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4.3.2 Control 

The TfL response seeks the following control measures: 

• Given the many bus services which run on Hannover Park this is both an operational and safety issue.  

We would support the Council in seeking planning controls in terms of time-of-day restrictions to avoid 

peak and school pick up periods on the transport network. 

− Any restrictions imposed upon the operation of the supermarket (over and above existing restrictions) 

would need to be agreed with the supermarket operator.  Any unacceptable restrictions could prevent 

development from taking place as Morrison’s agreement to vacate the existing store is a prerequisite 

for development. 

• a full Delivery and Servicing Plan, for approval by the Council in consultation with TfL, should be 

secured through condition 

− Agreed 

• If non-policy compliant car parking is retained then it should … subject to robust car parking 

management plan to ensure that is used by town centre visitors only and there is suitable charging 

regime to encourage active and sustainable modes of transport instead of the private car and also to 

avoid long stay by commuters, residents or others; we would welcome more discission on this prior to 

determination. We would also expect a plan to show how the car parking would be reduced over time 

and repurposed as and when Morrisons agree or the existing contract expires. 

− Agreed, subject to agreement from the supermarket operator.  Any unacceptable restrictions could 

prevent development from taking place as Morrison’s agreement to vacate the existing store is a 

prerequisite for development. 

• Electric vehicle fast charging should be provided in line with London Plan standards, and an 

appropriate number of wider ‘parent and child’ spaces should also be provided. 

− Agreed 

• Car Parking Management Plan should include the residential disabled persons’ parking, ensure it is 

used only by Blue Badge holders and allocation is on the basis of need not tied to particular homes 

− Agreed 

• A draft Construction Logistics Plan has not been submitted. This should be provided prior to 

determination for TfL to review impacts on the strategic transport network especially given the site’s 

location adjacent to the bus station, bus stops and roads used by buses … Construction material 

deliveries should occur outside of peak hours and should be demonstrated to be able to be 

accommodated on-site to align with Policy T7 and there be no impacts on nearby bus services or 

infrastructure. 

− Extensive material is submitted with the planning application, and further material has been provided 

following submission including: 

− Updated Demolition and Construction Environment Management Plan (document ref. AC11A).   

− It is anticipated that this should be sufficient to set out the way in which construction is expected to 

take place at the site for pre-planning purposes, with further detail secured by condition. 

• The CLP should be secured by condition, for approval by the Council in consultation with TfL. 

− Agreed 

• A full Travel Plan should be secured through condition 

− Agreed 

• The target provided in the draft travel plan does not help to increase active and sustainable travel from 

first occupation of site. This should be amended in the full travel plan. 
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All such matters are considered within the planning application.  In particular refer to: 

• Planning Statement Addendum (document ref AC04A).  

The plans provided show a bollard-controlled restricted access vehicle route through the bus station, 

controlled by the applicant. We strongly object to this proposal. Our legal advice is that the applicant has no 

right over our land for the purpose of accessing the proposed development. As well as eliminating adverse 

impacts on bus operations that can happen under existing arrangements (associated with the servicing of the 

Morrison’s store and abuse of this access by others), removing all such vehicle movements other than those 

by buses is a key to unlocking any potential pedestrian/cyclist route across TfL land between the site and 

Peckham High Street, as described above. This must be resolved prior to determination through a suitable 

revised design of the bus station, agreed with TfL. 

As TfL will be aware, a legal right of access is secured through a land deed which gives the applicant a right 

of access over part of the bus station in order to access the service yard.  The Proposed Development does 

not rely upon any retained vehicular right of access across the bus station for any purpose, but the site will 

still continue to benefit from the existing the right of access.  As the Proposed Development does not rely 

upon any right of access across the bus station, no further legal agreements should be necessary. For clarity, 

Figure 47 of the TA has been reproduced and updated as Figure 1 of this report to clearly note the terms of 

use of this access route. 

Figure 1: Servicing Vehicle Access Strategy 

 

 

… To be clear the bus station must not be used for construction access or other construction-related 

activities and bus operations at it and through the town centre must be maintained safely and efficiently and 

conveniently at all times.  

This is agreed. 
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4.4.2 Hanover Park 

We have concerns with the provision, and location, of raised tables on Hanover Park. These raise safety 

concerns: if provided near bus stops, there is an increased risk of injury to passengers onboard who are 

moving about the bus as it traverses a raised table. 

Raised tables are proposed primarily to raise the carriageway to footway level.  Changes in level do not need 

to be ‘severe’ and can be both shallow/gradual and sinusoidal.  Indeed, the entire carriageway could be raised 

to be closer to footway level.  This is a point of fine detail which can be agreed without the s278 (of the 

Highways Act) process. 

The design of Hanover Park will be subject to continued discussion prior to a (prospective) permission being 

granted, to agree a reasonable mechanism to secure the works and suitable requirements for the works, 

within a planning permission. 

