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1.0 Scope of Report 

 

1.1 Further to the circulation of our Employment Land Report dated November 2016 

we have been asked to provide responses upon a number of points that have 

arisen following a consultation with Council Officers. These have been highlighted 

in a letter from Lucinda Roach dated 20th December 2016. Needless to say we 

have only addressed potential Employment Land issues in market terms in this 

Addendum. Planning Policy is addressed by Messrs Savills. The points raised are 

as follows, with our responses which follow in the sections below.  

 

 The Mayors SPG refers to Bromley as a ‘restricted transfer’ Borough. 

 There is an alleged shortage of supply of small and medium industrial 

premises across the Borough. 

 There is a lack of evidence regarding the viability of ‘B Use’ space. 

 Further marketing detail is required. 

 It is alleged that the majority of units in the property were occupied in 

April 2014. 

 A comparison of the subject scheme with the adjoining Dylon site is made, 

which included a B element providing the potential for replacement of 

many more ‘B’ jobs in the proposed redevelopment. 

 A suggestion is made that some of the reports we have referred to have 

been updated and/or superseded. 

 

2.0 The Mayors SPG – Bromley ‘Restricted Transfer’ Borough 

 

2.1 The Mayors SPG: Land for Industry and Transport 2012 confirmed that Bromley is 

a ‘restricted transfer’ Borough. This categorisation normally applies to Boroughs 

with typically low levels of industrial land relative to demand. There are 3 

groupings; restricted, limited and managed. The adjoining Borough of Lewisham 

is a limited transfer Borough. As for the other adjoining Boroughs the 

categorisations are as follows:  

Bexley: Managed 

Greenwich: Managed 

Croydon: Restricted 
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2.2 Croydon and the Wandle Valley is a distinct market area but given the location of 

the subject site on the northern boundary with Lewisham the market area 

effectively includes, Lewisham, Bexley and Greenwich. Bexley and Greenwich 

have recognised surpluses of industrial land and Lewisham is a limited transfer 

Borough (the midpoint of the 3 categorisations). In our view a broader market 

view needs to be taken in accordance with Government Guidance. 

 

2.3 Whilst changes of use in restricted transfer areas should in theory be resisted this 

is not an absolute position suggesting that no transfers should occur. Indeed the 

Council has permitted several examples of other forms of development on 

numerous employment sites in the Borough. 

 

2.4 The 2011 Roger Tym & Partners and Jones Lang LaSalle report titled ‘The 

Industrial Land Demand and Release Benchmark Study’ found a differing position 

as to land supply. This report was commissioned to provide evidence to inform 

London-wide and local planning policy in order to ensure that London has the 

right quantity and quality of industrial land to support its economy and its 

population while using land efficiently. Despite predating the SPG by one year the 

report confirmed a future decline in the ‘general industrial’ sector resulting in the 

recommendation to release some 732.7 hectares of industrial land across London 

from 2011 to 2031.  

 

2.5 With a benchmark release of industrial land in 3 of the 4 local Boroughs to 

Bromley (as a reasonable market area) totalling over 85 hectares through to 

2016. It is recommended that 114.1ha of industrial land is released from the 

south London sub region, (which includes Bromley, Lewisham, Sutton, Richmond-

upon Thames, Wandsworth, Merton, Croydon and Kingston-upon Thames) in the 

period 2011-2031. This document also confirms that structural change in the 

London economy over recent decades which has led to a shift in employment 

away from traditional manufacturing industries and into the service sector. Over 

the period 1998-2008, London’s employment in industrial production has declined 

by 35%, a loss of nearly 100,000 jobs. 

 

2.6 Although, Bromley is technically in a category of ‘restricted transfer’, the 

comments made above clearly shows that there is a declining demand for 

employment land in and around the application site. As demand continues to fall, 

poorly located employment land should be made available for alternative uses.  
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2.7 The interpretation of the Mayors SPG as set out in the letter from Ms Roach is 

therefore overly narrow and has not properly reflected either the reasons behind 

the restricted transfer classification or acknowledged the poor location of the 

application site for industrial uses.  

 

2.8 Firstly it should be noted that the SPG acknowledges the structural changes in the 

London economy over recent decades which have caused shifts in employment 

away from traditional manufacturing industries towards the service sector. 

However, even this observation as to the growth of the service sector is now 

questionable as the recession has caused structural and policy changes in the 

office sector in particular. Office uses should now be directed to town centres. The 

application site is not within a town centre. Furthermore the demand for suburban 

offices from traditional occupiers has been reduced through cost cutting in the 

public and private sectors. Also the large new supply of offices in recognised hubs 

around central London areas has deflected demand away from locations such as 

Bromley. Such market factors were not reflected in the 2012 SPG.  

 

2.9 Secondly the SPG specifically highlights the need for what is termed ... ’industrial 

type activities and transport’. The subject site for reasons of its location and 

character (of the immediate area) could not possibly be considered suitable for 

some form of transport infrastructure or a transport hub.  

 

2.10 The SPG in referring to ‘industrial type activities’ specifically notes that these will 

include logistics, waste management, recycling, environmental industries 

including renewable energy generation, transport functions, utilities, wholesale 

markets and some creative industries.  

 

2.11 For reasons already given in our first report none of these potential uses would be 

seen as suitable or appropriate for the application site with the possible exception 

of ... creative industries. The restrictive transfer allocation should therefore only 

apply to sites suitable for the types of uses that have been highlghted. 

 

2.12 The Council is required to prepare and maintain a robust evidence base through 

implementing a ‘Monitor and Manage’ approach to the release of surplus industrial 

land. This position acknowledges the fact that industrial land will become surplus 

and references to the Councils Employment Land Study of 2010 (see third 

paragraph under the heading ... Principle of Development) ... suggests that the 

monitoring position in Bromley is lacking credibility given we are now in 2017. 

With regard to the application site it was recently allocated in an earlier stage of 
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the Draft Local Plan as a mixed use re-development site. This does indicate that 

the short comings of the location for industrial uses and its dominant residential 

character had at least been acknowledged by informed policy makers. 

 

3.0 Alleged Shortage of Supply of Small and Medium Industrial Premises  

 

3.1 With regard to the alleged shortage of small and medium sized industrial 

premises across the Borough and a reasonable market area we have found in our 

research that the majority of available space actually falls within the small or 

medium categories, as is shown in the table below. This can also be seen in 

paragraph 9.3 of our main report.  

 

 Small – less than 2,000 sq ft 

 Medium – 2,000 – 5,000 sq ft 

 Large – more than 5,000 sq ft  

OFFICES Bromley Lewisham Bexley Greenwich TOTAL 

Small  25 36 19 25 105 

Medium 6 10 2 12 30 

Large 10 2 5 4 21 

 

INDUSTRIAL  Bromley Lewisham Bexley Greenwich TOTAL 

Small  21 5 13 6 45 

Medium 19 5 17 8 49 

Large 9 3 17 11 40 

 

3.2 As for the comment that the supply position in Lewisham is of no relevance we 

would respond as follows. Firstly the application site is within a few meters of the 

Borough boundary with Lewisham and secondly Government Guidance on the 

preparation of Employment Land Reports states that “labour and property 

markets extend across district boundaries” (Employment Guidance Note, 2004). 

Consequently vacant properties and new developments within the wider search 

area will also have an effect on any theoretical demand for the subject site.  

 

4.0 Viability 

 

4.1 We refer extensively in our first Report at Section 10, to the lack of viability for 

both office and industrial redevelopment of this site. 
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4.2 Residual appraisals are used to quantify the value of a site or to assess viability 

(whether positive or negative). A very basic interpretation of the formula for any 

residual valuation is the gross development value (GDV) minus all the costs 

(including construction, professional/legal fees, marketing etc.) and developers’ 

profit. The remaining figure equates to the estimated purchase price/land value 

for the site. If the appraisal creates a negative land value (or even a nominal land 

value), the project is clearly not viable.  

 

4.3 It is suggested by the Council that the existing buildings could be refurbished and 

re-occupied. As a first step in considering such an approach Bellway have 

obtained a cost breakdown for such an exercise from the building surveying 

department of G.L Hearn. This is attached at Appendix 1. 

 

4.4 GL Hearn estimates the cost of refurbishing the site to be £4,063,723. Rental 

values for such space (after refurbishment) will be lower than new space at 

approximately £6 per sq ft. Further some existing accommodation will need to be 

demolished to improve access and circulation areas. We therefore estimate a net 

lettable are of 48,960 square feet. Attached is an appraisal (Appendix 2) for 

such a refurbishment exercise. For the purpose of analysis we have adopted the 

following assumptions:- 

 

 Rent Value of £6 psf 

 10% yield 

 £83 psf refurbishment costs  

 Developers profit of 25% on costs 

 Finance rate of 6.5% 

 Lead in period 3 months 

 Construction period of 9 months 

 Letting period of 18 months 

 Letting agents fees 15% 

 Marketing costs £25,000 

 Sale fee 2.5% 

 

4.5 This appraisal produces a value of minus £1.2m. If a reasonable land cost is 

included the loss will increase to approximately minus £2.2m, see Appendix 3.  

 

4.6 There is no prospect of the site being refurbished or redeveloped for B uses. 
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5.0 Marketing 

 

5.1 We are aware from our local knowledge that the property and its various parts 

have been available to the market certainly since 2008 (and probably before) as 

this was apparent when we were first instructed by the owner of the adjoining 

“Dylon” site. Whilst we were not the principal sale/letting agents for Maybrey 

Works our agency team have been aware of its availability as part of the well 

established network which exists between agents engaged in the industrial 

sector. We are a 6 times winner of the Estates Gazette competition for the most 

active industrial agent in London 

 

5.2 It is well known to the market and the author of this report that the 

accommodation is very poor and many parts have remained vacant for lengthy 

periods. The freehold ownership has changed hands but not through occupational 

demand or a need for its existing industrial use. Consequently different agents 

have held sale and letting instructions over varying periods.  

 

5.3 Since June 2015 marketing agents, Acorn, who have a very strong presence in 

south east London and Bromley in particular have undertaken extensive 

marketing of the existing building. They have actively sought a tenant or 

purchaser for the building on an unconditional basis for its existing use, without 

success.  

 

5.4 The property was intensively marketed from 8th June 2015 to 23rd December 

2016. During this period the agents circulated a detailed set of particulars (shown 

in Appendix 4) to their database of contacts which included 10,500 investors, 

developers and commercial occupiers. In addition the agents advertised the 

property on their website consistently throughout the marketing process and 

often as a ‘feature property’. Acorn also advertised the property through a 

number of respected property websites including;- 

 

 Each (www.each.co.uk) 

 Move Hut (www.movehut.co.uk) 

 CoStar (www.costar.co.uk)  

 

5.5 In addition, the particulars (see copy in Appendix 4) were also mailed to all local 

businesses on Worsley Bridge Road and the adjacent industrial estate on Kangly 

Bridge Road.   

 

http://www.each.co.uk/
http://www.movehut.co.uk/
http://www.costar.co.uk/
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5.6 Throughout the 18 month marketing period the agents received enquiries from 12 

parties; however 8 of these were from developers looking to purchase the 

property to redevelop the site for residential purposes. The remaining 4 enquires 

which were received found the property unsuitable due to its poor condition. 

General feedback from the parties who enquired was that both the condition and 

extensive size of the property deemed it unviable for ‘B’ uses on any short, 

medium or long term basis.  

 

5.7 It must be concluded that there has been a comprehensive marketing campaign 

over extensive periods of time (dating back for at least 11 years) and most 

recently since June 2015. During this last marketing effort the agents have been 

unsuccessful in generating any genuine interest in the property in its current form 

or for its current use. In our opinion and supported by the report produced by 

Acorn the property is no longer viable as an industrial building and should be 

released for alternative uses. 

 

6.0 Majority of Units Occupied in April 2014 

 

6.1 It is alleged that as of April 2014 the majority of the units on site were occupied 

by B1, B2 and Sui Generis employment generating uses providing a variety of 

unit sizes that catered for a range of employment uses and had strong occupancy 

rates, demonstrating considerable ongoing viability.  

 

6.2 We were commissioned to undertake an employment land report as of March 

2013 and did not find the same results. At the time the site was divided into 9 

units, 3 of which were vacant. The remaining 6 units employed 40 staff. Whilst 

the property was in partial use at this time, (and even then not exclusively by ‘B’ 

users), this only arose since the freeholder was prepared to let accommodation 

on uneconomic terms. This included receiving very low rents and the tenants 

were aware that they would occupy on a temporary basis.  

 

6.3 The physical character of the premises demonstrates the poor, outdated nature of 

the buildings. Indeed it is appropriate to note the following:- 

 

 Low Eaves 

 Limited clear spans 

 Poor energy statistics 

 Inadequate heating and Mechanic and Engineering provision 
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 Damp – There is severe damp where the east to west valley guttering 

penetrates the elevation to the downpipes, the guttering has been 

overflowing and there is extensive vegetation growth from the brick 

work. 

 Asbestos roofing – The cement sheeting has become porous and is 

leaking internally, the temporary weathering and roof sheeting to try 

and prevent this is peeling back. 

 Flat roofing – The office parts of the front (north) of the Henderson 

Unit are low grade and badly affected by damp as a result of the water 

ingress from the decaying flat roof at first floor level. 

 Brickwork – The brickwork elevations have severe erosion of the 

pointing at parapet level and the extended oaraoet wall above the first 

floor window, the curved entrance door has a bow to the wall beneath 

the flagpole, this suggests that the wall is possible unstable due to 

water erosion. There are also miscellaneous vertical settlement cracks 

to the brickwork, 

 First floor – the first floor secondary means of escape stairs have 

decayed and the escape blocked off. This means that the first floor 

office could not be occupied, and used only for storage. 

 Guttering – The steel valley guttering is heavily corroded and rotted 

right through; several tenants have built an internal guttering system 

beneath the as-built guttering system.  

 Roof lights – The roof lights are generally of reinforced chicken wire 

construction and are heavily stained and leak around the aluminium 

framework.  

 Steel reinforcement – there has been heavy decay and fracturing.  

 

6.4 Our Report of 2013 concluded there was a significant level of under occupancy on 

the Maybrey estate and we believed this trend would continue over time. This has 

been the case. The levels of obsolesce and access issues (for large distribution 

occupiers) further deter potential occupiers. These buildings are physically and 

economically obsolete. 

 

7.0 Dylon Site; Potential for Higher Density Occupation 

 

7.1 A reference is made to the redevelopment of the neighbouring Dylon site. It is 

currently in the Business Area but will be excluded as a Locally Significant 

Industrial Site under the Draft Local Plan. The Council suggest it is not a direct 

precedent for the proposed development of Maybrey. Whilst the Council 
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acknowledge the Inspectors conclusions in relation to the Dylon site are material 

considerations they suggest the following distinctions apply:- 

 

 The building was vacant and had been unsuccessfully marketed for 

business use for a significant period of time. 

 The building was not suitable for sub-division. 

 The proposed employment floor space was comparable in quantum to 

that replaced and would have the potential for a higher density of 

occupation. 

 

7.2 We would like to comment on these points as follows:- 

 

7.3 We largely agree with the first bullet point although some temporary occupation 

had occurred to mitigate rating liabilities on a very low if not nominal rent. This is 

not dissimilar to Maybrey works where occupiers have been encouraged to remain 

to mitigate rating liabilities. This type of ‘occupation’ does not show real demand. 

The physical character of Maybrey Works was very similar to the Dylon buildings 

prior to their demolition. Consequently one must ask why can it be accepted that 

there was no market demand for Dylon but now an argument is put forward to 

suggest that there would be demand for the existing buildings on Maybrey? There 

is an obvious inconsistency/tension between these two positions as taken by the 

Council.  

 

7.4 At the first Planning Inquiry the Council argued strongly that the building (Dylon) 

could be sub-divided but this was not accepted by the Inspector. 

 

7.5 It is correct that the original residential led scheme for Dylon did include an office 

building fronting Station Road but as a consequence of marketing of this 

accommodation no occupier interest arose. The marketing effort did relate to a 

period of time when structural changes in office requirements had occurred, 

particularly in relation to suburban locations and out of centre locations in 

particular. Consequently a further planning application was made to remove the 

majority of the permitted office scheme and this was accepted by the Inspector at 

a second appeal.  

 

7.6 Having regard to the above the third bullet point made by the Council (at 7.1 

above) is in fact poorly made. Once again the market signals for this locality have 

demonstrated that there is no market demand or need of any consequence from 
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B1 users for this part of the larger estate cluster of industrial buildings. The 

majority of which can be found on the other side of the railway lines. Clearly the 

Inspector’s decision in relation to the second Appeal at Dylon should carry the 

most weight as it confirms a lack of demand in the specific location of Maybrey. 

 

8.0 Updated/Superseded Reports 

 

8.1 It is suggested that some of the documents that are referred to in our first Report 

were out of date or have been superseded. Some of the older reports were being 

used to simply demonstrate trends in the property market. Those trends have 

been borne out and the documents therefore remain relevant.   

 

8.2 The London Office Policy Review 2009 and 2012, show that there was a declining 

office market in Bromley. The 2012 Review asserted that Bromley is unlikely to 

be a significant office centre in the long run. We have found this to be the case 

and the office market has continued to decline in Bromley and this is a recognised 

fact.  

 

8.3 The Industrial Land Demand and Release Benchmark in London 2011 report 

suggested that there will be a continual decline in the ‘general industrial’ sector 

resulting in more employment land being given up for alternative uses. We have 

found that this has been the case as the industrial sector has continued to decline 

and as a result employment land is being managed and released. In fact between 

2006 and 2013 almost 604ha has been released in London alone.  

