them by phoning 0117 372 6372. 

The First Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but he will not 
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances, which excuse the delay 
in giving notice of appeal. 

The First Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to him that the local planning 
authority could not have granted planning permission for the proposed development or could not have 
granted it without the conditions they imposed, having regard to the statutory requirements, to the 
provisions of any development order and to any directions given under a development order. 

In practice, the First Secretary of State does not refuse to consider appeals solely because the local 
planning authority based their decision on a direction given by him. 

Purchase Notices 

If either the local planning authority or the First Secretary of State refuses permission to develop land or 
grants it subject to conditions, the owner may claim that he can neither put the land to a reasonably 
beneficial use in its existing state nor render the land capable of a reasonably beneficial use by the 
carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted. 

In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the London Borough of Lambeth. 
This notice will require the Council to purchase his interest in the land in accordance with the provisions 
of Part VI of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

 