Existing on-highway bus stops serving the site should be protected and enhanced to meet future demand 

driven by the development by increasing capacity and ensure they meet operational standards and that for 

accessibility. For example, on Hanover Park; Stop M will require two double stops with sufficient distance 

to operate independently; Stop P will require a treble stop. Sufficient entry and exit tapers will be required 

and the stops designed to the Accessible Bus Stop Design Guidance  

The TA sets out an extensive assessment of bus demand.  This shows that the Proposed Development would 

not result in a perceptible change to prevailing demand for bus services.  This would not justify or require 

any additional bus services, and TfL has (reasonably) not sought contributions towards bus services 

reflecting the extremely high number of services serving the site.  Protection and enhancement of existing 

on-highway bus stops serving the site is therefore not driven by future demand from the Proposed 

Development and capacity does not need to be increased as a result of the Proposed Development.  However, 

as a more general point, naturally the Applicant will work with TfL to safeguard reasonable enhancement to 

bus stops and will work with TfL to provide bus stops that meet operational standards and standards for 

accessibility. 

With regards to stop M, this bay is currently some 50m long and is safeguarded by the Proposed 

Development.  It is likely to be feasible to create two separate double (c.24m) long bays with c.20-30m 

separation.  With regards to stop P, this bay is already c.33m long and it is likely to be feasible to extend this 

to 36m to accommodate three full bus lengths. 

As part of the Hanover Park improvements, but stops would be provided with raised kerbs for accessible 

boarding and alighting and suitable waiting facilities with seating and shelter. 

The design of Hanover Park will be subject to continued discussion prior to a (prospective) permission being 

granted, to agree a reasonable mechanism to secure the works and suitable requirements for the works, 

within a planning permission. 

4.5 Proposed Development Layout 

We are concerned about the safety of (and perception of safety) residents within and adjacent to the 

development. In particular we have concerns about the area at the back of the buildings on Peckham High 

Street which is proposed to become an integral part of the new public realm, rather than a service yard as it 

is now. Compliance with Policy T2’s ‘people feel safe’ Healthy Streets indicator and the Mayor’s 

Eliminating Violence Against Women and Girls Strategy (EVAWG) should be demonstrated.  It would be 

useful to understand the function of the public space proposed here, e.g., restaurants/bars/night-time 

conditions and how these proposals fit within the property and access agreements applying to this part of the 

site. CGIs and further detail of this interface should be provided. 

This space is expected to be an attractive east-west route within the town centre, setback from Peckham High 

Street and with active frontages from the proposed development on the south side together with overlooking 

from residential above.  Figure 69 in the TA shows the route being forecast to carry 5-7.5k pedestrians per 

day, similar to the central east-west route.   

As part of the development brief developed jointly between LB Southwark and the Applicant, the aspiration 

is for the northern boundary of the site to ‘develop’ over time, with the properties on that boundary being 

encouraged to open new active frontages on their southern property edge.   
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To illustrate the proposed arrangement a number of CGIs were submitted with the planning application.  

CGIs are appended at Appendix C. 

140 car parking spaces are proposed for the Morrisons store, understood to be available for other town 

centre users … If non-policy compliant car parking is retained then it should be justified using robust 

evidence 

As discussed during the pre-application meetings, the provision of supermarket car parking is an enabling 

requirement and written into the contract signed between the applicant and the supermarket leaseholder, 

Morrisons.  The car parking provision is significantly below the levels currently provided and would result in 

a sizable reduction in car movements and a modal shift as noted within the Transport Assessment.  This is 

the minimum level of provision which is acceptable to Morrisons.  The redevelopment of the site is entirely 

contingent upon this level oof car parking. 

The shared resident/town centre disabled spaces are contrary to Policy T6 H, which requires residential 

disabled persons’ parking to be for residents use only. The plans should be amended to provide sufficient 

parking that is only available for residents. 

The proposed development balances the provision of sufficient blue badge car parking on site to meet the 

needs of future residents and employees with the provision of extensive public realm and with affordability 

(particularly avoiding unnecessary and underutilised basement space).  The management and allocation of 

blue badge car parking can be controlled by planning condition.  The Proposed Development accommodates 

11 blue badge spaces for residents and employees.  A shared and managed strategy is the most efficient and 

resilient use of these spaces, but if preferred, these could be segregated to separately allocated one space for 

employees and the balance for residents.  Provided agreement can be reached on the level of provision 

(which is adequate and to meet the expected need of residents and employees and balanced against other 

factors), the management of the spaces can be controlled by condition. 

1609 long-stay and 256 short-stay cycle parking spaces have been proposed. This does not align with the 

minimum quantity standards in Policy T5 and consequently more cycle parking is required.  On the plans 

provided, no cycle parking for the supermarket has been shown. To clarify, at least 35 long-stay and 73 

short-stay spaces are required. 

Cycle parking provision is wholly in line with London Plan standards.  Staff cycle parking within the 

supermarket is not shown on the architectural drawings, pending ‘fit out’ plans from the occupier.  This can 

be controlled through a planning condition. 

Policy T5 also requires cycle parking to meet the London Cycle Design Standards (LCDS). Currently, the 

provision does not meet these standards and should be improved to do so. Comments on compliance are 

provided below:  

- Access to some of the stores is via the public realm (e.g., Buildings D, F and J). We consider that cycle 

store access should be internal, e.g., through a residential lobby to address personal safety concerns of 

residents being tailgated when going into the store. A residential lobby provides a higher amount of footfall 

than the public realm would. If this is not possible, we request that two accesses to the cycle store should be 

provided to allow cyclists to escape if tailgated in.  

This not a requirement of the LCDS. Regardless, all stores are provided with two accesses to allow cyclists 

to escape if tailgated in. 