 

8.4 With regard to the Employment Land Review 2010 and the DTZ update report 

2012; these were referred to as the most up to date employment land studies 

forming the Councils evidence base.  

 

9.0 Conclusions 

 

9.1 We have addressed above the points raised by Council Officers as confirmed in a 

letter dated 20th September 2016. Some of the issues had in fact been dealt with 

in our first Report but we have endeavoured to expand upon them in this 

Addendum Report. In summary our conclusions are as follows:- 

 

 The Restricted Transfer categorisation only arises in view of a 

perceived need to provide land for ... ‘Industrial type activities and 

transport’. Those industrial activities mainly relate to waste 
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management, recycling, environmental industries, renewable energy 

generation and transport functions. In view of the location of the site 

(and the surrounding residential occupiers) plus the access difficulties 

which are aggravated by a local low bridge none of these uses are 

appropriate for the subject site. As for a logistics operation on the site 

(as another example) again such operators would not consider the site 

to be suitable because of adjoining residential occupiers. The only 

potential use highlighted in the examples given is that of “creative 

industries” and indeed the application proposal incorporates 

accommodation for such occupiers. 

 The wider market area includes Boroughs with excessive supplies of 

Industrial land and given the location of the site immediately upon the 

boundary with Lewisham a less rigid approach is justified in terms of 

the restricted transfer designation. 

 We have demonstrated that the majority of supply of buildings in the 

market area comprise small and medium sized units. Consequently the 

suggestion that there is a shortage of supply is not based on fact.  

 We have provided evidence in our first Report as to the lack of a viable 

redevelopment option for this site and this is reinforced within this 

Addendum by reference to a potential scheme of refurbishment. The 

buildings and property are physically and economically obsolete for 

industrial and other ‘B’ uses. There is no prospect of a B class 

refurbishment or redevelopment occurring on this site.   

 Marketing of the property has been continuously undertaken for over 

one and a half years. Further detail has been provided in this 

Addendum by reference to a commentary provided by the agents most 

recently appointed. 

 Based upon our own inspections and Reports prepared during earlier 

periods we do not accept the proposition that most of the property 

was occupied in 2014. 

 The Council have wrongly referred to the Dylon Inspectors decision 

regarding the provision of employment space in that development 

since a more recent appeal has removed that accommodation in 

favour of further residential accommodation. This resulted from the 

fact that the Inspector accepted that there was a lack of demand in 

the market for the B space in this location. 
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 As for the historic Reports these have been referred to by us as a

demonstration of evidential trends in market activity for employment

purposes. These reinforce our own market experience in such matters.

9.2 Having regard to the above we do not believe the loss of employment land should 

be an issue in considering the subject application for a residential led mixed use 

scheme. 

10.0 DECLARATION 

10.1 We can confirm that this Addendum Report has been prepared in accordance with 

the RICS Practice Statement and Guidance Notes for Surveyors acting as Expert 

Witnesses. In particular, we declare our belief in the accuracy and truth of the 

matters put forward to the best of our knowledge at the time of preparing this 

report. The document includes all those factors, which we believe to be relevant 

to the formation of the opinions we have expressed.  

John Stephenson FRICS MCIArb 

Grant Mills Wood Chartered Surveyors & Development Consultants 

March 2017  
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GL Hearn Report (Refurbishment Costs) 

 



 
 
 
 
Ð¿®¬ ±º Ý¿°·¬¿ Î»¿´ Û­¬¿¬» 

 

 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±®
Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬  

 
Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ 
É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ 
Í§¼»²¸¿³ 
Õ»²¬  
Ô±²¼±² 
ÍÛîê 
 

Ñ² ¾»¸¿´º ±º Þ»´´©¿§ Ø±³»­ Ô¬¼ 
 

îï Ü»½»³¾»® îðïê 

 

Ð®»°¿®»¼ ¾§ 

 

ÙÔ Ø»¿®² Ô·³·¬»¼ 

îèð Ø·¹¸ Ø±´¾±®² 

Ô±²¼±² ÉÝïÊ éÛÛ 

 

Ì õìì øð÷îð éèëï ìçðð 

Ú õìì øð÷îð éèëï ìçïð 

¹´¸»¿®²ò½±³ 

 



 

 
 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» î

Ý±²¬»²¬­ 
 
Í»½¬·±² Ð¿¹» 
 

ÏËßÔ×ÌÇ ÍÌßÒÜßÎÜÍ ÝÑÒÌÎÑÔ        í 

 

ïò ÛÈÛÝËÌ×ÊÛ ÍËÓÓßÎÇ        ì 

 

îò ×ÒÌÎÑÜËÝÌ×ÑÒ         ì 

 

íò ÙÛÒÛÎßÔ ÜÛÍÝÎ×ÐÌ×ÑÒ ÑÚ ÌØÛ ÐÎÑÐÛÎÌÇ     ì 

 

ìò ÝÑÒÍ×ÜÛÎßÌ×ÑÒÍ ßÒÜ Ô×Ó×ÌßÌ×ÑÒÍ ÑÚ ÎÛÚËÎÞ×ÍØÓÛÒÌ    ê 

 

ëò ÞËÜÙÛÌ ÝÑÍÌ×ÒÙÍ         è 

 

ê Ô×Ó×ÌßÌ×ÑÒÍ ÑÚ ÎÛÐÑÎÌ        è 

 

é ÌØ×ÎÜ ÐßÎÌ×ÛÍ ßÒÜ ÐËÞÔ×ÝßÌ×ÑÒÍ       ç 

 

ßÐÐÛÒÜ×ÝÛÍ 

 

ßÐÐÛÒÜ×È ßæ ÐØÑÌÑÍ 

 

ßÐÐÛÒÜ×È Þæ ÞËÜÙÛÌ ÝÑÍÌ ÐÔßÒ 

 

ßÐÐÛÒÜ×È Ýæ Í×ÌÛ ÐÔßÒ 

 

 
 

 

 

  



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» í

Ï«¿´·¬§ Í¬¿²¼¿®¼­ Ý±²¬®±´ 
 
Ì¸» ­·¹²¿¬±®·»­ ¾»´±© ª»®·º§ ¬¸¿¬ ¬¸·­ ¼±½«³»²¬ ¸¿­ ¾»»² °®»°¿®»¼ ·² ¿½½±®¼¿²½» ©·¬¸ ±«® ¯«¿´·¬§ ½±²¬®±´ 

®»¯«·®»³»²¬­ò Ì¸»­» °®±½»¼«®»­ ¼± ²±¬ ¿ºº»½¬ ¬¸» ½±²¬»²¬ ¿²¼ ª·»©­ »¨°®»­­»¼ ¾§ ¬¸» ±®·¹·²¿¬±®ò 

 

Ì¸·­ ¼±½«³»²¬ ³«­¬ ±²´§ ¾» ¬®»¿¬»¼ ¿­ ¿ ¼®¿º¬ «²´»­­ ·¬ ·­ ¸¿­ ¾»»² ­·¹²»¼ ¾§ ¬¸» Ñ®·¹·²¿¬±®­ ¿²¼ ¿°°®±ª»¼ò 

ÜßÌÛ ÑÎ×Ù×ÒßÌÑÎ  ßÐÐÎÑÊÛÜ 

îï Ü»½ îðïê Ö±®¼¿² É»¾¾  Ó¿¬¬¸»© Í¬·´´ 

 Í»²·±® Þ«·´¼·²¹ Í«®ª»§±®  Þ«·´¼·²¹ Ý±²­«´¬¿²½§ Ü·®»½¬±® 

   

 

Ô·³·¬¿¬·±²­ 

Ì¸·­ ¼±½«³»²¬ ¸¿­ ¾»»² °®»°¿®»¼ º±® ¬¸» ­¬¿¬»¼ ±¾¶»½¬·ª» ¿²¼ ­¸±«´¼ ²±¬ ¾» «­»¼ º±® ¿²§ ±¬¸»® °«®°±­» 

©·¬¸±«¬ ¬¸» °®·±® ©®·¬¬»² ¿«¬¸±®·¬§ ±º ÙÔ Ø»¿®²ô °¿®¬ ±º Ý¿°·¬¿ °´½å ©» ¿½½»°¬ ²± ®»­°±²­·¾·´·¬§ ±® ´·¿¾·´·¬§ º±® 

¬¸» ½±²­»¯«»²½»­ ±º ¬¸·­ ¼±½«³»²¬ ¾»·²¹ «­»¼ º±® ¿ °«®°±­» ±¬¸»® ¬¸¿² º±® ©¸·½¸ ·¬ ©¿­ ½±³³·­­·±²»¼ò 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» ì

ïò ÛÈÛÝËÌ×ÊÛ ÍËÓÓßÎÇ 

 

ïòï Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ô Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê ©¿­ ·²­°»½¬»¼ ¾§ Ù Ô 

Ø»¿®² ±² ïî Ü»½»³¾»® îðïê ·² ±®¼»® ¬± °®±ª·¼» ½±­¬ ¿¼ª·½» º±® ©±®µ­ ¬± °«¬ ¬¸» °®»³·­»­ ·² ¬± ¿ 

­«·¬¿¾´» ­¬¿¬» ±º ®»°¿·® º±® ®»ó´»¬¬·²¹ò 

 

ïòî Ì¸» ­·¬» ¿²¼ ­¬®«½¬«®»­ ©»®» º±«²¼ ¬± ¾» ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ©·¬¸ »¨¬»²­·ª» ©±®µ­ ®»¯«·®»¼ ¬± ¿´´ ±º 

¬¸» ¾«·´¼·²¹­ò É»´º¿®» º¿½·´·¬·»­ ©»®» ·²¿¼»¯«¿¬» ¿²¼ ²± °®±ª·­·±²­ º±® ¿½½»­­ ©·¬¸ ®»¹¿®¼­ ¬± 

ÜÜß ©»®» »ª·¼»²¬ò Ì¸» ³»¬¸±¼­ ±º ½±²­¬®«½¬·±² ¿¼±°¬»¼ô ¿´±²¹ ©·¬¸ ´¿½µ ±º ³¿·²¬»²¿²½» ¿²¼ 

°±±®´§ »¨»½«¬»¼ ®»°¿·®­ ©»®» º±«²¼ ¬± ¾» ½¿«­·²¹ °®»³¿¬«®» ¼»¬»®·±®¿¬·±² ¿½®±­­ ¬¸» ­·¬» ¿²¼ 

¸¿ª» ½®»¿¬»¼ ¿² «²­«·¬¿¾´» »²ª·®±²³»²¬ º±® ¿²§ °®±­°»½¬·ª» ¬»²¿²¬ò 

 

ïòí Ê¿®·±«­ ®»°¿·®­ ¿²¼ ®»·²­¬¿¬»³»²¬ ·¬»³­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ¿¼ª·­»¼ ¬± ¾±¬¸ ¬¸» ·²¬»®²¿´ ¿²¼ »¨¬»®²¿´ 

¿®»¿­ ·² ±®¼»® ¬± °®±ª·¼» ¿ °®±°»®¬§ ½¿°¿¾´» ±º ¾»·²¹ ®»ó´»¬ô ¿´±²¹ ©·¬¸ ¬¸» ·²­¬¿´´¿¬·±² ±º ²»© 

©¿­¸®±±³­ ¿²¼ µ·¬½¸»² º¿½·´·¬·»­ ¿²¼ ½±³°´»¬» ®»²»©¿´ ±º ³»½¸¿²·½¿´ ¿²¼ »´»½¬®·½¿´ ·²­¬¿´´¿¬·±²­ 

 

ïòì Ì¸» ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬ ±º }ìôðêíôéîí ø»¨½´«¼·²¹ ÊßÌ÷ ¸¿­ ¾»»² °®±ª·¼»¼ º±® °«¬¬·²¹ ¬¸» °®»³·­»­ ·²¬± 

¬»²¿²¬¿¾´» ®»°¿·®ô ·²½´«¼·²¹ °®±º»­­·±²¿´ º»»­ô ½±²¬·²¹»²½§ô ±ª»®¸»¿¼­ ¿²¼ °®±º·¬ò Ì¸» ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬ 

»¯«¿¬»­ ¬± ¿°°®±¨·³¿¬»´§ }èêíòíéñ³n Ù×ßò 

 

îò ×ÒÌÎÑÜËÝÌ×ÑÒ 

 

 

îòï ×²­¬®«½¬·±²­ ©»®» ®»½»·ª»¼ º®±³ Ö¿³·» Ó¿½ß®¬¸«® ±º Þ»´´©¿§ Ø±³»­ Ô·³·¬»¼ ¬± ·²­°»½¬ ¬¸» 

°®»³·­»­ ¿¬ Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ô Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê ±² ç 

Ü»½»³¾»® îðïê ¿²¼ °®±ª·¼» ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬ ¿¼ª·½» º±® ¬¸»·® ®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ò 

 

îòî É» ·²­°»½¬»¼ ±² ïî Ü»½»³¾»® îðïê ©¸»² ¬¸» ©»¿¬¸»® ©¿­ ±ª»®½¿­¬ ¿²¼ ©»¬ò  

 

îòí Ñ«® ·²­°»½¬·±² ©¿­ ½¿®®·»¼ ±«¬ ±² ¿ ª·­«¿´ ¾¿­·­ ±²´§ô ©·¬¸ ²± ±°»²·²¹ «° ©±®µ­ «²¼»®¬¿µ»²ò  

ß½½»­­ ©¿­ ²±¬ ¿ª¿·´¿¾´» ·²¬»®²¿´´§ ¬± ¬¸» º·®­¬ º´±±® ±º Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ô ¬¸» ©¸±´» ±º Þ«·´¼·²¹ í 

¿²¼ î «²·¬­ ©·¬¸·² Þ«·´¼·²¹ îò É¸»®» ¿½½»­­ ©¿­ °®±ª·¼»¼ ¬± ·²¬»®²¿´ ¿®»¿­ô ª·»©­ ©»®» ®»­¬®·½¬»¼ 

¬± ª¿®§·²¹ ¼»¹®»»­ ¾§ ¬¸» ­¬±®¿¹» ±º ³¿¬»®·¿´­ ¿²¼ »¯«·°³»²¬ò  

 

îòì Ì¸» ª·­·¾´» °¿®¬­ ±º ¬¸» ®±±º­ ©»®» ª·»©»¼ º®±³ ¹®±«²¼ ´»ª»´ ±²´§ò Ò± ¿½½»­­ ©¿­ ¿ª¿·´¿¾´» ¬± ¬¸» 

»¿­¬ ¿²¼ ­±«¬¸ »´»ª¿¬·±²­ ±º Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ¿²¼ ¬¸» ª·»©­ ¬± ¬¸» »´»ª¿¬·±²­ ±º Þ«·´¼·²¹ í ©»®» 

»¨¬®»³»´§ ®»­¬®·½¬»¼ò 

 

íò ÙÛÒÛÎßÔ ÜÛÍÝÎ×ÐÌ×ÑÒ ÑÚ ÌØÛ ÐÎÑÐÛÎÌ×ÛÍ 

 

íòï Ù»²»®¿´´§ 

 

íòïòï Ì¸» ­·¬» ½±³°®·­»­ í ­»°¿®¿¬» ¾«·´¼·²¹­ô °®»¼±³·²¿²¬´§ ±º ·²¼«­¬®·¿´ «­» ©·¬¸ ·²¬»¹®¿¬»¼ ±ºº·½» 

¿½½±³³±¼¿¬·±²ô ®»º»®®»¼ ¬± ¿­ Þ«·´¼·²¹­ ïô î ¿²¼ íò Þ«·´¼·²¹­ ï ¿²¼ î ½¿² ¾» ­«¾ó¼·ª·¼»¼ º«®¬¸»® 

·² ¬± º®±²¬ô ³·¼¼´» ¿²¼ ®»¿® ¿²¼ Þ«·´¼·²¹ í ·­ ¿ ­¬¿²¼¿´±²» ­¬®«½¬«®»ò Ì¸» ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ½«®®»²¬´§ 

°®±ª·¼» ç ­»°¿®¿¬» «²·¬­ô í ±º ©¸·½¸ ¿®» ´±½¿¬»¼ ©·¬¸·² Þ«·´¼·²¹ ïô Þ«·´¼·²¹ î »²½±³°¿­­»­ ë «²·¬­ 

¿²¼ Þ«·´¼·²¹ í º±®³­ ¿ «²·¬ ©·¬¸·² ·¬­»´ºò Ñ²´§ î ±º ¬¸» «²·¬­ ©»®» ±½½«°·»¼ ¼«®·²¹ ±«® ·²­°»½¬·±²ô 

±²» ±º ©¸·½¸ ©¿­ ­·¬«¿¬»¼ ·² Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿²¼ ¬¸» ­»½±²¼ ©·¬¸·² Þ«·´¼·²¹ î ø³·¼¼´»÷ò 

íòïòî ß½½±®¼·²¹ ¬± ±«® ·²ª»­¬·¹¿¬·±²­ ¬¸» ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ¿®» ±º ½·®½¿ ïçíð�­ ½±²­¬®«½¬·±² ±² ¿ ­·¬» ±º 

¿°°®±¨·³¿¬»´§ ëôêçð³n ±º ©¸·½¸ ¬¸» ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ½±³°®·­» ¿°°®±¨·³¿¬»´§ ìôëìî³nò  

 

 



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» ë

 

 

íòî Í«¾ó­¬®«½¬«®» 

 

íòîòï É» ¼·¼ ²±¬ »¨°±­» ¬¸» º±«²¼¿¬·±²­ ¬± ¬¸» «²·¬­ ·² ¿²§ ´±½¿¬·±²ò  Ò± ¼®¿©·²¹­ ±® ±¬¸»® ¼»­·¹² 

·²º±®³¿¬·±² ©»®» ¿ª¿·´¿¾´» ½±²½»®²·²¹ ¬¸» º±®³ ±º ¬¸» º±«²¼¿¬·±²­ò  ×¬ ·­ ´·µ»´§ ¬¸¿¬ ¿ ª¿®·»¬§ ±º 

º±«²¼¿¬·±²­ ¿®» °®»­»²¬ô ®»º´»½¬·²¹ ¬¸» ¼·ºº»®»²¬ ½±²­¬®«½¬·±² ³»¬¸±¼­ô ¾«¬ ©¸·½¸ ©·´´ 

°®»¼±³·²¿²¬´§ ·²½´«¼» ¬®»²½¸ ¿²¼ °¿¼ º±«²¼¿¬·±²­ò 

 

íòí Í¬®«½¬«®» ¿²¼ Ú¿¾®·½ Û¨¬»®²¿´´§ 

 

íòíòï Þ«·´¼·²¹­ ï ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿²¼ î ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿®» ­·²¹´» ­¬±®»§ ·²¼«­¬®·¿´ ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ±º ¿´³±­¬ ·¼»²¬·½¿´ 

½±²­¬®«½¬·±² º±®³»¼ ±º ­¬®«½¬«®¿´ ­¬»»´ º®¿³»­ô ­±´·¼ ¾®·½µ©±®µ »¨¬»®²¿´ ©¿´´­ ¿²¼ ²±®¬¸ ´·¹¸¬ ®±±º­ 

½±²­·­¬·²¹ ±º ½±®®«¹¿¬»¼ ¿­¾»­¬±­ ½»³»²¬ ­¸»»¬­ ¿²¼ Ù»±®¹·¿² ©·®»¼ ®±±º´·¹¸¬­ò  

 

íòíòî Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø®»¿®÷ ·­ ¿ ¬¸®»» ­¬±®»§ ±ºº·½» ¾´±½µ ½±³°®·­·²¹ ±º ®»·²º±®½»¼ ½±²½®»¬» º®¿³»ô »¨¬»®²¿´ 

¾®·½µ©±®µ ½¿ª·¬§ ©¿´´­ ¿²¼ ¿ º´¿¬ ®±±ºò Ì¸» ®±±º ½±«´¼ ²±¬ ¾» ¿½½»­­»¼ ¼«®·²¹ ±«® ·²­°»½¬·±²ô ¾«¬ ·¬ 

·­ ¬¸±«¹¸¬ ¬± ¾» º±®³»¼ ±º ¿ ½±²½®»¬» ¼»½µ ©·¬¸ ¿­°¸¿´¬ ½±ª»®·²¹ò 

 

íòíòí Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ ·­ ¿ ¬©± ­¬±®»§ ±ºº·½» ¾«·´¼·²¹ º±®³»¼ ±º »¨¬»®²¿´ ­±´·¼ ¾®·½µ©±®µ ©¿´´­ ©·¬¸ ¿ º´¿¬ 

®±±ºò Ì¸» ®±±º ©¿­ ²±¬ ª·­·¾´» ¼«®·²¹ ±«® ·²­°»½¬·±²ô ¾«¬ ·­ ´·µ»´§ ¬± ½±³°®·­» ¿ ½±²½®»¬» ¼»½µ ©·¬¸ 

¿² ¿­°¸¿´¬ ®±±º ½±ª»®·²¹ò 

 

íòíòì Þ«·´¼·²¹ î øº®±²¬÷ ·­ ¿ ¬©± ­¬±®»§ ±ºº·½» ­¬®«½¬«®» ±º ­·³·´¿® ½±²­¬®«½¬·±² ¬± Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ô 

¸±©»ª»®ô Þ«·´¼·²¹ î øº®±²¬÷ ·­ ´¿®¹»® ·² °´¿² ¿²¼ ½±³°®·­»­ ì²±ò ­»°¿®¿¬» ®±±º ¿®»¿­ò Ì©± ±º ¬¸» 

®±±º ¿®»¿­ ¸¿ª» º´¿¬ ¿­°¸¿´¬ ½±ª»®·²¹­ ¿²¼ ¬©± ¿®» º»´¬ ½±ª»®»¼ °·¬½¸»¼ ®±±º­ ·² ¿ ²±®¬¸ ´·¹¸¬ 

¿®®¿²¹»³»²¬ò Ì¸» ¿­°¸¿´¬ ®±±º ´±½¿¬»¼ ¿¬ º·®­¬ º´±±® ´»ª»´ ¿´­± ·²½±®°±®¿¬»­ î²±ò ´¿²¬»®² ´·¹¸¬­ò 

 

íòíòë Þ«·´¼·²¹ î ø®»¿®÷ ·­ ¿ ­·²¹´» ­¬±®»§ »¨¬»²­·±² ½±²­·­¬·²¹ ±º ­±´·¼ ¾®·½µ©±®µ »¨¬»®²¿´ ©¿´´­ ¿²¼ ¿ 

°·¬½¸»¼ ½±®®«¹¿¬»¼ ¿­¾»­¬±­ ­¸»»¬ ®±±º ©·¬¸ ÙÎÐ ®±±º´·¹¸¬­ò 

 

íòíòê Þ«·´¼·²¹ í ·­ ±º ­¬»»´ º®¿³» ½±²­¬®«½¬·±² ©·¬¸ °·¬½¸»¼ ®±±º ½´¿¼ ·² ½±®®«¹¿¬»¼ ¿­¾»­¬±­ ½»³»²¬ 

­¸»»¬­ò Ì¸» »¨¬»®²¿´ ©¿´´­ ¿®» ³±­¬´§ ½´¿¼ ·² ¬¸» ­¿³» ­¸»»¬·²¹ ¿­ ¬¸» ®±±ºô ¸±©»ª»®ô ¬¸»®» ·­ ¿ 

®»¿® ­¬»»´ º®¿³»¼ »¨¬»²­·±² ·²º·´´»¼ ©·¬¸ ½±²½®»¬» ¾´±½µ­ò 

 

íòíòé ß½®±­­ ¿´´ ¾«·´¼·²¹­ô ©¸»®» ²±¬ °®»ª·±«­´§ ®»³±ª»¼ ñ ·²º·´´»¼ô »¨¬»®²¿´ ©·²¼±©­ ¿®» ­·²¹´» ¹´¿¦»¼ 

³»¬¿´ º®¿³»¼ ø½®·¬¬¿´÷ ½¿­»³»²¬­ ¿²¼ »¨¬»®²¿´ ¼±±®­ ª¿®§ ·² ­°»½·º·½¿¬·±²ò Ì¸»®» ¿®» ¿´­± ¿ 

²«³¾»® ±º ®±´´»® ­¸«¬¬»® ¼±±®­ °®±ª·¼·²¹ ¿½½»­­ ·²¬± ¬¸» ·²¼«­¬®·¿´ «²·¬­ò  

 

íòì Í¬®«½¬«®» ¿²¼ Ú¿¾®·½ ×²¬»®²¿´´§ 

 

íòìòï Þ«·´¼·²¹­ ï ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿²¼ î ø³·¼¼´»÷ô ¼«» ¬± ¬¸»·® °®»ª·±«­ ·²¼«­¬®·¿´ «­»ô ¿®» °®±ª·¼»¼ ©·¬¸ ¹®±«²¼ 

¾»¿®·²¹ ½±²½®»¬» ­´¿¾ º´±±®­ô ¿ ³·¨¬«®» ±º «²º·²·­¸»¼ ¾´±½µ©±®µ ¿²¼ ­¬«¼©±®µ­ °¿®¬·¬·±²­ ¿²¼ 

«²º·²·­¸»¼ ñ °¿·²¬»¼ ¾®·½µ©±®µ »¨¬»®²¿´ ©¿´´­ò ß ³»¦¦¿²·²» º´±±® ¸¿­ ¿´­± ¾»»² ·²­¬¿´´»¼ ¬± ±²» ±º 

¬¸» «²·¬­ ­«°°±®¬»¼ º®±³ ¿ ­¬»»´ º®¿³»ò  

íòìòî Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø®»¿®÷ ¸¿­ ¿ ¹®±«²¼ ¾»¿®·²¹ ½±²½®»¬» ­´¿¾ ¿¬ ¹®±«²¼ º´±±® ´»ª»´ ¿²¼ ­«­°»²¼»¼ 

½±²½®»¬» «°°»® º´±±®­ò Ú´±±® º·²·­¸»­ ª¿®§ô ¾«¬ °®»¼±³·²¿¬»´§ ½±²­·­¬ ±º »¨°±­»¼ ñ °¿·²¬»¼ º´±±® 

­½®»»¼­ ¿²¼ ª·²§´ ¬·´»­ò Ì¸» ½»·´·²¹­ ½±³°®·­» »·¬¸»® °¿·²¬»¼ °´¿­¬»® ±® °¿·²¬»¼ ½±²½®»¬» ­±ºº·¬­ò 

Ë²º·²·­¸»¼ ³»¬¿´ ­¬«¼©±®µ °¿®¬·¬·±²­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ·²­¬¿´´»¼ ¬¸®±«¹¸±«¬ ¬± ¼·ª·¼» «° ¬¸» ­°¿½» ·²¬± 

­»°¿®¿¬» «²·¬­ô ¾«¬ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ´»º¬ ­¸±®¬ ­± ¿­ ²±¬ ¬± ½®»¿¬» ­»°¿®¿¬» º·®» ½±³°¿®¬³»²¬­ò 

íòìòí Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ ½±«´¼ ±²´§ ¾» ¿½½»­­»¼ ±² ¬¸» ¹®±«²¼ º´±±® ¿²¼ ½«®®»²¬´§ °®±ª·¼»­ î²±ò 

­»°¿®¿¬» ®±±³­ò Ì¸» º´±±® ·­ °¿·²¬»¼ ½±²½®»¬» ¿²¼ ¬¸» ©¿´´­ ¿²¼ ½»·´·²¹­ ¿®» °¿·²¬»¼ °´¿­¬»®ò 



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» ê

 

íòìòì Þ«·´¼·²¹ î øº®±²¬÷ ¸¿­ ½±²½®»¬» ¹®±«²¼ ¿²¼ º·®­¬ º´±±®­ ¿²¼ ¼«» ¬± ·¬­ °®»ª·±«­ ±ºº·½» «­»ô ¸¿­ ¾»»² 

¼·ª·¼»¼ ·²¬± ­»°¿®¿¬» ±ºº·½» ­°¿½» ¾§ ¾´±½µ©±®µ °¿®¬·¬·±²­ò ß ³·¨¬«®» ±º º·²·­¸»­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² «­»¼ 

·²½´«¼·²¹ô °¿·²¬»¼ °´¿­¬»® ©¿´´­ ¿²¼ ½»·´·²¹ô ­«­°»²¼»¼ ½»·´·²¹­ô ½¿®°»¬ ¬·´»­ ¿²¼ ª·²§´ò 

 

íòìòë Þ«·´¼·²¹ î ø®»¿®÷ ¿²¼ Þ«·´¼·²¹ í ©»®» ²±¬ ¿½½»­­»¼ô ¾«¬ ¿®» ¿­­«³»¼ ¬± ¾» «²º·²·­¸»¼ ©·¬¸ 

»¨°±­»¼ º´±±® ­´¿¾­ ¿²¼ «²º·²·­¸»¼ »¨¬»®²¿´ ©¿´´­ ­·³·´¿® ¬± ¬¸¿¬ ±º Þ«·´¼·²¹­ ï ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿²¼ î 

³·¼¼´»÷ò 

 

íòë Í»®ª·½» ×²­¬¿´´¿¬·±²­ 

 

íòëòï É» ¼·¼ ²±¬ ¬»­¬ ¬¸» ³»½¸¿²·½¿´ ¿²¼ »´»½¬®·½¿´ ·²­¬¿´´¿¬·±²­ô ¸±©»ª»®ô º®±³ ¿ Þ«·´¼·²¹ Í«®ª»§±®�­ 

ª·»©°±·²¬ô ¬¸» ­»®ª·½»­ ¿®» ¼¿¬»¼ ¿²¼ ñ ±® ¼¿³¿¹»¼ ¿²¼ ¿®» ¸·¹¸´§ «²´·µ»´§ ¬± ½±²º±®³ ¬± ½«®®»²¬ 

­¬¿¬«¬±®§ ®»¯«·®»³»²¬­ò Í±³» ²»© ·²­¬¿´´¿¬·±²­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² °®±ª·¼»¼ ·² Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø®»¿®÷ô ¸±©»ª»® 

¬¸»­» ¿®» ±º ¿ ¬»³°±®¿®§ ²¿¬«®» ¿²¼ ©±«´¼ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ·²­¬¿´´»¼ ¬± ­«°°±®¬ ¿ ª»®§ ­°»½·º·½ ­¸±®¬ 

¬»®³ ±½½«°¿²½§ò 

 

ìò ÝÑÒÍ×ÜÛÎßÌ×ÑÒÍ ßÒÜ Ô×Ó×ÌßÌ×ÑÒÍ ÑÚ ÎÛÚËÎÞ×ÍØÓÛÒÌ  

 

ìòï ×² ¬¸·­ ­»½¬·±² ±º ±«® ®»°±®¬ô ©» ­«³³¿®·­» ¬¸» °®·²½·°¿´ ·­­«»­ ¿²¼ ´·³·¬¿¬·±²­ ©¸»² ½±²­·¼»®·²¹ ¿ 

®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º ¬¸» ­·¬»ò 

 

ìòî Ë²´»­­ ±¬¸»®©·­» ­¬¿¬»¼ô ¬¸» ·³°®±ª»³»²¬ô ®»°¿·® ¿²¼ ®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ©±®µ­ ¼»­½®·¾»¼ ¾»´±© ¸¿ª» 

¾»»² ·²½´«¼»¼ ·² ¬¸» ¿°°»²¼»¼ ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬ °´¿² ¿¬ ß°°»²¼·¨ ßò  

 

ìòí Û¨¬»®²¿´´§ 

 

ìòíòï Î±±º­ 

 

ìòíòïòï Ì¸» ®±±º­ ¿²¼ ®±±º´·¹¸¬­ ¿½®±­­ ¿´´ ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ¿®» ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ©·¬¸ ©¿¬»® ·²¹®»­­ ¿²¼ ¼¿³° 

¿®»¿­ ·¼»²¬·º·»¼ ¬¸®±«¹¸±«¬ò Ì¸» ®±±º­ ¸¿ª» ®»¿½¸»¼ ¬¸» »²¼ ±º ¬¸»·® ­»®ª·½»¿¾´» ´·º» ¿²¼ ½±³°´»¬» 

®»°´¿½»³»²¬ ·­ ²±© ®»¯«·®»¼ ¬± ¿´´ ¾«·´¼·²¹­ò 

 

ìòíòïòî Ì¸» ®¿·²©¿¬»® ¹±±¼­ ¿®» ¿´­± ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ¿½®±­­ ¬¸» ­·¬» ¿²¼ ®»²»©¿´ ©·´´ ¾» ®»¯«·®»¼ ¿­ 

°¿®¬ ±º ¬¸» ®»ó®±±º·²¹ ©±®µ­ò 

 

ìòíòî Û´»ª¿¬·±²­ 

 

ìòíòîòï Ì¸» »¨¬»®²¿´ ¾®·½µ©±®µ ¬± Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ô Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø®»¿®÷ ¿²¼ Þ«·´¼·²¹ î øº®±²¬÷ ·­ ·² º¿·® 

½±²¼·¬·±² º±® ¬¸» ³±­¬ °¿®¬ô ¿´¬¸±«¹¸ ¬¸»®» ¿®» ·­±´¿¬»¼ ¿®»¿­ ±º ¼¿³¿¹» ¿²¼ ¹»²»®¿´ ­±·´·²¹ò Ì¸» 

®»³¿·²·²¹ ¿®»¿­ ±º ¾®·½µ©±®µ ¿½®±­­ ¬¸» ­·¬» ¿®» ¹»²»®¿´´§ ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ©·¬¸ ª¿®·±«­ °±±®´§ 

»¨»½«¬»¼ ¿¼ ¸±½µ ®»°¿·®­ ¿²¼ ¾´±½µ ñ ¾®·½µ©±®µ ·²º·´´­ò ß´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ®»°±·²¬·²¹ 

¿²¼ ½´»¿²·²¹ ±º ¿´´ »¨¬»®²¿´ ¾®·½µ©±®µò ×² ¿¼¼·¬·±²ô °®±ª·­·±² ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ·­±´¿¬»¼ ®»°¿·®­ô 

®»³±ª¿´ ±º °±±®´§ »¨»½«¬»¼ »¨·­¬·²¹ ®»°¿·®­ ¿²¼ ®»½±²­¬®«½¬·±² ±º ´±½¿´·­»¼ ¿®»¿­ ¿­ ®»¯«·®»¼ò  

ìòíòîòî Ì¸» ½±²½®»¬» ½±°·²¹­ ¬± ¬¸» °¿®¿°»¬ ©¿´´­ ±º ¬¸» º´¿¬ ®±±º­ô ¿´¬¸±«¹¸ ±²´§ ª·»©»¼ º®±³ ¹®±«²¼ 

´»ª»´ô ­¸±© ­·¹²­ ±º ¼»¬»®·±®¿¬·±² ·²½´«¼·²¹ ¹»²»®¿´ ­±·´·²¹ô ¿®»¿­ ±º ­°¿´´·²¹ ¿²¼ ¼·­°´¿½»¼ ³±®¬¿® 

¶±·²¬­ò ß´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ·­±´¿¬»¼ ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ô ½±³°´»¬» ®»ó¾»¼¼·²¹ ±º »¨·­¬·²¹ 