- Where is the cycle parking for building E and M? Is this shared with other residential buildings? 

Cycle parking arrangements have been updated.  Refer to the updated drawings included within Appendix A. 
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5. Response to LB Southwark Comments 

5.1 Introduction 

LBS Transport Planning provided a written response to the planning application (dated 04/10/2024).  Those 

comments can be broadly categorised as follows: 

• Comments relating the data informing the assessment 

• Comments relating to mitigation and control of ‘common’ transport effects 

• Comments relating to the design of the Proposed Development 

All comments raised by LBS Transport Planning are considered in this chapter, but note that some matters 

will be subject of continued engagement between the Applicant and LBS as part of the normal post 

submission process.  Where replicated, LBS comments are highlighted in blue italic text. 

5.2 Data Informing the Assessment 

5.2.1 Travel Demand 

The TA includes a trip generation assessment of the proposed development, primarily using the TRICS trip 

rate database. This methodology is broadly acceptable, however we have concerns that some of the practices 

applied are not representative of the development. The trip generation assessments must therefore be 

updated to reflect the comments below. In all cases, daily as well as peak hour trip generation must be 

calculated and assessed, and full TRICS output reports provided for review. 

TRICS reports are provided in Appendix D. Appendix E reports daily (0700-1900) trip generation for the 

development travel demand forecasts presented in the TA as well as for a sensitivity test travel demand 

forecast responding to TfL and LBS comments. 

The surveys used to quantify the number of residential trips are derived from Outer London sites (Bexley, 

Brent and Haringey), one of which has a low PTAL. These would not be considered representative of the 

development site. It is particularly concerning that the mode split from TRICS has also been applied to 

assess the mode split of development site. Although the modal split has been adjusted, the baseline mode split 

of the TRICS survey sites has a 22% driver modal share. The trip generation and modal split of a 

development site in Bexley or Haringey would not be representative of the proposed development site, 

particularly in terms of the proportion of active travel trips. 

The 6% cyclist modal share, for example, appears to be very low and not representative of a development 

site of this nature. An updated residential trip generation assessment must therefore be undertaken to include 

more representative Inner London sites, and a comparison of the resulting TRICS modal share with modal 

shares calculated by other means (e.g. TfL's Motion model, census data) provided to ensure robustness. 

As LBS may be aware, the TRICS database contains a limited number of surveyed sites within Inner 

London, especially sites of sufficient scale to be used as part of a travel demand forecast in a meaningful 

sense.  Very few surveys indeed exist of car free sites.  The methodology applied within the TA is entirely 

reasonable with adjustments having been applied to TRICS data to reflect the Proposed Development.  This 

point notwithstanding, the methodology applied in the TA has been interrogated and a sensitivity test 

analysis is presented in Appendix E with the results summarised here. 

Data from TfL’s MoTiON model is not available for this planning application.  This was not requested or 

required by TfL given the modest scale of the Proposed Development (in a London wide strategic sense).  

This data is also not necessary as the methodology set out in the TA is robust and reasonable, and considered 

further in Appendix E. 

It is not appropriate to use Census data as a direct reference for residential travel demand forecasts without 

significant caution.  Census data is now some 13 years old (noting that 2021 Census data was collected 

during a national Covid-19 lockdown and is therefore not suitable as a reference for mode share information) 

and must therefore be critically interrogated before being applied directly.  Census data is also limited to 
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only work journeys and significantly underestimates some modes and significantly overestimates other 

modes. 

TRICS data is the most appropriate reference source for recent all purpose multimodal travel demand 

forecasts provide that the selected sites are suitably comparable to the Proposed Development and that 

suitable adjustments are made to reflect any differences.  A sensitivity test is presented in Appendix E.  This 

shows that the residential cycle and walk mode shares are reasonable based on the very limited same data for 

comparable Inner London sites.  Should cycling or walk trip increase over time, then this would only be 

beneficial for the development. 

We have similar concerns regarding the trip generation assessment of staff at the site, particularly in terms 

of the very low proportion of active travel trips and the use of Outer London survey sites. Similarly, a 

sensitivity test of the potential trip generation using Inner London sites only should be undertaken to ensure 

that the assessment is robust and accurate. 

This comment appears to be written on the assumption that the mode share for office uses has been taken 

directly from TRICS.  As stated in the TA in section 22.4: 

“An employee mode share has been derived from 2011 Census travel to work data (for the MSOA 

containing the Site [022]), subject to suitable adjustments to reflect future cycle mode shares (6%) 

and the absence of car parking (0%), applying the same methodology as was applied for the 

residential mode share adjustment.” 

For journeys to workplaces Census data is a suitable direct reference for travel demand forecasts subject to 

small adjustments.  2011 Census data is now some 13 years old and hence the data was critically interrogated 

before being applied which led to the adjustment of the mode share to reflect the absence of car parking and 

a higher cycle mode share.  This is considered further in Appendix E, which presents an analysis of Inner 

London TRICS surveys sites and finds that the walk and cycle mode shares applied in the TA are 

appropriate.  Naturally, some sites have higher pedestrian and cycle mode shares and others have lower 

mode shares, but the forecast set out within the TA falls within the range of values observed and is a 

reasonable reflection of a median on average value. 