½±°·²¹ ­¬±²»­ ¿²¼ ®»°±·²¬·²¹ò  

ìòíòîòí ×­±´¿¬»¼ ¿®»¿­ ±º ­°¿´´»¼ ½±²½®»¬» ¿²¼ »¨°±­»¼ ®»·²º±®½»³»²¬ ©»®» ²±¬»¼ ¬± ¬¸» ½±²½®»¬» º®¿³» 

±º Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø®»¿®÷ ¿²¼ ¿­ ¬¸» º«´´ »¨¬»²¬ ±º ¬¸» »´»ª¿¬·±²­ ½±«´¼ ²±¬ ¾» ·²­°»½¬»¼ô º«®¬¸»® ¼¿³¿¹» 

·­ ¬± ¾» ¿²¬·½·°¿¬»¼ò ß² ¿´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ®»°¿·®­ ¬± ¬¸» ½±²½®»¬» º®¿³» ·²½´«¼·²¹ 

©±®µ­ ¬± ¬®»¿¬ ½¿®¾±²¿¬·±²ò 



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» é

 

ìòíòîòì Ì¸» ½´¿¼¼·²¹ ¬± Þ«·´¼·²¹ í ·­ ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ©·¬¸ ©·¼»­°®»¿¼ ¼¿³¿¹» »ª·¼»²¬ ²»½»­­·¬¿¬·²¹ 

½±³°´»¬» ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ò Ì¸» ¾´±½µ©±®µ ¬± Þ«·´¼·²¹ í ·­ ¿´­± ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ¿²¼ ®»¾«·´¼·²¹ ·­ 

®»½±³³»²¼»¼ò 

 

ìòíòîòë Ì¸» »¨¬»®²¿´ ©·²¼±©­ ¿®» ­«ºº»®·²¹ º®±³ ¸»¿ª§ ½±®®±­·±² ¬± º®¿³»­ô ¼»­·½½¿¬»¼ ¾»¿¼·²¹ ¿²¼ 

ª¿®·±«­ ½®¿½µ»¼ °¿²»­ò ß´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ½±³°´»¬» ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ ±º ¿´´ »¨·­¬·²¹ 

©·²¼±©­ ·²½´«¼·²¹ ®»·²­¬¿¬»³»²¬ ±º °®»ª·±«­´§ ·²º·´´»¼ ©·²¼±©­ ·² ±®¼»® ¬± º«´´§ «¬·´·­» ¬¸» ­·¬» 

¿½½±³³±¼¿¬·±²ò É·²¼±© ­·´´­ ¿½®±­­ ¿´´ ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ¿®» ¿´­± ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ¿²¼ ¿² ¿´´±©¿²½» 

¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ ·² ½±²¶«²½¬·±² ©·¬¸ ¬¸» ©·²¼±© ©±®µ­ò 

 

ìòíòîòê Û¨¬»®²¿´ ¼±±®­ ¿®» ¹»²»®¿´´§ ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ¿²¼ ½±³°´»¬» ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ ·­ ¿¼ª·­»¼ò Í·³·´¿®´§ ¬± 

¬¸» ©·²¼±©­ô ª¿®·±«­ ·²º·´´­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² «²¼»®¬¿µ»² °®»ª·±«­´§ ¿²¼ ¿² ¿´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» ¬± 

®»·²­¬¿¬» ¼±±®­ ·² ¬¸»­» ´±½¿¬·±²­ ·² ±®¼»® ¬± ³¿¨·³·­» «­¿¹» ±º ¬¸» ­·¬»ò 

 

ìòíòîòé Ì¸» ®±´´»® ­¸«¬¬»® ¼±±®­ ¿®» ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ©·¬¸ ¿®»¿­ ±º ½±®®±­·±² ¿²¼ ¼¿³¿¹» ¬± ³»½¸¿²·½¿´ 

¿²¼ »´»½¬®·½¿´ ½±³°±²»²¬­ò ß´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ ±º ¿´´ ®±´´»® ­¸«¬¬»® ¼±±®­ò 

 

ìòíòîòè Ì¸» »¨¬»®²¿´ ­¬¿·® ½¿­» ¬± Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ ·­ ­«ºº»®·²¹ º®±³ ½±®®±­·±² ¿²¼ ¿² ¿´´±©¿²½» ¿²¼ ¾»»² 

³¿¼» º±® ®»°´¿½»³»²¬ò  

 

ìòíòí Û¨¬»®²¿´ ß®»¿­ 

 

ìòíòíòï Ì¸» ¸¿®¼ ­¬¿²¼·²¹­ ¿®» ·² ª»®§ °±±® ±®¼»® ©·¬¸ º®·¿¾´» ¿²¼ ¸»¿ª·´§ ¼»¹®¿¼»¼ ½±²½®»¬» ¿²¼ 

²«³»®±«­ ¼»»° °±¬¸±´»­ò Ì¸» ½±²¼·¬·±² ©·´´ ½±²¬·²«» ¬± ¼»¬»®·±®¿¬» ¿²¼ ½±³°´»¬» ®»­«®º¿½·²¹ ±º 

»¨¬»®²¿´ ¸¿®¼ ­¬¿²¼·²¹­ ¸¿­ ¾»»² °®±ª·­·±²»¼ò 

 

ìòíòíòî Ì¸» ­·¬» ·­ ¹»²»®¿´´§ ­«ºº»®·²¹ º®±³ ¿®»¿­ ±º ±ª»®¹®±©² ª»¹»¬¿¬·±² ¿²¼ ¬¸» ­¬±®¿¹» ±º ¼»¾®·­ ¿²¼ 

³¿¬»®·¿´­ò ß´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ½´»¿®·²¹ ª»¹»¬¿¬·±² ¿²¼ ¼»¾®·­ò 

 

ìòì ×²¬»®²¿´´§ 

 

ìòìòï Ì¸» ­¬®«½¬«®¿´ ­¬»»´ º®¿³»­ ¬± Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿²¼ Þ«·´¼·²¹ î ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿®» ­«ºº»®·²¹ º®±³ 

­«®º¿½» ½±®®±­·±² ¹»²»®¿´´§ô ©·¬¸ ³±®» ·²¬»²­» ½±®®±­·±² »ª·¼»²¬ ·² ·­±´¿¬»¼ ¿®»¿­ò ß´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ 

¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® ¬®»¿¬³»²¬ ±º ­¬»»´ º®¿³»­ ¬± ®»³±ª» ®«­¬ô ®»­°®¿§ ¿²¼ ½¿®®§ ±«¬ ·­±´¿¬»¼ ®»°¿·®­ò 

 

ìòìòî Ì¸» ½±²½®»¬» º´±±®­ô °¿®¬·½«´¿®´§ ©·¬¸ Þ«·´¼·²¹­ ï ø³·¼¼´»÷ ¿²¼ î ø³·¼¼´»÷ô ¿®» ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² 

¿²¼ ·² ¿¼¼·¬·±² ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ³±¼·º·»¼ ¬± ­«·¬ ¬¸» ±°»®¿¬·±²­ ±º °®»ª·±«­ ±½½«°¿²¬­ò ß °®±ª·­·±² ¸¿­ 

¾»»² ³¿¼» ¬± ®»°¿·® ¿²¼ ®»ó´»ª»´ ¿´´ ½±²½®»¬» º´±±®­ ©·¬¸·² ¬¸» ½±­¬·²¹­ò  

 

ìòìòí Ú·²·­¸»­ ¬¸®±«¹¸±«¬ ¿´´ ¾«·´¼·²¹­ ¿®» ·² °±±® ½±²¼·¬·±² ¿²¼ ¿´´±©¿²½»­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ³¿¼» º±® 

½±³°´»¬» ®»²»©¿´ ±º °´¿­¬»®ô ¼»½±®¿¬·±²­ô º´±±® ½±ª»®·²¹­ ¿²¼ ½»·´·²¹­ò Þ«·´¼·²¹ ï øº®±²¬÷ô Þ«·´¼·²¹ 

ï ø®»¿®÷ ¿²¼ Þ«·´¼·²¹ î øº®±²¬÷ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ¬®»¿¬»¼ ¿­ ±ºº·½» ¿½½±³³±¼¿¬·±² º±® ¬¸» °«®°±­»­ ±º ¬¸·­ 

®»°±®¬ò 

ìòë Ó»½¸¿²·½¿´ ¿²¼ Û´»½¬®·½¿´ ×²­¬¿´´¿¬·±²­ 

ìòëòï Ì¸» ´·¹¸¬·²¹ ¿²¼ ­³¿´´ °±©»® ·­ º«²½¬·±²¿´ ·² ­±³» ¿®»¿­ô ¾«¬ ¾¿­·½ò Ê¿®·±«­ «²·¬­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² 

¿´¬»®»¼ ¿²¼ ¿¼¼»¼ ¬± ¾§ ¬¸» ±½½«°·»®­ ®»­«´¬·²¹ ·² ¿ ¸¿°¸¿¦¿®¼ ½±²º·¹«®¿¬·±² ¬¸®±«¹¸±«¬ò ×² ±®¼»® 

¬± ³»»¬ ¬¸» ¼»³¿²¼­ ±º ³±¼»®² ±½½«°·»®­ô ¬¸» ·²­¬¿´´¿¬·±² ­¸±«´¼ ¾» ®»ó©·®»¼ ¬¸®±«¹¸±«¬ô ©·¬¸ 

²»© ¼·­¬®·¾«¬·±² ¾±¿®¼­ ©¸·½¸ ©·´´ ¿´´±© º«¬«®» ±½½«°·»®­ ¬± ®«² ½¿¾´·²¹ ¬± ­«·¬ ¬¸»·® ®»¯«·®»³»²¬­ò 

É» ¸¿ª» ¿´­± ³¿¼» ¿² ¿´´±©¿²½» ¬± ½±³°´»¬» ®»²»©¿´ ±º ´·¹¸¬·²¹ ¿²¼ º·®» °®±¬»½¬·±² ¬¸®±«¹¸±«¬ò  



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» è

ìòëòî Î»²»©¿´ ±º ©¿­¸®±±³­ ¿²¼ µ·¬½¸»² º¿½·´·¬·»­ ©·´´ ¾» ®»¯«·®»¼ ·² ±®¼»® ¬± ®»ó´»¬ ¬¸» °®»³·­»­ ¿²¼ 

¿² ¿­ ­«½¸ ¿² ¿´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² ³¿¼» ©·¬¸·² ¬¸» ½±­¬ °´¿²ò  

 

ìòê  Ý±³°´·¿²½» ©·¬¸ Ô»¹·­´¿¬·±² 

 

ìòêòï Ì¸» ®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ©±®µ ®»½±³³»²¼»¼ ·² ¬¸·­ ®»°±®¬ ©±«´¼ ®»¯«·®» ¿² ¿°°´·½¿¬·±² ¬± ¾» ³¿¼» 

«²¼»® ¬¸» ½«®®»²¬ Þ«·´¼·²¹ Î»¹«´¿¬·±²­ ¿²¼ ¿´´ ©±®µ­ ©·´´ ²»»¼ ¬± ½±³°´§ ©·¬¸ ¬¸» ®»¹«´¿¬·±²­ò  

 

ìòé  Ü»´»¬»®·±«­ ¿²¼ Ð®±¾´»³¿¬·½ Ó¿¬»®·¿´­ 

 

 

ìòéòï Þ»º±®» ¿²§ ©±®µ­ ¿®» ½¿®®·»¼ ±«¬ô ¿ º«´´ ®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ¿²¼ ¼»³±´·¬·±² ¿­¾»­¬±­ ­«®ª»§ ­¸±«´¼ ¾» 

«²¼»®¬¿µ»² ¬± ·¼»²¬·º§ ¬¸» ´±½¿¬·±² ±º ¿´´ ßÝÓ�­ «­·²¹ ¼»­¬®«½¬·ª» ­¿³°´·²¹ò É» ¸¿ª» ¿´´±©»¼ º±® 

¬¸·­ ·² ±«® ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬·²¹ ¾«¬ ¸¿ª» ²±¬ ¿´´±©»¼ º±® ¬¸» ®»³±ª¿´ ±º ¿²§ ¿­¾»­¬±­ «²¼»® ½±²¬®±´´»¼ 

½±²¼·¬·±²­ ©¸·½¸ ½¿²²±¬ ¾» ¿½½«®¿¬»´§ »­¬·³¿¬»¼ ¿¬ ¬¸·­ ¬·³»ò Ý±²­·¼»®¿¬·±² ©·´´ ²»»¼ ¬± ¾» ¹·ª»² 

¬± »·¬¸»® ®»³±ª·²¹ ±® ³¿²¿¹·²¹ ¬¸»­» ³¿¬»®·¿´­ ¿­ °¿®¬ ±º ¬¸» ®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ¿²¼ º«¬«®» 

±½½«°¿²½§ò 

 

ìòéòî Ü«» ¬± ¬¸» °®»ª·±«­ ­·¬» «­»­ô ¹®±«²¼ ½±²¬¿³·²¿¬·±² ·­ ½±²­·¼»®»¼ ´·µ»´§ ¿²¼ ©·¬¸±«¬ º«®¬¸»® 

·²ª»­¬·¹¿¬·±² ½±­¬­ º±® ®»³»¼·¿´ ©±®µ­ ½¿²²±¬ ¾» ¿½½«®¿¬»´§ °®±ª·¼»¼ò Ò± ¿´´±©¿²½» ¸¿­ ¾»»² 

³¿¼» ©·¬¸·² ¬¸» ½±­¬ °´¿² º±® ¹®±«²¼ ½±²¬¿³·²¿¬·±² ¿²¼ º«®¬¸»® ·²ª»­¬·¹¿¬·±² ·­ ®»½±³³»²¼»¼ò 

 

ìòè Í«·¬¿¾·´·¬§ º±® Ð®±°±­»¼ Ë­»­ 

 

ìòèòï Ì¸» ±ºº·½» ­°¿½»­ô ¿´¬¸±«¹¸ ½¿°¿¾´» ±º ¾»·²¹ ®»º«®¾·­¸»¼ô ¿®» ¹»²»®¿´´§ ¼¿¬»¼ ·² ¬¸»·® 

½±²º·¹«®¿¬·±² ¿²¼ ¿®» «²´·µ»´§ ¬± ¾» ­«·¬¿¾´» º±® ³¿²§ °®±­°»½¬·ª» ¬»²¿²¬­ò Þ§ ©¿§ ±º »¨¿³°´»ô 

¬¸» »¨¬»²¬ ¿²¼ ­½¿´» ±º ¬¸» ©»´º¿®» °®±ª·­·±²­ ¿®» ©¿§ ¾»´±© ¬¸¿¬ ±º ³±¼»®² ±ºº·½»­ ¿²¼ ©¸»®» 

º¿½·´·¬·»­ ¿®» ´±½¿¬»¼ ±² ­¬¿·®©»´´­ô ¿½½»­­ °®±ª·­·±²­ ¿®» «²½±³°´·¿²¬ ©·¬¸ ½«®®»²¬ ´»¹·­´¿¬·±²ò  

 

ìòèòî  Ì¸» ·²¼«­¬®·¿´ «²·¬­ ¸¿ª» ´±© »¿ª»­ ¼»¬¿·´­ ¿²¼ °®±ª·¼» ´·³·¬»¼ ½´»¿® ­°¿²­ ¾»¬©»»² ½±´«³²­ 

©¸·½¸ ³¿µ» ¬¸» «²·¬­ ´·³·¬»¼ ·² ¬¸»·® °±¬»²¬·¿´ «­»­ò ×² ¿¼¼·¬·±²ô ¼«» ¬± ¬¸» ¼»²­·¬§ ±º ¬¸» ­·¬»ô ¬¸» 

¿½½»­­ ¬± ¬¸» ·²¼«­¬®·¿´ «²·¬­ ·­ »¨¬®»³»´§ ®»­¬®·½¬»¼ ¿²¼ ¸»¿ª§ ¹±±¼­ ª»¸·½´»­ ·² °¿®¬·½«´¿® ©±«´¼ 

º·²¼ ·¬ ¼·ºº·½«´¬ ¬± ¹¿·² ¿½½»­­ò ß­ ­«½¸ô °±¬»²¬·¿´ ¬»²¿²¬­ ©±«´¼ ´·µ»´§ ª¿´«» ¬¸» «²·¬­ º¿® ¾»´±© ¬¸¿¬ 

±º ¬¸»·® ³±¼»®² »¯«·ª¿´»²¬ò 

 

ëò ÞËÜÙÛÌ ÝÑÍÌ×ÒÙÍ  

             

ëòï ß¬¬¿½¸»¼ «²¼»® ß°°»²¼·¨ ß ·­ ¿ ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬ °´¿² º±® ¬¸» ®»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º ¬¸» »¨·­¬·²¹ ­·¬» ¿²¼ ¿´´ 

¾«·´¼·²¹­ ¬¸»®»±²ò  Ì¸» ¾«¼¹»¬ ½±­¬ô ·²½´«­·ª» ±º °®±º»­­·±²¿´ º»»­ ¿²¼ ½±²¬·²¹»²½§ ·­ }ìôðêíôéîíò 

ÊßÌ ·­ »¨½´«¼»¼ò 

êò  Ô×Ó×ÌßÌ×ÑÒÍ ÑÚ ÎÛÐÑÎÌ 

êòï Ì¸» ·²º±®³¿¬·±² ½±²¬¿·²»¼ ·² ¬¸·­ ®»°±®¬ ¸¿­ ¾»»² ±¾¬¿·²»¼ ¾§ ¬¸» ·²­°»½¬·±² ±º ¬¸±­» °¿®¬­ ±º ¬¸»

¾«·´¼·²¹­ ©¸·½¸ ©»®» ª·­·¾´» ¿¬ ¬·³» ±º ±«® ­«®ª»§ò

 