It may be reasonable to expect cycle mode share to fall at ±3% shift of the 6% forecast applied in the TA.  It 

may similarly be reasonable to expect pedestrian mode share to fall at ±5% shift of the 13% forecast applied 

in the TA (though with potential to be as much as 10-20% higher shift if the employees are drawn from a 

very local catchment).  Such variance and uncertainty is normal for any forecast and, in this case, are 

immaterial as the total forecast for the additional employees is only c.50-60 trips in peak hours so the shifts 

which have been identified would amount to only around c.10-12 trips per hour at the extreme. 

It is agreed that the number of vehicle trips generated by the supermarket would reduce due to the decreased 

availability of car parking proposed in comparison with the existing site. However, as the floorspace of the 

store is generally similar, we do not agree that the total trips would decrease, and we would expect these to 

be redistributed to other modes. However the proportion of reassigned trips appears to be broadly 

acceptable. 

This is a matter of opinion.  In practice, travellers will make travel choices based on the ‘overall generalised 

cost’ of journey vs another.  That considers actual financial cost as well as time cost, convenience, and a host 

of other factors.  To assume that 100% of journeys would shift mode while other supermarkets with car 

parking exist within the catchment(such as Sainsburys at East Dulwich, Lidl and Adsa on Old Kent Road, 

and Sainsbury’s at New Cross Gate)  would be an extreme assumption.    

Confirmation is sought that the supermarket will not accommodate home delivery services/vehicles, which 

would significantly increase the number of trips generated. 

Supermarket home delivery vehicles will not operate from the site.  If necessary, this can be controlled 

through a planning condition. 

An assessment of the forecast delivery and servicing demand is provided in Ch17 of the TA report. It is 

understood that the number of delivery/servicing trips has been calculated from a number of sources, 

including TRICS, TfL data and surveys of another Berkeley development in LB Hackney. 2014 survey data 
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from a sites at Imperial Wharf and Bow Quarter have also been utilised to provide a more detailed estimate 

of the accumulation of delivery trips. 

Whilst the methodology applied to residential delivery and servicing trips appears to be broadly acceptable, 

the applicant must provide the TRICS output reports utilised, as well as the applicable survey data and 

calculations applied for review. 

This data is provided at Appendix F.  Note that this methodology has been interrogated at accepted at other 

planning applications. 

In terms of commercial servicing and deliveries, a similar methodology has been applied, including the use 

of the Imperial Wharf surveys. Clarification is sought that the Imperial Wharf surveys have been used to 

assess likely accumulation across an hour only, rather than the trip generation profile itself, which will have 

changed significantly since 2014. 

The methodology is described in detail in the TA in section 17.6.  Daily retail demand has been taken from a 

combination of rates derived from Imperial Wharf to supplement retained demand observed from the 

existing retail uses at the Aylesham Centre.  Office demand has been derived from a review of TRICS 

surveys.  The office and retail demand is then spread across the day to reflect a booking system but retaining 

the durations of stay consistent with observations form Imperial Wharf. 

The trip profile has also been adjusted to allow for a booking system, although no further information has 

been provided on how this will operate, particularly with regards the residential uses at the site and 

potential conflicting use of loading bays. 

The booking system would allow the on-site management team to monitor demand patterns and to re-time 

commercial deliveries such that they arrive outside of the busy residential delivery periods when there is 

ample loading capacity available.  Residential deliveries are more difficult to influence in a practical sense as 

the ‘demand’ side of a residential delivery has very limited influence over the ‘supply’ side logistics. 

5.2.2 Active Travel Zone Assessment: 

The TA includes an Active Travel Zone (ATZ) assessment, the purpose of which is to assess the existing 

streets and infrastructure within the vicinity of the site within the context of TfL's Healthy Streets criteria, 

and where appropriate improvements are required to mitigate the impact of the development. The 6 routes 

identified are broadly acceptable. 

The information submitted within the TA is insufficient, and only identifies the single 'worst' point of each of 

the routes, and fails to provide a complete assessment of the routes in the context of each of the Healthy 

Streets indicators. It is therefore not considered to meet the assessment guidance published by TfL. 

The information submitted within the TA follows TfL guidance for Active Travel Zone Assessments, which 

notes that the audit should focus on the worst part of each journey and how that worst part could be 

improved.  TfL has not challenged the scope of the ATZ, though did comment on the need for two of the 

routes to be assessed for night time travel and that further consideration should be given to the ‘people feel 

safe’ Healthy Street s indicator.  The ATZ has been expanded to consider TfL and LBS comments and 

includes greater commentary summarising the overall routes as well as separate consideration for each 

Healthy Streets indicator for clarity.  This is included at Appendix B. 

5.3 Mitigation and Control 

5.3.1 Mitigation 

The applicant is open to making an appropriate, proportionate and affordable contribution towards 

improvements to the transport network around the site, and/or to deliver such improvements as appropriate.  

However, these matters must be considered in the wider planning balance and will be subject to parallel 

direct engagement between the Applicant and LBS through the s106 negotiation and viability assessment 

process, and must necessarily meet the requirements set out in the NPPF for planning obligations. 