 

 

 



 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê Ð¿¹» ç

éò    ÌØ×ÎÜ ÐßÎÌ×ÛÍ ßÒÜ ÐËÞÔ×ÝßÌ×ÑÒÍ 

 

éòï  Ì¸·­ ®»°±®¬ ·­ ·²¬»²¼»¼ ­±´»´§ º±® ¬¸» «­» ±º ¬¸» ·²­¬®«½¬·²¹ ½´·»²¬ô Þ»´´©¿§ Ø±³»­ Ô·³·¬»¼ô ¬± 

©¸±³ ·¬ ·­ ¿¼¼®»­­»¼ ¿²¼ ²± ®»­°±²­·¾·´·¬§ ·­ ¿½½»°¬»¼ ¬± ¿²§ ¬¸·®¼ °¿®¬§ º±® ¬¸» ©¸±´» ±® °¿®¬ ±º 

·¬­ ½±²¬»²¬­ò 

 

éòî Ò»·¬¸»® ¬¸» ©¸±´» ²±® ¿²§ °¿®¬ ±º ¬¸·­ ®»°±®¬ ³¿§ ¾» ·²½´«¼»¼ ·² ¿²§ °®±º»­­·±²¿´ ¼±½«³»²¬ô 

½·®½«´¿® ±® ­¬¿¬»³»²¬ô ²±® °«¾´·­¸»¼ô ®»°®±¼«½»¼ ±® ®»º»®®»¼ ¬± ·² ¿²§ ©¿§ ©·¬¸±«¬ ±«® ©®·¬¬»² 

¿°°®±ª¿´ ±º ¬¸» º±®³ ¿²¼ ½±²¬»¨¬ ·² ©¸·½¸ ·¬ ³¿§ ¿°°»¿®ò 

 

 



 

 
 

Ý±­¬ ß¼ª·½» º±® Î»º«®¾·­¸³»²¬ ±º Ó¿§¾®»§ É±®µ­ô É±®­´»§ Þ®·¼¹» Î±¿¼ô Í§¼»²¸¿³ô Õ»²¬ Ô±²¼±²ô ÍÛîê 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ßÐÐÛÒÜ×È ß 

 

ÐØÑÌÑÍ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





























Cost Advice for Refurbishment of Maybrey Works, Worsley Bridge Road, Sydenham, Kent London, SE26 
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Cost Advice for Refurbishment of Maybrey Works, Worsley Bridge Road, Sydenham, Kent London, SE26 
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SITE PLAN 
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Viability Appraisal  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  GRANT MILLS WOOD 
 Maybrey Business Park 
 Employment 

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 REVENUE 
 Rental Area Summary  ft²  Rate ft²  Gross MRV 

 Industrial Developement  18,872  £6.00  113,232 

 Investment Valuation 
 Industrial Developement 
 Current Rent  113,232  YP  @  10.0000%  10.0000 

 Additional Revenue 
 NET REALISATION  1,132,320 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price  (1,191,335) 

 (1,191,335) 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Rate ft²  Cost 

 Industrial Developement  19,556  £83.00  1,623,148  1,623,148 

 Contingency  5.00%  81,157 
 81,157 

 MARKETING & LETTING 
 Marketing  25,000 
 Letting Agent Fee  15.00%  16,985 

 41,985 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Sales Agent Fee  2.50%  28,308 
 28,308 

 Additional Costs 
 Developer's Profit 

 Developer's Profit  25.00%  283,080 
 283,080 

 FINANCE 
 Multiple Finance Rates Used (See Assumptions) 
 Land  (3,395) 
 Construction  3,395 
 Letting Void  39,513 
 Total Finance Cost  39,513 

 TOTAL COSTS  905,856 

 PROFIT 
 226,464 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  25.00% 
 Profit on NDV%  20.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  10.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  10.66% 
 Gross Initial Yield%  10.00% 
 Net Initial Yield%  10.00% 

 IRR  N/A 
 Rent Cover  2 yrs 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000%)  3 yrs 9 mths 

  File: I:\PROFESSIONAL\John\Employment Land\Lower Sydenham - Maybrey Factory Works, Worsley Bridge Rd, Lower Sydenham (Purelake New Homes Ltd)\Crest Nicholson - 2016\Appraisals\Industrial refurbishment appraisal.wcf 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 4.05.001  Date: 03/02/2017  
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Viability Appraisal including a Land Cost 
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Maybrey wORKS
wORSLEY bRIDGE rOAD, sYDENHAM, lONDON se26 5az

Accommodation
Unit 1

Ground floor storage - 84.54 sqm / 910 sqft

First floor offices & toilets - 83.61 sqm / 900 sqft

Unit 2

Ground floor industrial - 475.66 sqm / 5,120 sqft

Total - 643.80 sqm / 6,930 sqft	

Summary/Description
A single storey factory unit of steel framed constructions with brick 
elevations, with minimum head room of approximately 3.65m (12ft). 
The front two storey section (former offices) are brick built with a 
flat roof. There is a small forecourt area providing loading / parking 
facilities.

The property is located close to Lower Sydenham Station  providing 
regular services to  London  Charing Cross and Cannon Street.
 

Use
We understand the property benefits from B1 (office and light 
industrial) and B8 (storage) use. Any planning or use enquiries 
should be diverted to the London Borough of Lewisham’s planning 
department on 020 8314 7400.



EPC
A copy of the current Energy Performance Certificate is available upon request.

Business Rates
Business rates are available upon request. 

Terms
Available upon request. 

VAT
Is chargeable on the rent or sale price. 

Viewings
All internal inspections are strictly by prior appointment.

020 8315 5454 acorncommercial.co.uk

Maybrey wORKS
wORSLEY bRIDGE rOAD, sYDENHAM, lONDON se26 5az



020 8315 5454 acorncommercial.co.uk

Acorn as our vendor’s agent have endeavoured to check the accuracy of these sales particulars, but however can offer no guarantee, we therefore must advise that any prospective purchaser employ their own experts to verify the statements contained herein. All measurements are approximate and should not be relied upon. No equipment,utilities, circuits or fittings have been tested.

Bromley Office
1 Sherman Road
Bromley
Kent BR1 3JH

020 8315 5454  

020 7089 6555
commercial@acorn.ltd.uk
acorncommercial.co.uk
@acorncommercial

Maybrey wORKS
wORSLEY bRIDGE rOAD, sYDENHAM, lONDON se26 5az







  
planning report D&P/4095/001  

6 March 2017 

Maybrey Works, Worsley Bridge Road  
in the London Borough of Bromley  

planning application no. 16/05897/FULL1   

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 
Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site to provide new buildings ranging 
from five to nine storeys in height comprising 159 residential units and 1,243 sqm of commercial 
floorspace (Class B1a-c), 157 sqm residents gym (Class D2) together with associated car and cycle 
parking, landscaping and infrastructure works. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Bellway Homes, and the architect is StockWool 

Strategic issues 

• Principle of development: The proposals are located within locally designated industrial 
land. The applicant needs to provide additional information to justify the loss of industrial 
land and the acceptance of residential uses, as set out in paragraphs 17 to 29.  

• Housing: The applicant has proposed 35% affordable housing, which is potentially delivering 
a ‘Route B’ compliant scheme, as set out in the Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. 
Insufficient information, however, has been provided in relation to rental levels and how these 
relate to local and strategic need. Further information is therefore required before this offer 
can be supported as set out in paragraphs 30-38. 

• Urban design: The proposed density is acceptable and the scheme will not have an adverse 
impact on the openness of MOL.  The application is supported in terms of London Plan design 
policy. 

• Flood risk: The applicant proposes mitigation measures that make the application compliant 
with London Plan flood risk policy. 

• Transport: The proposals are broadly acceptable in strategic terms although further 
information is required before the application can be considered fully compliant with London 
Plan transport policy, as set out in paragraphs 67 to 72. 

Recommendation 

That Bromley Council be advised that the application is not acceptable in strategic planning terms 
and does not fully comply with the London Plan; but that the possible remedies set out in 
paragraph 77 of this report could address these deficiencies. 
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Context 

1 On 30 January 2017  the Mayor of London received documents from Bromley Council 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) 
Order 2008 the Mayor has until 10 March 2017 to provide the Council with a statement setting out 
whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for 
taking that view.  The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report sets out information 
for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under Category 1A of the Schedule to the Order 2008: 
“Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, flats, or houses 
and flats.” 

3 Once Bromley Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it 
back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

5 The 0.6 hectare site is bounded to the west by the former Dylon site (under construction 
for redevelopment), Pool River to the east and Worsley Bridge Road to the north. To the south 
and beyond the river is Metropolitan Open Land which comprises sports fields.  The site 
currently contains two storey light industrial units and a small area of hard standing fronting 
Worsley Bridge Road. The two buildings are subdivided into nine smaller units (Use Classes 
B1/B2/B8/Sui Generis). A pumping station for the river is located in the north eastern corner of 
the site. 

6  Lower Sydenham railway station is 80 metres to the west and offers connections 
between London Charing Cross, Cannon Street and Hayes. Trains arrive at a frequency of four 
per hour. There a numerous bus stops close to the site which provide services between 
Lewisham, Bromley, Grove Park and Bell Green. The site is within 800 metres walking distance of 
Beckenham, which is identified as a district town centre with night-time economy activities of 
more than local significance in the London Plan. The site has a PTAL rating of 2, which indicates 
a poor level of accessibility to public transport. 

Details of the proposal 

7 The proposals envisage redevelopment of the site to deliver 159 new residential dwellings 
and1,243sqm of employment floorspace, which could be delivered as Use Class B1a, b or c. There 
would also be provision of a private residents gym of 157 sqm as well as private amenity space, 
cycle parking, car parking and associated public realm and landscaping. 

8 The scheme is arranged as two parallel linear blocks along the east and west site 
boundaries, with a lower base block running parallel with Worsley Bridge Road along part of the 
northern boundary. The northern ends of the eastern and western linear blocks terminate in taller 
elements of 7 and 9 storeys respectively. The remainder of the scheme varies between 5, 6 and 7 
stories. 
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9 A central podium deck at first floor partially covers a ground floor residential car park. The 
car park is accessed from Worseley Bridge Road at the north-eastern corner of the site, which is 
also the access point for a small surface car park for the commercial uses. The western edge of the 
site bounds the perimeter road proposed for the adjacent Dylon site. All commercial uses would be 
located within the ground floors, with residential units in the floors above. Car and cycle parking 
would be provided at ground floor within the courtyard, with a residents amenity space at the 
podium level above the partially covered car park. Some undercroft car parking is also provided at 
ground floor within the eastern block. 

 

Figure 1: Site layout. Note northern half of carpark is contained within podium- boundary denoted 
by black line. 

Case history 

10 On 3 November 2016 a pre-application meeting was held between the applicant and 
GLA officers. The applicant was subsequently advised that the principle of development could 
be accepted provided further work was done to address the points raised in the report. 
Furthermore it was stressed that any planning application should be supported by robust 
evidence demonstrating that the commercial uses proposed would be viable and support local 
growth. The applicant was also strongly encouraged to contact GLA Housing & Land and explore 
ways of maximising the affordable housing offer. 

11 The former Dylon Works site, which is located adjacent to the application site to the 
west, has an extensive and complex planning history. On 15 April 2010, planning permission was 
granted at appeal (Ref. 09/01664/FULL1, appeal reference AAP/G5180/A/09/2114194) for: 
“Mixed use redevelopment comprising basement car parking and 2 part five/ six/ seven/ eight 
storey blocks for use as Class B1 office accommodation (6884 sqm)/ Class A1 retail (449 sqm)/ 
Class A3 cafe/ restaurant (135 sqm)/ Class D1 crèche (437 sqm) and 149 flats (32 one 
bedroom/ 78 two bedroom/ 39 three bedroom)”.  
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12 Following this original consent, planning permission was granted at appeal on 16 
February 2015 (Ref. 13/03467/FULL1, appeal reference AAP/G5180/A/14/2219910) for: 
“Erection of five storey building comprising 74 residential units; A1 retail; A3 cafe/ restaurant 
and a D1 crèche in place of Block A03 forming part of the approved planning permission 
Ref.09/01664 for the redevelopment of the Dylon site.”  

13 Overall the former Dylon Works site has planning permission for 223 residential units and 
986 of Class A1/A3/D1 floorspace extending to between 5 and 8 storeys in height. Whilst 
referring to the adjacent site, the planning history of the Dylon site gives important planning 
context to the immediate area in which the application site is situated and is referenced in the 
submission documents. 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

14 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

• Mix of uses London Plan;  
• Housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing Strategy; draft Affordable 

Housing and Viability SPG: 
• Urban design London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context 

SPG 
• Density London Plan; Housing SPG 
• Green Belt/MOL London Plan  
• Sustainable development London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; Mayor’s 

Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; Mayor’s Climate Change 
Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor’s Water Strategy  

• Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy 
 

15 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plans in force for the area are; the ‘saved’ policies of Bromley Council’s Unitary  
Development Plan, originally adopted on 20 July 2006 with the majority of policies saved in 2009, 
and the London Plan 2016 (The Spatial Development Strategy for London Consolidated with 
Alterations since 2011).   

16 The following are also relevant material considerations: 

• Bromley Council’s Draft Local Plan (consultation closed December 2016); 

• The Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viablity SPG (Consultation closed February 
2017) 

• The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance 

Principle of development  

Loss of industrial land and replacement commercial uses 

17 London Plan policy 4.4 supports a rigorous, evidence-led approach to release of 
industrial land, through a plan, monitor manage approach. The Bromley UDP proposals map 
identifies the site as being within Lower Sydenham Business Area, which is a Locally Significant 
Industrial Site (LSIS). Where land is to be released from LSISs it must be based on strategic and 
local evidence and the proposed new uses must not compromise the integrity and viability of the 
remainder of the LSIS.  
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18 Since the pre-application stage, Bromley Councils Draft Local Plan submissions 
document has ben subject to a period of formal consultation, which ended in December 2016. 
Draft Local Plan policy 83 related to LSIS , outlining that only B uses would normally be 
permitted and that loss of industrial uses would be refused unless it can be demonstrated that 
the site is no longer suitable and viable for its existing or alternative industrial use in the medium 
to long term. Draft Local Plan policy 82 allows for greater flexibility for new land-uses on 
industrial sites, including residential provided that a set of criteria can be met. The applicant has 
provided information to address these criteria as follows: 

Suitability and viability 

19 The applicant contends that the existing buildings are in poor condition, not compliant 
with standards and requirements of modern employers and has provided an Employment Land 
Report which concludes that they are obsolete and uneconomic to refurbish. As such, 
substantial investment would be required to demolish and rebuild premises that would enable 
the ongoing use of the site for industrial operators. It is also concluded that the location and 
access arrangements for the site and render it unsuitable for alternative uses such as logistics. 
The applicant does not, therefore, consider that there is any reasonable medium or long term 
prospect of new industrial uses on the site. The applicant also notes that, in relation to the 
appeal decision on the adjacent Dylon site, the inspector concluded that there was no 
reasonable prospect of the site being occupied by employment uses.  

20 The applicant has also provided some evidence of marketing activity, and explained that 
a full marketing report will be made available in an attempt to demonstrate that market signals 
support this. This should be provided before the mayor sees the application again. 

Quantum of floorspace 

21 The current buildings have 4,132 sq.m of B1/B2/B2/Sui generis floorspace and the 
proposed development would provide 1,243 sq.m. of flexible B1 a,b or c employment floorspace. 
Using recognised job density figures the applicant has shown that that this could be enough to 
support up to 141 new jobs, depending on the end user. 

22 The Employment Land Report submitted suggests that there is a good local supply of 
employment floorspace and concludes that the release of poorly located land, on sites such as 
this, would not have an adverse impact on supply. This is accepted. 

23 Whilst the proposal to provide flexible employment space is welcomed, and the quantum 
proposed would be considered a significant element of employment generating floorspace, the 
applicants own supporting information confirms the concerns relating to the viability of this site 
for office or light industrial uses. The applicant has stated that the units will be designed to be 
suitable to a range of occupiers, including the creative industries. The addition, since pre-
application, of ancillary parking adjacent to the commercial units will help to ensure that they 
are more attractive to the target market. A key factor determining this will, of course, be rental 
level. The applicant should provide details of rental expectations, how this relates to existing 
rates locally as well as any measures agreed with Bromley Council to support local training and 
employment initiatives. 

Introduction of residential use and the function of the LSIS 

24 The NPPF requires the planning system to do everything it can to support economic 
growth, whilst also ensuring that land is proactively recycled where it is surplus to requirements. 
Paragraphs 1.2.23 and 1.2.24 of the Housing SPG set out how local planning authorities should 
seek to enable additional housing capacity on surplus industrial land, within the context of 
London Plan policy 3.3. Subject to successful demonstration that the loss of industrial land be 
acceptable, the proposals present an opportunity for Bromley Council to reach and exceed its 
housing targets and further strengthen the residential character of this emerging 
neighbourhood.  
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25 It is noted that this site, along with the adjacent Dylon site is separated from the rest of 
the Lower Sydenham Business Area by the railway tracks to the west and Worsley Bridge Road to 
the north. The Dylon site already has permission for a residential-led development, and existing 
development across Worsley Bridge Road is largely residential in nature. Development on this 
part of the LSIS would be unlikely to compromise the primary function of the LSIS or its use for 
industrial use because of this separation.  

Scale and design 

26 The scale and design of the proposed scheme is appropriate considering the existing and 
proposed development around the site. This is covered in more detail in the Urban Design 
section of this report. 

Conclussion 

27 The applicant should provide information relating to proposed rental levels and the 
marketing evidence alluded to in the submitted Planning statement, substantiating the 
assertions relating to sustainability and viability. Should this conclude as outlined in the Planning 
Statement, the loss of industrial land would be acceptable, in line with London Plan policy 4.4 
and the draft Local Plan policy 83.  

28 Residential development on this site would not compromise business operators in the 
wider LSIS. Furthermore, this site presents an excellent opportunity to strengthen the emerging 
residential character of this part of the area and provide a contiguous link between existing and 
emerging residential development. Given the site’s access to adjacent green open space and the 
fact that it is within walking distance of the nearby train station and Beckenham Town centre, it 
is considered that that sites such as this are appropriate for new high-density residential 
development and supporting uses and can make a significant contribution towards London’s 
strategic housing need. 

29 The principle of a residential-led mixed-use development on this site can be accepted in 
strategic terms provided that the applicant can robustly substantiate the points relating to 
sustainability and viability through production of the marketing report referred to in the 
Planning statement. 

Housing 

Housing supply 

30 London Plan Policy 3.3 confirms the pressing need for more homes in order to promote 
opportunity and provide a real choice for all Londoners in ways that meet their needs at a price 
they can afford.  London Plan Table A4.1 sets a target for Bromley Council to deliver a minimum of 
641 new residential units a year until 2025. The proposed delivery of 159 homes would provide 
approximately 25% of Bromley’s annual housing target, and as such is strongly supported.  
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31 The applicant has provided the following accommodation schedule showing unit size mix 
and tenure split: 

Tenure  1 bed 2 person 2 bed 4 person 3 bed 4 person 3 bed 5 person Units Habitable rooms 

Market 53 35 6 11 108 279 

Intermediate rent 6 5 0 3 11 39 

Affordable rent 16 16 0 8 40 112 

Total 75 56 6 22 159 430 

Table 1: Residential accommodation schedule 

Unit size mix 

32 The Housing SPG identifies London’s particular need for meeting the housing 
requirements of families, particularly within the social/ affordable rent and intermediate tenures. 
The site has excellent access to green open space and would seem well suited to the provision of 
family accommodation. At the pre-application stage the scheme proposed 20% family 
accommodation, with the remainder being one or two bed units. The applicant was encouraged 
to explore the possibility of providing more three bed and larger units within the mix with the 
preference being for any family units to be within the affordable tenures. 

The revised accommodation schedule shows 18% of the units being provided for family 
accommodation. This is lower than proposed at the pre-application stage, which is disappointing 
although it is noted that the applicant contends that the two bedroom, four person units should be 
considered large enough for small families. Overall this is considered acceptable. 

Affordable housing 

33 The Affordable housing and viability draft SPG sets a framework for delivering the 
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing in the context of London Plan policies 3.11 
and 3.12. The SPG also sets out the threshold approach to viability. This provides that applicants 
are not expected to provide viability information, nor be subject to review mechanisms where 
they: 

• Deliver 35% or more affordable housing onsite without public subsidy; 
• Are consistent with the relevant tenure split; 
• Meet all of the other relevant policy requirements and obligations. 

 
34 London Plan policy 3.11 sets out a preferred strategic tenure split, however, provides a 
flexibility that the Mayor is keen to maintain in order to meet local needs and ensure delivery of 
his preferred affordable products. Paragraph 2.28 in the Affordable housing and viability draft 
SPG sets out a preferred approach as follows, with regard to the split within the affordable 
tenures: 
 

• At least 30% low cost rent (social and affordable rents) 
• At least 30% intermediate products, with London Living Rent and/ or shared ownership 

being the preferred tenures  
• The remaining 40% to be determined by the LPA 
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35 Bromley Council’s UDP saved Policy H2 states that the council will seek 35% affordable 
housing, 70% of which will be social rented and 30% intermediate. 

36 The applicant is currently proposing 54 affordable units (151 habitable rooms), 
equivalent to 35% affordable housing by habitable room. This is split as 74% affordable rent and 
26% intermediate (DMR).  

37 The 35% affordable housing is welcomed, however, the current offer needs to be 
supported by sufficient information setting out how the proposed rental levels relate to strategic 
and local need. The applicant is therefore required to provide information relating to the specific 
rental levels proposed within the affordable tenures, in light of paragraph 2.28 of the Affordable 
housing and viability draft SPG. The applicant should also finalise arrangements with a 
registered provider, and demonstrate how the final affordable housing offer has been maximised 
through the inclusion of any availabe grant funding. 

Children’s play space 

38 Policy 3.6 of the London Plan deals with play and informal recreation spaces that 
developments will be expeted to have for their expected child populations. The applicant has 
provided information showing how the proposals would provide 1,107 sqm of childrens playspace, 
which exceeds that required. Furthermore, a Design and Access Statement and Landscape 
Masterplan have been submitted, showing how dedicated play areas would be provided within the 
amenity spaces across the site, in areas that are accessible, safe and overlooked. As such the 
proposals are consistent with London Plan policy 3.6. 

Urban design 

Density 

39 London Plan Policy 3.4 seeks to optimise housing density. Given the suburban location and 
PTAL 2 the London Plan provides an indicative density range of between 150-200 habitable rooms 
per hectare for this site. The proposed developments provide a residential density of 684 habitable 
rooms per hectare. The supporting text of London Plan Policy 3.4, however, confirms that the 
density matrix should not be applied mechanistically and higher densities can be appropriate if the 
development responds to local context, provides open space and play space, and does not 
adversely impact upon transport capacity.  

40 Given the close proximity of Lower Sydenham railway station, any potential residents would 
have significantly better access to rail services than the low PTAL of the site suggests. The site is 
adjacent to large existing open spaces and is also within walking distance of Beckenham Town 
centre, with its amenities, plus and a large supermarket. As discussed elsewhere in this report the 
higher density is considered acceptable given the high levels of on-site play space, appropriate 
response to local context and overall high quality of design which should mitigate any potential 
issues the higher density could produce. 

Form and massing 

41 The form and massing strategy is supported. The applicant has sought break up the overall 
building mass into a series of smaller and distinct massing elements, with the taller elements 
positioned towards the station and away from the boundary with land designated as Metropolitan 
Open Land (MOL). The intention to implement a simple appearance, articulated through regular 
spacing of window openings and varying tones of high quality brickwork is welcomed.  

Impact on MOL and local context 
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42 The applicant has provided a Design and Access Statement in support of the application as 
well as a Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment showing analysis of eight fully rendered views 
of the proposed development, as agreed in consultation with Bromley Council. These views show 
how the proposals would relate to local context and demonstrate the degree of impact the 
proposals could have on the prevailing townscape and the open quality of the adjacent MOL.  

43 The proposals are a significant improvement visually over the low rise, poor quality 1930s 
industrial buildings currently on the site. As such they would enhance the appearance of the 
immediate and wider areas and, alongside neighbouring emerging development, help to 
consolidate the residential character of the area to the east of the railway tracks.  

44 London Plan Policy 7.17 gives the strongest protection to Metropolitan Open Land, stating 
that the Mayor strongly supports its protection from development having an adverse impact on the 
openness of MOL. Although not in MOL, the application proposals have the potential to impact 
upon the openness of land immediately to the south, which is designated as MOL and comprises 
the Dylon site construction compound, a number of vacant former sports clubhouses and the 
former sports field of the Dylon site, which is not publically accessible. 

45 The TVIA considers the impact on views of and from the MOL. The buildings are of a 
moderate scale, with the taller elements located at the part of the site furthers from the MOL. The 
applicant’s efforts to reduce the height of the tallest element since the pre-application stage to 
minimises the visual impact on the MOL, are noted.  The views assessed in the TVIA show that 
there is a change to the view, in that there would be larger structures visible than are currently on 
the site, but they are a visual improvement and therefore this is not a negative change. 
Furthermore, the buildings appear in views where the emerging Dylon site is already visible. It is 
not considered that the proposals would have an adverse impact on the openness of MOL.    

Layout 

46 The general layout proposed is supported. In light of the need to mitigate the higher 
density envisaged the applicant has paid particular attention to how the site integrates within the 
wider area. This includes setting out the wider pattern of pedestrian routes and how the proposal 
will be designed to link into and enhance them (through location of entrances/active 
frontages/alignment of frontages). The provision of a high quality riverside walkway is strongly 
supported. 

Residential quality 

47 Elsewhere, residential quality appears high and includes efficient core to unit ratios, 
naturally lit/ventilated cores and predominant east/west aspects. This is welcomed. The applicant 
has stated that the scheme will achieve generous floor to ceiling heights, although a specific height 
is not given. The applicant has undertaken ADF studies to ensure that all units will receive 
acceptable levels of daylight/sunlight penetration. The applicant should confirm that all units will 
achieve a minimum 2,500mm floor to ceiling heights. 

Flood risk and sustainable drainage 
 
48 The site is within Flood zone 3 and has areas of risk from surface water flooding and 
reservoir flooding that border the site.  Parts of the site have been recorded as being flooded in 
1965 and 1968.  A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has been prepared by Ardent Consulting 
Engineers.   
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49 The FRA states that the flood risk modelling from the Environment Agency has recently 
been updated to demonstrate that no part of the site is within Flood Zone 3b (1 in 20 year flood 
risk).  This reflects recent flood risk management works for the River Ravensbourne Catchment.  
Therefore river levels are expected to remain within the river channel under the 1 in 20 year event.  
Were it not for this updated information, the proposals would not have complied with NPPF and 
London Plan Policy which prevents development within Flood Zone 3b. 

50 The majority of the site remains within Flood Zone 3a, therefore the site can be expected to 
flood in the 1 in 100 year event.  Furthermore for flood events above the 1 in 50 year event, the 
site is expected to be surrounded by floodwaters to the south, east and north, including the main 
access/egress to the site via Worsley Road. 

51 Therefore it is essential that the proposals include suitable flood mitigation measures. 

52 The FRA states that no residential accommodation will be located on the ground floor.  
Ground floor uses will be commercial, which, as less vulnerable uses, are permitted within Flood 
Zone 3a.  

53 The FRA also states a range of flood resilience measures, emergency planning measures and 
means of access/egress to safe areas in the event of a flood.  These measures should be secured 
via appropriate planning conditions. 

54 The applicant is advised to ensure that the essential utility services are designed to remain 
operational in the event of a flood, as it is likely that there will be people who will have to remain 
within the buildings during such an event. 

55 Therefore whilst the development can be expected to be flooded during its lifetime, the 
FRA states a range of appropriate mitigation measures relevant to the relatively high risk present at 
the site and the proposals are acceptable in terms of London Plan Policy 5.12, subject to the 
application of suitable planning conditions to secure these mitigation measures. 

56 Given the level of flood risk present at and immediately surrounding the site, and further 
downstream along the Pool River/River Ravensbourne, the control of surface water discharge from 
this site is an important consideration. 

57 The FRA states that the development proposals have been designed to achieve at least a 
50% reduction in the rate of surface water discharge from the site (for the 1 in 1 year storm, rising 
to an 88% reduction for the 1 in 100 year storm), compared to the current situation.  

58 This will be achieved through using green roofs, permeable paving, landscaping which 
reduces the net impermeable area and through attenuation tank(s)/geo-cellular storage totalling 
210 cubic metres. 

59 Given the site’s location and design, this approach is considered to comply with London 
Plan Policy 5:13. 

Climate change mitigation 
 
60 There are no existing or planned district heating networks within the vicinity of the site, 
however, the applicant has provided a commitment to ensuring that the development is designed 
to allow future connection to a district heating network should one become available. 
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61 In addition to the residential elements of the scheme, the provision for the connection of 
the non-domestic parts of the site should also be made. A drawing showing the route of the heat 
network linking all buildings on the site should be provided. 

62 The applicant is proposing to install a 79 kWth / 50 kWe gas fired combined heat and 
power unit as the lead heat source for the site heat network, as well as 356 sqm of photovoltaic 
panels and air source heat pumps. A roof layout should be provided to confirm the location and 
size of the panels. 

63 The applicant should demonstrate that the use of combined heat and power has been 
optimised before considering the use of the proposed renewable technologies. The applicant 
should therefore confirm that the CHP will be the lead heat source for all building uses (including 
space heating) with the air source heat pumps acting as a top up, and that the buildings will be 
served by a single heat distribution network in order to maximise the potential for connection. 
Information on the space heating and hot water demand of the residential and non-domestic 
elements should be submitted in line with GLA guidance. 

64 For the domestic element of the scheme the development is expected to achieve on-site 
carbon dioxide savings of 38%, which is welcomed. As the application was received after 1 October 
2016, however, the domestic buildings are required to meet the zero carbon target. The applicant 
should therefore ensure that the remaining regulated carbon dioxide emissions, equivalent to 118 
tonnes per annum, is met through a contribution to Bromley Council’s carbon offset fund. 

65 For the non-domestic buildings, an overall saving of 36% is expected, which would exceed 
the on-site target set within Policy 5.2 of the London Plan.  

66 The applicant must address the comments set out above in order to confirm compliance 
with London Plan climate change mitigation policy. 

Transport 
 
Car parking 

67 A total of 85 car parking spaces will be delivered, which includes 16 blue badge spaces and 
two car club spaces. The residential parking ratio and level of Blue Badge provision is therefore 
considered acceptable in line with London Plan policy 6.13.  

68 Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) should be provided in line with the London Plan 
standards and should be secured by a condition. 

Cycle Parking 

69 A total of 249 cycle parking spaces are proposed which is compliant with the London Plan 
standards for the residential development. The applicant should provide further details confirming 
the level and type of provision related to the proposed commercial development in order to ensure 
conformity with London Plan policy 6.9. 

Planning Obligations 

70 A Framework Travel Plan has been submitted in support of the application. A detailed 
Travel Plan should be secured with monitoring through the section 106 agreement . 

Supporting documents 
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71 A Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP) is required as referred to in the London Freight Plan 
and a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) should be secured by condition in accordance with London 
Plan Policy 6.3. This should include measures to reduce peak hour deliveries and conflicts with 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

72 The Mayoral has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to help 
implement the London Plan, particularly policies 6.5 and 8.3 toward the funding of Crossrail. This 
development will be liable and the rate from Bromley is £35 per square metre of floor space. 
London borough councils are also able to introduce CIL charges which are payable in addition to 
the Mayor’s CIL.  insert council name  

Local planning authority’s position 

73 Bromley Council are understood to oppose the principle of residential development. 

Legal considerations 

74 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement 
setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his 
reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the 
Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the 
application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

75 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

76 Surplus industrial land, in the right locations, can be used to deliver new high-density 
housing and supporting uses and can make a significant contribution towards London’s strategic 
housing need. The Mayor’s preferred approach to releasing such land is through the local plan 
process, however, release of surplus land through the determination of individual planning 
applications will also be considered given the strategic objective to maximise the provision of 
badly needed housing and affordable housing. 

77  London Plan policies on industrial land, housing, urban design, flood risk and sustainable 
drainage, climate change and transport are relevant. The application complies with some of these 
policies but not with others. Further information and/or work, as detailed below is required before 
the application can be considered acceptable in strategic terms: 

• Principle of development: The proposals are located within locally designated industrial land. 
The applicant needs to provide additional information to justify the loss of industrial land and 
the acceptance of residential uses, as set out in paragraphs 17 to 29.  
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• Housing: The applicant has proposed 35% affordable housing, however has not provided 
sufficient information relating to rental levels and how this relates to local and strategic need. 
This is required before this offer can be supported as set out in paragraphs 30-38. 

• Flood risk: The applicant proposes mitigation measures that make the application compliant 
with London Plan flood risk policy. 

• Climate change mitigation: Further information is required before the application can be 
considered compliant with London Plan climate change mitigation policy, as set out in 
paragraphs 60 to 66 

• Transport: The proposals are broadly acceptable in strategic terms although further 
information is required before the application can be considered fully compliant with London 
Plan transport policy, as set out in paragraphs 67 to 72 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Development & Projects  
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Sarah Considine, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 5751    email sarah.considine@london.gov.uk 
Matt Christie, Case Officer 
020 7983 4409 email    matt.christie@london.gov.uk 
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planning report D&P/4095/02 

15 May 2017 

Maybrey Works, Worsley Bridge Road  

in the London Borough of Bromley  

planning application no. 16/05897/FULL1   
  

Strategic planning application stage II referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 

Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site to provide new buildings ranging 
from five to nine storeys in height comprising 159 residential units and 1,243 sqm of commercial 
floorspace (Class B1a-c), 157 sqm residents gym (Class D2) together with associated car and cycle 
parking, landscaping and infrastructure works. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Bellway Homes, and the architect is StockWool.  

Key dates 

 Pre-application meeting: 3 November 2016  

 Stage 1 considered: 6 March 2017 

 Bromley Planning Committee: 25 April 2016 

Strategic issues 

Bromley Council has resolved to refuse permission for this application. The Mayor may issue 
direction under section 2A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to take over determination 
of the application in accordance with Article 7 of the Mayor of London Order 2008 or may decide 
that he is content for the authority to determine the application itself.   

Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the committee report, the 
outstanding issues from Stage I described in this report and the Council’s draft decision notice to 
refuse the application, there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to intervene in 
this particular case and therefore no basis to issue a direction under section 2A of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990.  

Should the scheme be considered at appeal or a revised application submitted the applicant 
should have regard the matters set out in this report. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Bromley Council has resolved to refuse permission. 
Recommendation 

That Bromley Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case itself, 
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to direct 
that he is to be the local planning authority.  
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Context 

1 On 30 January 2017, the Mayor of London received documents from Bromley Council 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses. This was referred under Category 1A of the Schedule to the Order: 

  “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, flats or 
houses and flats; 

 
2 On 6 March 2017, the Mayor considered planning report D&P/4095/01, and 
subsequently advised Bromley Council that the application was not acceptable in strategic 
planning terms and did not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 
63 of the above-mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 63 that 
could address these deficiencies.  