Note that the planning application already includes proposals to transform Hanover Park (considered further 

in section 4.3.2) with widened footways, improved bus waiting facilities, improved pedestrian crossing 
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facilities, and the introduction additional street trees.  These proposals, in particular, will be subject to further 

discussion with LBS to enable these works to be appropriately secured with a (prospective) planning 

permission.  The planning application also includes commitments to improve Peckham Bus Station (as 

discussed in section 4.3.2) 

The LBS response seeks funding towards a number of measures including: 

• Active travel  

− a significant financial contribution towards the delivery of active travel improvement schemes within 

the Peckham area 

− Works to Hanover Park, McKerrell Road and the bus station to be secured through either a planning 

condition or obligation (as necessary). 

• Cycle Hire 

− A location for hired dockless cycles can be accommodated on Hanover Park and can be controlled by 

planning condition 

• Car Club 

− Provision of Car Club … vehicles … and … Membership offer to first-occupier of each residential 

unit to be secured via the s106 agreement for a minimum of 3-years 

− The planning application includes no general car parking.  It is London Plan policy to not provide 

car clubs at car-free schemes.  However, the Applicant would be happy to discuss 

accommodating a car club vehicle within one of the six proposed surface level car parking 

spaces, and is also happy to discuss working with a car club operator and LBS to alternatively 

provide a car club vehicle on an existing nearby road.  In either case, this could include a 

commitment to securing 3 years free membership for the first occupiers of each dwelling. 

5.3.2 Control 

The LBS response seeks, or through the Applicant’s responses results in, the following control measures: 

• Detailed Travel Plans for the residential and commercial elements of the development to be conditioned 

• A Car Park Design and Management Plan (CPDMP) … should be secured by condition attached to any 

future planning permission including restrictions to the supermarket car parking management strategy 

(including duration of stay limits and ticketing) and the management of all (residential and commercial) 

blue badge spaces 

• A Delivery and Servicing Management Plan (DSMP) will be required and will be conditioned… 

including … a delivery/servicing booking system for the supermarket and including a mechanism to 

secure that the on-site management will monitor and manage vehicle movement within the public realm 

and will intervene where vehicles stop inappropriately within the site, and will issue fixed penalty notices 

where necessary 

• Access to CPZ Parking Permits will not be permitted for any use classes within the site, within any area 

of the borough in any existing or future CPZs. 

• Details of cycle store management, layouts, approach routes, and maintenance equipment can be 

controlled through a planning condition 

• The level of provision of EVCP facilities can be secured by planning condition in line with the London 

Plan 

• Site wide levels (including gradients and levels along pedestrian routes, across vehicle, pedestrian and 

cyclists access routes around the site, spot levels where the site takes access from the public highway, 

passage through internal areas of buildings, to/from Blue Badge Bays and larger disabled / adapted 

cycling parking spaces) can be controlled through a planning condition 
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• Condition to agree detailed refuse/recycling store plans 

5.4 Proposed Development Layout 

5.4.1 Cycle Parking 

It is proposed to provide long-stay cycle parking in accordance with the London Plan (2021) standards, 

rather than the more onerous Southwark Plan (2022) standards. Whilst this was broadly accepted during 

pre-application discussions, the applicant should confirm the shortfall between the London Plan compliant 

and Southwark Plan compliant cycle parking provision, and identify where any additional spaces could be 

provided should demand require it. 

It was agreed through the pre-application process that cycle parking would be provided based on London 

Plan (2021) standards.  The Proposed Development has been optimised to balance competing spatial 

demands as part of the design process and the scheme does not include redundant or surplus space for future 

provision.  There was no suggestion or expectation that the Proposed Development should safeguard for a 

greater level of cycle parking, and no such space has been safeguarded.  Meeting London Plan standards 

remains an extremely high level of cycle parking when compared with prevailing cycle ownership in new 

development in London, which Berkeley has previously surveyed as being in the range of 0.13 to 0.61 cycles 

per dwelling across their estate (and typically in the order of 0.3 to 0.4 cycles per dwelling), compared with 

c.1.7-1.8 spaces per dwelling at the Proposed Development. 

Long-stay cycle parking for the residential units is proposed within several centralised hubs within the 

development, as opposed to separate stores within individual blocks. We are concerned that this approach 

does not encourage cycling (contrary to LP policy T5 and SP policy P53), as some future residents may have 

concerns regarding security and access arrangements. The applicant must confirm that individual stores for 

each residential block with separate controlled accesses can be provided within these centralised hubs as an 

absolute minimum, and also provide further information regarding the route lengths between all blocks and 

these hubs. The applicant must also confirm the number of spaces within each store and the corresponding 

residential blocks that will use them to ensure compliance with relevant policy. Separate stores for the 

residential and commercial units must also be provided. 

The principle of providing cycle parking in hubs was established through the preapplication process.  The 

segmentation of cycle parking hubs into individual stores, separated by walls and doors, is shown on the 

plans included within Appendix A. 

Providing cycle parking within a hub arrangement allows flexibility in the way in which access is managed 

and controlled.  Each dwelling would be provided with an access code which will provide them with access 

to their store.  The management arrangements for the cycle stores can be controlled by a planning condition. 

Residential and commercial cycle parking are provided in separate stores as shown on the plans included 

within Appendix A. 

All long-stay cycle parking must conform with LCDS requirements, in terms of access requirements and the 

design and spacing of stands. Based on the information submitted to date it is not possible to determine 

whether this is the case. 

Refer to the material included within Appendix A.  Matters of horizontal spatial arrangement should be clear 

from the submitted material.  More detailed matters can be controlled through a planning condition. 