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The essentials of the case with regard to 
the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance are 
as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report. On 25 April 2017, Bromley Council 
resolved to refuse planning permission for the application, in line with Council officer’s 
recommendation, and on 5 May 2017 advised the Mayor of this decision. Under the provisions of 
Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the 
draft decision to proceed unchanged, or issue a direction under section 2A of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 in accordance with article 7 of the 2008 Order that he is to act as the 
local planning authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected 
application. The Mayor has until 18 May 2017 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any 
direction. 

4 The Council’s draft decision notice includes the following reasons for refusal:  

I. The site is located in a Business Area in the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) and a 
Locally Significant Industrial Site in the Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan and the 
proposal would be contrary to Policy EMP4 of the UDP, draft policy 82 of the Local Plan 
and London Plan policy 4.4 which seek to safeguard sufficient supply of land in the 
Borough for industrial purposes.  

II. The proposal, by virtue of its height, scale, siting and design, would have a harmful 
impact on the visual amenities of the adjacent Metropolitan Open Land which, in 
London, is afforded the same level of protection as Green Belt and would therefore be 
contrary to policy G6 of the Unitary Development Plan, policy 53 of the Proposed 
Submission Draft Local Plan and London Plan policy 7.17.  

III. The development, as proposed, would result in a cramped overdevelopment of the site, 
which would fail to provide a satisfactory form of living accommodation for future 
occupants and due to its height, scale, siting and design would be detrimental to the 
visual amenities and character of the area, contrary to Policies BE1 and H7 of the Unitary 
Development Plan, policies 4 and 37 of the Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan and 
policies 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan.  

IV. The proposal would have an unacceptable visual impact for occupiers of adjacent sites, 
seriously prejudicing the amenities of the occupiers of those dwellings, contrary to policy 
BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan and policy 37 of the Proposed Submission Draft 
Local Plan. 
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V. In the absence of information to demonstrate to the contrary, the proposed 
development would give rise to an unacceptable impact on local public transport 
infrastructure particularly the local rail network, contrary to Policy T9 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and Policy 6.3 of the London Plan. 

5 The Mayor’s decision on this case, and the reasons, will be made available on the GLA’s 
website www.london.gov.uk. 

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

6 The initial policy test regarding the Mayor’s power to take over and determine applications 
referred under categories 1 and 2 of the schedule to the Order is a decision about who should have 
jurisdiction over the application rather than whether planning permission should ultimately be 
granted or refused.     

7 The policy test consists of the following three parts, all of which must be met in order for 
the Mayor to take over the application:  

a) significant impact on the implementation of the London Plan; 

b) significant effects on more than one borough; and 

c) sound planning reasons for his intervention. 

8 This report considers the extent to which the policy tests under Article 7(1) apply in this 
case and whether, therefore, the Mayor should direct that he is to be the local planning 
authority and apply the tests set out under Article 7(3) of the Order 2008.  
 
9 It should be noted that, as the proposals fall within category 1A of the schedule to the 
order, test (b) does not apply.  
 
10 With regards to test (a), the site has the potential to contribute towards London’s 
housing supply, with the proposed 159 units representing 25% of Bromley’s annual housing 
target of 641.  
 
11 Turning to test (c). It is acknowledged that the proposals potentially offer strategic 
planning benefits, would improve the public realm around the site and could contribute towards 
employment and housing delivery in Bromley. Notwithstanding this, having regard to the details 
of the proposal, the Council’s committee report and draft reasons for refusal, it is considered 
that in this instance there are no sound planning reasons to intervene in this case. As a result 
there is no basis to issue a direction under section 2A of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990. 
   

Issues outstanding 
 
12 Notwithstanding the above, should the scheme be considered at appeal or a revised 
application submitted the applicant should have regard to the matters considered in this report and 
the comments set out within the Stage 1 planning report of 6 March 2017 (attached, ref: 
D&P/4095/01). 

13 On 30 March 2016 the Mayor received notification from Bromley Council that they had 
received amended plans for the planning application, summarised as follows: 
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 Design amended to allow all residential cores to have direct access to the internal car park. A 
new area of semi basement parking has also been introduced with two upper half-levels.  

 Car parking has been increased from 72 to 158 parking spaces. This includes 5 commercial 
spaces and 16 blue badge spaces. 

 Cycle parking spaces increased from 249 to 310 (270 for residents, 40 for commercial uses). 

 1,098 sqm flexible commercial floorspace, reduced from 1,243 sq.m. 

 Southern boundary treatment amended to prevent ingress from publically accessible spaces. 

 Design amended to facilitate access to the central podium garden for residents in Building B 
and separate private balcony spaces where buildings A and B meet. 

 Western access point from Worsley Bridge Road amended to align with existing highway 
crossover. 

 Some residential unit layouts amended to address Bromley Council concerns around 
accessibility and residential quality. 

14 These amendments are taken into account in the assessment below.  

Principle of development 
 
15 The site is within a Locally Significant Industrial Site (LSIS). London Plan policy 4.4 
supports a rigorous, evidence-led approach to release of industrial land, through a plan, monitor 
manage approach. At the consultation stage the Mayor advised the applicant that the principle 
of development could be accepted provided that the applicant could robustly substantiate the 
points relating to sustainability and viability and the criteria set out in Draft Local Plan policy 82,  
through production of the marketing report referred to in the Planning statement, as well as 
details around assumed commercial rent levels.  

Marketing report 

 
16 Since the consultation stage, the applicant has provided an Addendum Employment 
Land Report and Appendices, including marketing evidence, to address the criteria set out in 
Bromley Council’s Draft Local Plan policy 82. The applicant states that the site has been 
marketed since 2008 and that it would be unviable to refurbish the existing buildings. Bromley 
Council officers comment on the submitted material on page 26 of the committee report and 
highlight deficiencies in the submitted material. The submitted material does not provide 
evidence of marketing prior to 8 June 2015, and marketing between 8 June 2015 and 23 
December 2016 only covered 643.8 sqm (in Units 1 and 2) of the existing site- leaving 4,131 
sqm unmarketed.  

Rental levels and local employment initiatives 

17 The applicant has advised that their assumed rental levels for the commercial floorspace 
would be £14.50 per square foot. Furthermore it is contended that this is considered an 
affordable level and comparable to the kind of levels expected for creative space let in Deptford. 
This is accepted and such rates would likely attract interest from small and medium sized 
businesses in this part of south London. 
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18 The applicant was also asked to outline any measures agreed with Bromley Council to 
support local training and employment initiatives. This would have been covered by planning 
obligations, however, as the application was refused there have been no planning obligations 
agreed between the applicant and Bromley Council.  

19 Given the lack of robust evidence with regards to the criteria set out in Bromley’s Draft 
Local Plan policy 82, the loss of industrial floorspace is not acceptable. However, as 
acknowledged in the Mayor’s consultation response, given the specific context of this site, 
located distinct from the core LSIS, and the adjacent residential development, the principle of a 
mixed-use proposal on this site could be considered acceptable. Should a revised application be 
submitted the applicant is therefore strongly encouraged to increase the proportion of 
employment floorspace to ensure no net loss. 

Affordable Housing 

20 At the consultation stage, the applicant proposed to provide 51 affordable housing units 
(151 habitable rooms), which is 35% by habitable room. This was split 74:26 between affordable 
rent and intermediate. The applicant was asked to provide information relating to the specific 
rental levels proposed within the affordable tenures, in light of paragraph 2.28 of the Affordable 
Housing and Viability draft SPG and demonstrate how the final affordable housing offer has 
been maximised through the inclusion of any available grant funding. 

21 The proposal to provide 35% affordable housing was strongly welcomed.  Although no 
specific rental levels have been committed to, the applicant has confirmed that they have 
secured an offer from a Registered Provider and that the final rental levels for the affordable 
housing will be made to comply with either London Affordable Rent (LAR) or Local Housing 
Allowance (LHA) rates caps. Further information regarding the use of grant to get beyond the 
35% threshold has not been provided. Should the applicant submit a revised application 
information relating to this will need to be provided in order to demonstrate compliance with the 
London Plan and the Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.  

Climate change- mitigation 
 
22 At Stage I the applicant was asked to provide additional information relating to proposed 
photovoltaic (PV) cells, the site heat network, and to demonstrate that combined heat and 
power (CHP) has been optimised in order to demonstrate compliance with London Plan climate 
change mitigation policy. The applicant was also asked to ensure that the shortfall in carbon 
dioxide savings, equivalent to 118 tonnes per annum, is met through a contribution to Bromley 
Council’s carbon offset fund. 

23 The applicant has since provided a layout showing the location of the proposed PV cells 
on the roofs of Blocks B and C, as well as information relating to the proposed CHP unit. The 
applicant also contends that the commercial units have been excluded from the site heat 
network due to the limited demand for hot water and cooling. The applicant has also offered a 
cash in lieu to meet the anticipated shortfall in carbon dioxide savings. Had Bromley Council 
resolved to grant planning permission then further discussions, conditions and planning 
obligations would have been required to ensure compliance with London Plan climate change 
mitigation policy.  
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Transport 
 

24 At Stage I the applicant was asked to provide further information and to commit to 
planning obligations that would ensure that the development impact could be appropriately 
mitigated.  

25 The proposed level of car parking has since increased from 72 to 158 spaces. This 
incorporates 5 parking spaces for commercial use and 16 spaces for Blue Badge users. The 
revised level of parking is equivalent to 0.96 spaces per unit, which is considered excessive for 
this site given the sites location, directly adjacent to Lower Sydenham train station and the 
proximity to local amenities. The PTAL of the site is 2, however it is considered that in this 
location the PTAL does not provide a fair representation of the sites accessibility. In accordance 
with London Plan policy 6.13, parking provision should not undermine the use of sustainable 
travel modes.  Any future planning permission should therefore seek to limit residential car 
parking to around 0.5 spaces per unit, in line with the proposals prior to amendments. 
Furthermore, it is recommended that Bromley Council investigate the introduction of a 
Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ). Future residents of the site should be prohibited from applying 
for parking permits within the CPZ. 

26 The applicant has provided information showing that a total of 310 cycle parking spaces 
would be provided within the amended scheme. This includes 270 for residents and 40 for the 
commercial uses, which would be welcome in accordance with London Plan levels. 

Response to consultation 
 

27 In addition to inviting comments from statutory consultees, Bromley Council carried out a 
public consultation with local residents and businesses.  The Council publicised the application by 
notifying neighbouring properties by letter, placing site notices and publishing notices in the local 
press. A total of 12 responses were received from the public. Of these, 6 were objections and 6 
were neutral, neither objecting nor expressing support. 

28 The representations made with regards to the application have been set out in detail in the 
Council’s planning committee report dated 25 April 2017.  The key issues raised during the the 
consultations are summarised below: 

Objections 

 Historic environment: Consideration should be given to retention of historic features. 

 Urban design: Proposals are too tall and dense and should be low-rise, low-density like the 
contextual residential development. 

 Public realm: Further greening should be considered.  

 Residential amenity: Proposals could compromise privacy by providing overlooking of private 
gardens. The gym proposed is unnecessary as there is existing local provision. 

 Environment: Increased population could lead to increased littering and fly-tipping. 

 Transport: Increased footfall and traffic, associated with this and other emerging 
development, would be detrimental in terms of pollution, congestion and impact on public 
realm. Additional crossings and parking provision should be considered, and a nearby bus stop 
relocated. Additional train capacity would be required.  
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 Other: The scheme would place strain on existing social infrastructure  

Support 

 Housing: It is an improvement if the proposed housing is affordable.  

29 The following organisations also issued responses to the consultations: 

Thames Water 

30 No objection provided the applicant ensures storm flow is attenuated or regulated through 
on or off-site storage. Prior approval should be required for discharge to a public sewer, or building 
in areas that affect existing sewers. Conditions would also be required relating to a piling method 
statement and agreeing assessment/ appraisal of the potential impact that the Worsley Bridge 
Sewage pumping station could have on future residents.  

Natural England 

31 Advised Bromley Council to refer to their standing advice 

Historic England 

32 Advised that no archaeological requirements are recommended. 

33 A thorough assessment of the design and impact of the proposals has been set out in the 
Council’s committee report, which considers the above concerns. The GLA stage one report 
(D&P/4095/01) and this report have addressed the substantive strategic planning issues raised 
above. Bromley Council’s planning committee refused the application on the grounds set out in 
paragraph 4 of this report.  

34 The committee report and this report suggest a number of conditions and s106 heads of 
terms to address the concerns raised in the GLA initial consultation response and from other 
consultees and these should be included in the event of any future successful appeal by the 
applicant. 

Legal considerations 

35 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act 
as the local planning authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected 
application.  The Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority.  If the Mayor decides to 
direct that he is to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters set out in 
Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the direction.   

Financial considerations 

36 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation.  He would also be responsible for 
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the council to do so) and 
determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to do so).  
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Conclusion 

37 Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the committee report 
and the Council’s draft decision notice there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to 
intervene in this particular case and therefore no basis to issue a direction under Article 7 of the 
Order 2008. 

38 Should the scheme be considered at appeal or a revised application submitted the applicant 
should have regard to the issues raised in this report and the GLA stage one report 
(D&P/4095/01) and the appropriate conditions and section 106 heads of terms should be secured 
for any future planning permission. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
Juliemma McLoughlin, Assistant Director – Planning 
020 7983 4271   email juliemma.mcloughlin@london.gov.uk 
Sarah Considine, Strategic Planning Manager – Development & Projects 
020 7983 5751 email sarah.considine@london.gov.uk  
Matt Christie, Case Officer 
020 7983 4409 email matt.christie@london.gov.uk 
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planning report D&P/4095/001 

6 March 2017 

Maybrey Works, Worsley Bridge Road 
in the London Borough of Bromley 

planning application no. 16/05897/FULL1 

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 
Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site to provide new buildings ranging 
from five to nine storeys in height comprising 159 residential units and 1,243 sqm of commercial 
floorspace (Class B1a-c), 157 sqm residents gym (Class D2) together with associated car and cycle 
parking, landscaping and infrastructure works. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Bellway Homes, and the architect is StockWool 

Strategic issues 

• Principle of development: The proposals are located within locally designated industrial
land. The applicant needs to provide additional information to justify the loss of industrial
land and the acceptance of residential uses, as set out in paragraphs 17 to 29.

• Housing: The applicant has proposed 35% affordable housing, which is potentially delivering
a ‘Route B’ compliant scheme, as set out in the Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.
Insufficient information, however, has been provided in relation to rental levels and how these
relate to local and strategic need. Further information is therefore required before this offer
can be supported as set out in paragraphs 30-38.

• Urban design: The proposed density is acceptable and the scheme will not have an adverse
impact on the openness of MOL.  The application is supported in terms of London Plan design
policy.

• Flood risk: The applicant proposes mitigation measures that make the application compliant
with London Plan flood risk policy.

• Transport: The proposals are broadly acceptable in strategic terms although further
information is required before the application can be considered fully compliant with London
Plan transport policy, as set out in paragraphs 67 to 72.

Recommendation 

That Bromley Council be advised that the application is not acceptable in strategic planning terms 
and does not fully comply with the London Plan; but that the possible remedies set out in 
paragraph 77 of this report could address these deficiencies. 
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Context 

1 On 30 January 2017  the Mayor of London received documents from Bromley Council 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) 
Order 2008 the Mayor has until 10 March 2017 to provide the Council with a statement setting out 
whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for 
taking that view.  The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report sets out information 
for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under Category 1A of the Schedule to the Order 2008: 
“Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, flats, or houses 
and flats.” 

3 Once Bromley Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it 
back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

5 The 0.6 hectare site is bounded to the west by the former Dylon site (under construction 
for redevelopment), Pool River to the east and Worsley Bridge Road to the north. To the south 
and beyond the river is Metropolitan Open Land which comprises sports fields.  The site 
currently contains two storey light industrial units and a small area of hard standing fronting 
Worsley Bridge Road. The two buildings are subdivided into nine smaller units (Use Classes 
B1/B2/B8/Sui Generis). A pumping station for the river is located in the north eastern corner of 
the site. 

6  Lower Sydenham railway station is 80 metres to the west and offers connections 
between London Charing Cross, Cannon Street and Hayes. Trains arrive at a frequency of four 
per hour. There a numerous bus stops close to the site which provide services between 
Lewisham, Bromley, Grove Park and Bell Green. The site is within 800 metres walking distance of 
Beckenham, which is identified as a district town centre with night-time economy activities of 
more than local significance in the London Plan. The site has a PTAL rating of 2, which indicates 
a poor level of accessibility to public transport. 

Details of the proposal 

7 The proposals envisage redevelopment of the site to deliver 159 new residential dwellings 
and1,243sqm of employment floorspace, which could be delivered as Use Class B1a, b or c. There 
would also be provision of a private residents gym of 157 sqm as well as private amenity space, 
cycle parking, car parking and associated public realm and landscaping. 

8 The scheme is arranged as two parallel linear blocks along the east and west site 
boundaries, with a lower base block running parallel with Worsley Bridge Road along part of the 
northern boundary. The northern ends of the eastern and western linear blocks terminate in taller 
elements of 7 and 9 storeys respectively. The remainder of the scheme varies between 5, 6 and 7 
stories. 
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9 A central podium deck at first floor partially covers a ground floor residential car park. The 
car park is accessed from Worseley Bridge Road at the north-eastern corner of the site, which is 
also the access point for a small surface car park for the commercial uses. The western edge of the 
site bounds the perimeter road proposed for the adjacent Dylon site. All commercial uses would be 
located within the ground floors, with residential units in the floors above. Car and cycle parking 
would be provided at ground floor within the courtyard, with a residents amenity space at the 
podium level above the partially covered car park. Some undercroft car parking is also provided at 
ground floor within the eastern block. 