Cycle parking is proposed on ground, mezzanine and first floor levels. Where there is no access to the cycle 

store from street level, at least 1-lift for cyclists to reach cycle stores on a floor that cannot be accessed via a 

level access route must be provided, and additional lifts must be provided where more than 250 cycle 

parking spaces are proposed to ensure there is resilience. A supplementary staircase with cycle channel 

should also be provided to ensure resilience with a minimum width of 1.2m. 

All cycle stores are provided with two lifts for resilience.  All cycle stores are also accessible via a stair core 

should the need arise.  These stair cores are not provided with cycle wheeling channels as the provision of 

two lifts provides resilience to ensure that there is always a direct, attractive and convenient route into and 

out of the stores for all types of cycles, including larger cycles.  A separate wheeling channel is therefore 
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unnecessary as these would not be used and would not be suitable for larger cycles (with the lifts always 

being used in preference). 

The applicant must submit detailed and dimensioned plans of cycle stores, access routes and cycle 

lifts/ramps/stairs to ensure that appropriate quality provision and access can be accommodated (to be 

secured by compliance condition). 

Refer to the material submitted with the planning application and plans included in Appendix A.  Matters of 

horizontal spatial arrangement should be clear from the submitted material.  More detailed matters can be 

controlled through a planning condition. 

Provision of a bike maintenance stand and fixed pump will be seen positively in terms of quality of cycle 

parking provision and Travel Plan objectives, and the applicant should demonstrate where these can be 

accommodated within cycle stores or the public realm of the scheme. 

All cycle stores can be provided with cycle maintenance equipment including a pump.  This can be secured 

through a planning condition. 

Visitor cycle parking should be provided within the red line boundary / public realm of the scheme and 

within the red line boundary, and the applicant must provide detailed and dimensioned plans showing where 

appropriate visitor cycle parking provision can be provided. The applicant should also seek to provide 

visitor parking in excess of the minimum London Plan standards. 

Refer to the material submitted with the planning application and plans included in Appendix A.  Matters of 

horizontal spatial arrangement should be clear from the submitted material.  More detailed matters can be 

controlled through a planning condition.  The TA summarised, and this report updates, the cycle parking 

provision against London Plan policy. 

In addition to standard visitor cycle parking, the applicant must also demonstrate where appropriate 

provision for cargo bikes and other similar bikes for delivery and servicing purposes can be accommodated 

within the development to reduce the need for these to be undertaken by LGVs. 

Two wheeled cargo cycles can stand on the ‘ends’ of the runs of Sheffield Stands provided across the public 

realm, in line with guidance and practice securing for larger/oversized cycles.  Large three and four wheeled 

cargo cycles, which are becoming increasing common, which are more akin to LGVs, and which are likely to 

increasingly replace LGVs over time, can be accommodated within the loading bays (in place of LGVs). 

The applicant must also identify a suitable location within the site boundary to accommodate hired dockless 

cycles, in order to reduce the potential for these cycles to clutter the public realm of the development and the 

wider area. 

The proposed development has been optimised to maximise the amount of greenspace provided within the 

public realm.  A location for hired dockless cycles can be accommodated on Hanover Park within the 

widened footways which the applicant is committed to delivering, in consultation with stakeholders.  This 

can be controlled by planning condition. 

5.4.2 Car Parking 

A total of 145 car parking spaces are proposed within the basement car park, accessed from Hanover Park, 

comprising 5 residential blue badge spaces, 8 supermarket blue badge spaces, 8 parent and child spaces, 

and 124 standard car parking spaces. Access to the 5 residential blue badge spaces is barrier controlled, 

and must be reserved for use by residents of the development only. Further information is sought regarding 

the accessibility of these spaces to the corresponding wheelchair accessible residential units. 

Refer to the material submitted as part of the planning application as well as plans included in Appendix A.  

Matters of horizontal spatial arrangement should be clear from the submitted material.   

Blue badge parking is not allocated specifically to wheelchair accessible residential units – it is allocated to 

blue badge holders.  All dwellings of Phase 1 have direct access to the basement car park via the residential 

cores as shown in indicative route plans included within Appendix A.   
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Given the excellent accessibility of the site, any standard car parking provision is contrary to London Plan 

and Southwark Plan policies. It is understood that the regeneration of the current Aylesham Centre is 

dependent on meeting certain contractual requirements of the current occupiers (Morrisons), although to 

date the applicant has not provided any evidence of this and must do so prior to determination. 

The Development Agreement is a confidential document, but relevant extracts from the Development 

Agreement can be shared with LBS if necessary to close this point. 

It is understood that access to the basement car park will not be limited to users of the supermarket only, but 

that the car park access will only be open during supermarket opening hours (except for resident blue badge 

holders). We are therefore concerned that the proposed car park will continue to encourage travel by private 

car to Peckham Town Centre. 

The current car park does not charge for parking, although operates with a maximum 2 hour stay. The 

applicant has not clarified how the future car park will operate in terms of tariffs, but the future maximum 

stay must not exceed the current 2 hour limit. The applicant must confirm the proposed charging strategy, 

access restrictions and enforcement arrangements prior to determination. 

The management of the car parking is expected to remain unchanged relative to the existing car parking 

control in place at the site.  Public consultation has highlighted the importance of retaining a car park on the 

site with a ‘town centre’ function.  While this will continue to facilitate travel by private car to the town 

centre, such travel will be substantially reduced compared with the current situation.  

Restriction of the car parking control arrangements can be secured through a planning condition.  This can 

include limiting permitted duration of stay to 2hrs.  Any further restrictions will require engagement with the 

supermarket operator to ensure that this does not conflict with the Development Agreement, which is a 

prerequisite to enable development.   

In addition to the 5 blue badge spaces proposed in the basement car park, a further 6 blue badge spaces are 

proposed at street level within the internal layout of the site. The TA states that these spaces are intended to 

residents and employees. However, given the excellent accessibility of the site, these spaces should be 

reserved for residents of the development only, and it is not clear how this could be secured. Given the sites 

location within the centre of Peckham, its likely that members of the public would use these spaces rather 

than the disabled residents for whom they are intended. Further information is required on how these spaces 

could be secured for their intended use. 

LBS has noted that these spaces should be for residents only.  TfL has separately noted that one space should 

be segregated for employees only.  The Applicant is content for all spaces to be for residents only or for one 

of the spaces to be secured separately for employees, or indeed to retain the more flexible management 

approach described in the TA. 

Onsite management would monitor the use of the parking spaces and issue fixed penalty notices for any 

contraventions.   

The management of blue badge spaces on the site can be controlled through a planning condition. 

Nevertheless, the 11 blue badge spaces equates to 1.25% of residential dwellings, which is well below the 

London Plan requirement of 3% and also assumes these cannot be used by staff/visitors of the development. 

The applicant should therefore demonstrate where additional blue badge spaces could be provided in future 

either at street/basement should demand require it to ensure resilience. 

Robust justification for the proposed level of blue badge car parking provision is set out in the TA, together 

with proposals for physical accessibility improvements.  Of particular relevance to this point, core 

interventions are expected to include funding or delivering raised kerbs at the primary bus stops (including 

on Hanover Park as part of the wider Hanover Park proposals, in the bus station as part of the wider bus 

station proposals, and on Rye Lane) where these are not currently present.  The applicant welcomes further 

discussions on this point as part of the Section 106 negotiation process to agree suitable obligations.  The 

planning application identifies recommended interventions, and the scope and extent of any additional 

measures will be subject to be reviewed in the context of NPPF tests for conditions and obligations and 

development viability. 
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The proposed development balances the provision of sufficient blue badge car parking on site to meet to 

meet the needs of future residents and employees with the provision of extensive public realm and with 

affordability (particularly avoiding unnecessary and underutilised basement space).  The management and 

allocation of blue badge car parking can be controlled by planning condition.   

Spaces must be to BS:8300 vol-1 standards (as required by London Plan Policy T6.1 H(5)), with hatched 

buffer zones on both sides and to the rear of each space. Gradients within Blue Badge parking bays and their 

associated hatched buffer zones need to be avoided and maintained at 1:1. Gradients on access routes from 

these parking spaces must be indicated on a submitted plan for review. 

All blue badge spaces have been set out with level hardstanding around them, for at least 1.2m on each side 

and 1.2m to the rear.  Where parking spaces are located within the public realm, this would not be formally 

hatched due the associated hardstanding to the public realm.  This is consistent with common practice for 

parallel blue badge spaces in the public realm.  All blue badge spaces in the basement will be appropriately 

hatched. 

The details of levels around parking spaces can be controlled by a planning condition. 

Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) are required to London Plan standards, which as of 2023 are 

20% active and 80% passive provision, considering all parking spaces, and should be maintained in 

perpetuity. A higher percentage of active charging points will be supported. 

20% of the total 140 supermarket spaces at basement level would equate to 28 spaces. In addition, all of the 

5 residents' blue badge spaces should also be provided with active vehicle charging provision. Based on the 

plans submitted, it appears that only 22 of the basement car parking spaces are provided with active EVCP, 

and the applicant must identify where the additional spaces can be accommodated from the outset. 

Additionally, all of the surface blue badge spaces should also be equipped with active EVCP. 

The level of provision of EVCP facilities can be secured by planning condition in line with the London Plan.  

Note that the number of EV spaces within the basement has been amended as park of the updated 

submission. 

5.4.3 Vehicle Access 

Vehicle crossovers must accord to LBS's standards (namely DS132), which can be discussed with colleagues 

in Highways. Any existing crossovers and accesses that will be taken out of use due to the development 

proposals as they stand must be removed and full kerb-height footway will be restored as part of a s278 

agreement at applicant cost. 

Vehicle access to the site is primarily proposed via Hanover Park. 1 individual access- only junction and 2 

separate egress-only junctions are proposed to serve the internal loop road, with two additional junctions to 

serve the supermarket service yard and the basement car park respectively. During pre-application 

discussions, LBS Transport Planning officers queried the number of accesses serving the proposed 

development, which is considered unnecessarily high given the likely vehicle trips generated and the 

relatively short length of Hanover Park. However, we do not object to the access arrangements as currently 

shown assuming they meet the design requirements of LBS Highways. All accesses will form part of the s278 

works for the development, to be delivered at applicant cost. 

Noted.  All works on adopted highway will be subject to a Section 278 agreement and the associated 

technical approval process (as required by the Highways Act, 1980).  The design of such works will be 

subject to engagement with LBS.  The works themselves can be secured through either a planning condition 

or obligation (as necessary). 

5.4.4 Pedestrian and Cycle Access 

Segregated pedestrian access routes must be provided from the back edge of the public highway to the front 

door of any block or commercial unit front door, of a minimum 1.2m width and segregated from any areas 

with vehicular movement. 

Any specific comments on the proposed layout in this regard would be welcomed. 
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Gradients and levels along these pedestrian routes will need to be shown in detail on submitted plans to 

ensure these are realistic and accessible. See gradients / site levels section of this response for more detail 

on this latter element. 

This can be controlled by a suitable planning condition. 

5.4.5 Deliveries and Servicing 

Swept path analysis of the Hanover Park / Clayton Road (A2215) roundabout must also be provided to 

demonstrate if this junction can accommodate HGV movements, and appropriate improvements and safety 

measures provided where required. 

Swept path analysis of this junction is provided in Appendix A. 

A number of delineated loading bays are proposed within the site along the internal loop road for use by 

both the residential and commercial elements of the development. The applicant should confirm the number 

and type of vehicles that these loading bays can accommodate at any given time. 

The loop road within the site includes four marked loading bays.  The loading capacity of each bay will 

depend on the mix of vehicles servicing the site at any one time.  The drawings included at Appendix A of 

the TA illustrate accessible HGV standing positions, as well as swept path analysis of those loading bays.  Of 

these bays: 

• Two of the bays are able to accommodate two large rigid HGVs at once (or 3-4 smaller vehicles 

depending on their size); 

• One bay is able to accommodate one large rigid HGV with adequate space available to also 

accommodate one LGV (or 2-3 smaller vehicles depending on their size); and  

• One bay is able to accommodate one large rigid HGV (or 1-2 smaller vehicles depending on their size); 

noting 

• Additional capacity is available on the central north-south street (servicing part of the retail offer) and on 

McKerrell Road (servicing part of Phase 1). 

This level of capacity is able to accommodate the expected demand (as described in the TA) while also 

providing vehicle standing locations close to buildings and refuse stores.  

An additional 'unmarked but controlled location where loading can take place' is also proposed on the 

southbound eastern arm of the internal loop road. The TA states that this can accommodate a standing 

refuse vehicle whilst allowing vehicles to pass, but it is not clear how this will be enforced to prevent other 

vehicles using this area for loading purposes. 

This will be monitored and managed by the on-site management company who will intervene where vehicles 

stop inappropriately within the site, and will issue fixed penalty notices where necessary. This can be 

controlled through a Delivery and Servicing Plan secured by condition. 

An 'unmarked but controlled location where loading can take place' is also indicated on McKerrell Road. As 

this is adopted highway, it will not be possible for the applicant to 'control' this area, and it will be subject to 

parking/loading restrictions like any other adopted highway. This area is also proposed to accommodate a 

newly proposed turning head to enable refuse vehicles to perform a three point turn manouvre on McKerrell 

Road. Any alterations to McKerrell Road will be subject to agreement with LBS Highways as it is an adopted 

road, however LBS Transport Planning have concerns that insufficient detail has been provided to 

demonstrate how this area will operate in practice. If it is to be used as a turning head, it should be 

formalised with an appropriate crossover and designed in accordance with SSDM and DS132, and subject to 

agreement with LBS Highways. 

A crossover arrangement is illustrated on the plans included in Appendix A of the TA.  This area would be 

controlled with single or double yellow lines, where loading can legally take place.  All works on adopted 

highway will be subject to a Section 278 agreement and the associated technical approval process (as 

required by the Highways Act, 1980).  The design of such works will be subject to engagement with LBS.  

The works themselves can be secured through either a planning condition or obligation (as necessary). 
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The central section of the internal loop road is proposed to be restricted with bollard controlled access, to be 

controlled by on-site management. This is to enable refuse collection within appropriate drag distance of 

refuse stores, and other occasional deliveries/servicing. The provision of this route to enable occasional 

refuse vehicle access is acceptable, however the use of this route for general servicing/deliveries should not 

be permitted to ensure that this remains a pedestrian/cycle priority route and not dominated by vehicles. 

The use of this route for very occasional deliveries is essential to the lettability of the commercial units 

within the centre of the site, where units receiving fresh produce or high value goods require access closer to 

the unit than is otherwise available from other locations.  This is a critical point for the success and viability 

of the ground floor of the development.  Access for such vehicles along this route could reasonably be 

controlled through the DSP to restrict access to certain times of the day when pedestrian movement is 

highest, but as a matter of principle, the occasional vehicle on this route would not change the overall sense 

of the space at any time of day.  No more than one vehicle is expected to be permitted in to this space at any 

one time, and this is also likely to be limited to a very small number of vehicles on any one day. 

For the residential element of the scheme, refuse/recycling locations must be positioned within a 10m drag 

distance from the back edge of the public highway/access routes. 

Stores must have 2.0m wide door(s) and at least a 1.2m wide footpath in front of the store, all the way to the 

public highway to allow for these bins to be moved with ease on collection day. Residential waste should be 

collected from within a delivery and servicing area, within the red line boundary of the site except in 

exceptional circumstances. Bulky waste storage areas should be provided for residential elements of a 

scheme to reduce the likelihood of dumping of bulky residential waste on the public highway. 

Refer to the separate Operational Waste and Recycling Strategy (document ref. AC12A) for details of the 

waste collection strategy. 
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