 

Figure 1: Site layout. Note northern half of carpark is contained within podium- boundary denoted 
by black line. 

Case history 

10 On 3 November 2016 a pre-application meeting was held between the applicant and 
GLA officers. The applicant was subsequently advised that the principle of development could 
be accepted provided further work was done to address the points raised in the report. 
Furthermore it was stressed that any planning application should be supported by robust 
evidence demonstrating that the commercial uses proposed would be viable and support local 
growth. The applicant was also strongly encouraged to contact GLA Housing & Land and explore 
ways of maximising the affordable housing offer. 

11 The former Dylon Works site, which is located adjacent to the application site to the 
west, has an extensive and complex planning history. On 15 April 2010, planning permission was 
granted at appeal (Ref. 09/01664/FULL1, appeal reference AAP/G5180/A/09/2114194) for: 
“Mixed use redevelopment comprising basement car parking and 2 part five/ six/ seven/ eight 
storey blocks for use as Class B1 office accommodation (6884 sqm)/ Class A1 retail (449 sqm)/ 
Class A3 cafe/ restaurant (135 sqm)/ Class D1 crèche (437 sqm) and 149 flats (32 one 
bedroom/ 78 two bedroom/ 39 three bedroom)”.  
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12 Following this original consent, planning permission was granted at appeal on 16 
February 2015 (Ref. 13/03467/FULL1, appeal reference AAP/G5180/A/14/2219910) for: 
“Erection of five storey building comprising 74 residential units; A1 retail; A3 cafe/ restaurant 
and a D1 crèche in place of Block A03 forming part of the approved planning permission 
Ref.09/01664 for the redevelopment of the Dylon site.”  

13 Overall the former Dylon Works site has planning permission for 223 residential units and 
986 of Class A1/A3/D1 floorspace extending to between 5 and 8 storeys in height. Whilst 
referring to the adjacent site, the planning history of the Dylon site gives important planning 
context to the immediate area in which the application site is situated and is referenced in the 
submission documents. 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

14 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

• Mix of uses London Plan;  
• Housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing Strategy; draft Affordable 

Housing and Viability SPG: 
• Urban design London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context 

SPG 
• Density London Plan; Housing SPG 
• Green Belt/MOL London Plan  
• Sustainable development London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; Mayor’s 

Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; Mayor’s Climate Change 
Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor’s Water Strategy  

• Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy 
 

15 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plans in force for the area are; the ‘saved’ policies of Bromley Council’s Unitary  
Development Plan, originally adopted on 20 July 2006 with the majority of policies saved in 2009, 
and the London Plan 2016 (The Spatial Development Strategy for London Consolidated with 
Alterations since 2011).   

16 The following are also relevant material considerations: 

• Bromley Council’s Draft Local Plan (consultation closed December 2016); 

• The Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viablity SPG (Consultation closed February 
2017) 

• The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance 

Principle of development  

Loss of industrial land and replacement commercial uses 

17 London Plan policy 4.4 supports a rigorous, evidence-led approach to release of 
industrial land, through a plan, monitor manage approach. The Bromley UDP proposals map 
identifies the site as being within Lower Sydenham Business Area, which is a Locally Significant 
Industrial Site (LSIS). Where land is to be released from LSISs it must be based on strategic and 
local evidence and the proposed new uses must not compromise the integrity and viability of the 
remainder of the LSIS.  
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18 Since the pre-application stage, Bromley Councils Draft Local Plan submissions 
document has ben subject to a period of formal consultation, which ended in December 2016. 
Draft Local Plan policy 83 related to LSIS , outlining that only B uses would normally be 
permitted and that loss of industrial uses would be refused unless it can be demonstrated that 
the site is no longer suitable and viable for its existing or alternative industrial use in the medium 
to long term. Draft Local Plan policy 82 allows for greater flexibility for new land-uses on 
industrial sites, including residential provided that a set of criteria can be met. The applicant has 
provided information to address these criteria as follows: 

Suitability and viability 

19 The applicant contends that the existing buildings are in poor condition, not compliant 
with standards and requirements of modern employers and has provided an Employment Land 
Report which concludes that they are obsolete and uneconomic to refurbish. As such, 
substantial investment would be required to demolish and rebuild premises that would enable 
the ongoing use of the site for industrial operators. It is also concluded that the location and 
access arrangements for the site and render it unsuitable for alternative uses such as logistics. 
The applicant does not, therefore, consider that there is any reasonable medium or long term 
prospect of new industrial uses on the site. The applicant also notes that, in relation to the 
appeal decision on the adjacent Dylon site, the inspector concluded that there was no 
reasonable prospect of the site being occupied by employment uses.  

20 The applicant has also provided some evidence of marketing activity, and explained that 
a full marketing report will be made available in an attempt to demonstrate that market signals 
support this. This should be provided before the mayor sees the application again. 

Quantum of floorspace 

21 The current buildings have 4,132 sq.m of B1/B2/B2/Sui generis floorspace and the 
proposed development would provide 1,243 sq.m. of flexible B1 a,b or c employment floorspace. 
Using recognised job density figures the applicant has shown that that this could be enough to 
support up to 141 new jobs, depending on the end user. 

22 The Employment Land Report submitted suggests that there is a good local supply of 
employment floorspace and concludes that the release of poorly located land, on sites such as 
this, would not have an adverse impact on supply. This is accepted. 

23 Whilst the proposal to provide flexible employment space is welcomed, and the quantum 
proposed would be considered a significant element of employment generating floorspace, the 
applicants own supporting information confirms the concerns relating to the viability of this site 
for office or light industrial uses. The applicant has stated that the units will be designed to be 
suitable to a range of occupiers, including the creative industries. The addition, since pre-
application, of ancillary parking adjacent to the commercial units will help to ensure that they 
are more attractive to the target market. A key factor determining this will, of course, be rental 
level. The applicant should provide details of rental expectations, how this relates to existing 
rates locally as well as any measures agreed with Bromley Council to support local training and 
employment initiatives. 

Introduction of residential use and the function of the LSIS 

24 The NPPF requires the planning system to do everything it can to support economic 
growth, whilst also ensuring that land is proactively recycled where it is surplus to requirements. 
Paragraphs 1.2.23 and 1.2.24 of the Housing SPG set out how local planning authorities should 
seek to enable additional housing capacity on surplus industrial land, within the context of 
London Plan policy 3.3. Subject to successful demonstration that the loss of industrial land be 
acceptable, the proposals present an opportunity for Bromley Council to reach and exceed its 
housing targets and further strengthen the residential character of this emerging 
neighbourhood.  
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25 It is noted that this site, along with the adjacent Dylon site is separated from the rest of 
the Lower Sydenham Business Area by the railway tracks to the west and Worsley Bridge Road to 
the north. The Dylon site already has permission for a residential-led development, and existing 
development across Worsley Bridge Road is largely residential in nature. Development on this 
part of the LSIS would be unlikely to compromise the primary function of the LSIS or its use for 
industrial use because of this separation.  

Scale and design 

26 The scale and design of the proposed scheme is appropriate considering the existing and 
proposed development around the site. This is covered in more detail in the Urban Design 
section of this report. 

Conclussion 

27 The applicant should provide information relating to proposed rental levels and the 
marketing evidence alluded to in the submitted Planning statement, substantiating the 
assertions relating to sustainability and viability. Should this conclude as outlined in the Planning 
Statement, the loss of industrial land would be acceptable, in line with London Plan policy 4.4 
and the draft Local Plan policy 83.  

28 Residential development on this site would not compromise business operators in the 
wider LSIS. Furthermore, this site presents an excellent opportunity to strengthen the emerging 
residential character of this part of the area and provide a contiguous link between existing and 
emerging residential development. Given the site’s access to adjacent green open space and the 
fact that it is within walking distance of the nearby train station and Beckenham Town centre, it 
is considered that that sites such as this are appropriate for new high-density residential 
development and supporting uses and can make a significant contribution towards London’s 
strategic housing need. 

29 The principle of a residential-led mixed-use development on this site can be accepted in 
strategic terms provided that the applicant can robustly substantiate the points relating to 
sustainability and viability through production of the marketing report referred to in the 
Planning statement. 

Housing 

Housing supply 

30 London Plan Policy 3.3 confirms the pressing need for more homes in order to promote 
opportunity and provide a real choice for all Londoners in ways that meet their needs at a price 
they can afford.  London Plan Table A4.1 sets a target for Bromley Council to deliver a minimum of 
641 new residential units a year until 2025. The proposed delivery of 159 homes would provide 
approximately 25% of Bromley’s annual housing target, and as such is strongly supported.  
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31 The applicant has provided the following accommodation schedule showing unit size mix 
and tenure split: 

Tenure  1 bed 2 person 2 bed 4 person 3 bed 4 person 3 bed 5 person Units Habitable rooms 

Market 53 35 6 11 108 279 

Intermediate rent 6 5 0 3 11 39 

Affordable rent 16 16 0 8 40 112 

Total 75 56 6 22 159 430 

Table 1: Residential accommodation schedule 

Unit size mix 

32 The Housing SPG identifies London’s particular need for meeting the housing 
requirements of families, particularly within the social/ affordable rent and intermediate tenures. 
The site has excellent access to green open space and would seem well suited to the provision of 
family accommodation. At the pre-application stage the scheme proposed 20% family 
accommodation, with the remainder being one or two bed units. The applicant was encouraged 
to explore the possibility of providing more three bed and larger units within the mix with the 
preference being for any family units to be within the affordable tenures. 

The revised accommodation schedule shows 18% of the units being provided for family 
accommodation. This is lower than proposed at the pre-application stage, which is disappointing 
although it is noted that the applicant contends that the two bedroom, four person units should be 
considered large enough for small families. Overall this is considered acceptable. 

Affordable housing 

33 The Affordable housing and viability draft SPG sets a framework for delivering the 
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing in the context of London Plan policies 3.11 
and 3.12. The SPG also sets out the threshold approach to viability. This provides that applicants 
are not expected to provide viability information, nor be subject to review mechanisms where 
they: 

• Deliver 35% or more affordable housing onsite without public subsidy; 
• Are consistent with the relevant tenure split; 
• Meet all of the other relevant policy requirements and obligations. 

 
34 London Plan policy 3.11 sets out a preferred strategic tenure split, however, provides a 
flexibility that the Mayor is keen to maintain in order to meet local needs and ensure delivery of 
his preferred affordable products. Paragraph 2.28 in the Affordable housing and viability draft 
SPG sets out a preferred approach as follows, with regard to the split within the affordable 
tenures: 
 

• At least 30% low cost rent (social and affordable rents) 
• At least 30% intermediate products, with London Living Rent and/ or shared ownership 

being the preferred tenures  
• The remaining 40% to be determined by the LPA 
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35 Bromley Council’s UDP saved Policy H2 states that the council will seek 35% affordable 
housing, 70% of which will be social rented and 30% intermediate. 

36 The applicant is currently proposing 54 affordable units (151 habitable rooms), 
equivalent to 35% affordable housing by habitable room. This is split as 74% affordable rent and 
26% intermediate (DMR).  

37 The 35% affordable housing is welcomed, however, the current offer needs to be 
supported by sufficient information setting out how the proposed rental levels relate to strategic 
and local need. The applicant is therefore required to provide information relating to the specific 
rental levels proposed within the affordable tenures, in light of paragraph 2.28 of the Affordable 
housing and viability draft SPG. The applicant should also finalise arrangements with a 
registered provider, and demonstrate how the final affordable housing offer has been maximised 
through the inclusion of any availabe grant funding. 

Children’s play space 

38 Policy 3.6 of the London Plan deals with play and informal recreation spaces that 
developments will be expeted to have for their expected child populations. The applicant has 
provided information showing how the proposals would provide 1,107 sqm of childrens playspace, 
which exceeds that required. Furthermore, a Design and Access Statement and Landscape 
Masterplan have been submitted, showing how dedicated play areas would be provided within the 
amenity spaces across the site, in areas that are accessible, safe and overlooked. As such the 
proposals are consistent with London Plan policy 3.6. 

Urban design 

Density 

39 London Plan Policy 3.4 seeks to optimise housing density. Given the suburban location and 
PTAL 2 the London Plan provides an indicative density range of between 150-200 habitable rooms 
per hectare for this site. The proposed developments provide a residential density of 684 habitable 
rooms per hectare. The supporting text of London Plan Policy 3.4, however, confirms that the 
density matrix should not be applied mechanistically and higher densities can be appropriate if the 
development responds to local context, provides open space and play space, and does not 
adversely impact upon transport capacity.  

40 Given the close proximity of Lower Sydenham railway station, any potential residents would 
have significantly better access to rail services than the low PTAL of the site suggests. The site is 
adjacent to large existing open spaces and is also within walking distance of Beckenham Town 
centre, with its amenities, plus and a large supermarket. As discussed elsewhere in this report the 
higher density is considered acceptable given the high levels of on-site play space, appropriate 
response to local context and overall high quality of design which should mitigate any potential 
issues the higher density could produce. 

Form and massing 

41 The form and massing strategy is supported. The applicant has sought break up the overall 
building mass into a series of smaller and distinct massing elements, with the taller elements 
positioned towards the station and away from the boundary with land designated as Metropolitan 
Open Land (MOL). The intention to implement a simple appearance, articulated through regular 
spacing of window openings and varying tones of high quality brickwork is welcomed.  

Impact on MOL and local context 
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42 The applicant has provided a Design and Access Statement in support of the application as 
well as a Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment showing analysis of eight fully rendered views 
of the proposed development, as agreed in consultation with Bromley Council. These views show 
how the proposals would relate to local context and demonstrate the degree of impact the 
proposals could have on the prevailing townscape and the open quality of the adjacent MOL.  

43 The proposals are a significant improvement visually over the low rise, poor quality 1930s 
industrial buildings currently on the site. As such they would enhance the appearance of the 
immediate and wider areas and, alongside neighbouring emerging development, help to 
consolidate the residential character of the area to the east of the railway tracks.  

44 London Plan Policy 7.17 gives the strongest protection to Metropolitan Open Land, stating 
that the Mayor strongly supports its protection from development having an adverse impact on the 
openness of MOL. Although not in MOL, the application proposals have the potential to impact 
upon the openness of land immediately to the south, which is designated as MOL and comprises 
the Dylon site construction compound, a number of vacant former sports clubhouses and the 
former sports field of the Dylon site, which is not publically accessible. 

45 The TVIA considers the impact on views of and from the MOL. The buildings are of a 
moderate scale, with the taller elements located at the part of the site furthers from the MOL. The 
applicant’s efforts to reduce the height of the tallest element since the pre-application stage to 
minimises the visual impact on the MOL, are noted.  The views assessed in the TVIA show that 
there is a change to the view, in that there would be larger structures visible than are currently on 
the site, but they are a visual improvement and therefore this is not a negative change. 
Furthermore, the buildings appear in views where the emerging Dylon site is already visible. It is 
not considered that the proposals would have an adverse impact on the openness of MOL.    

Layout 

46 The general layout proposed is supported. In light of the need to mitigate the higher 
density envisaged the applicant has paid particular attention to how the site integrates within the 
wider area. This includes setting out the wider pattern of pedestrian routes and how the proposal 
will be designed to link into and enhance them (through location of entrances/active 
frontages/alignment of frontages). The provision of a high quality riverside walkway is strongly 
supported. 

Residential quality 

47 Elsewhere, residential quality appears high and includes efficient core to unit ratios, 
naturally lit/ventilated cores and predominant east/west aspects. This is welcomed. The applicant 
has stated that the scheme will achieve generous floor to ceiling heights, although a specific height 
is not given. The applicant has undertaken ADF studies to ensure that all units will receive 
acceptable levels of daylight/sunlight penetration. The applicant should confirm that all units will 
achieve a minimum 2,500mm floor to ceiling heights. 

Flood risk and sustainable drainage 
 
48 The site is within Flood zone 3 and has areas of risk from surface water flooding and 
reservoir flooding that border the site.  Parts of the site have been recorded as being flooded in 
1965 and 1968.  A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has been prepared by Ardent Consulting 
Engineers.   
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49 The FRA states that the flood risk modelling from the Environment Agency has recently 
been updated to demonstrate that no part of the site is within Flood Zone 3b (1 in 20 year flood 
risk).  This reflects recent flood risk management works for the River Ravensbourne Catchment.  
Therefore river levels are expected to remain within the river channel under the 1 in 20 year event.  
Were it not for this updated information, the proposals would not have complied with NPPF and 
London Plan Policy which prevents development within Flood Zone 3b. 

50 The majority of the site remains within Flood Zone 3a, therefore the site can be expected to 
flood in the 1 in 100 year event.  Furthermore for flood events above the 1 in 50 year event, the 
site is expected to be surrounded by floodwaters to the south, east and north, including the main 
access/egress to the site via Worsley Road. 

51 Therefore it is essential that the proposals include suitable flood mitigation measures. 

52 The FRA states that no residential accommodation will be located on the ground floor.  
Ground floor uses will be commercial, which, as less vulnerable uses, are permitted within Flood 
Zone 3a.  

53 The FRA also states a range of flood resilience measures, emergency planning measures and 
means of access/egress to safe areas in the event of a flood.  These measures should be secured 
via appropriate planning conditions. 

54 The applicant is advised to ensure that the essential utility services are designed to remain 
operational in the event of a flood, as it is likely that there will be people who will have to remain 
within the buildings during such an event. 

55 Therefore whilst the development can be expected to be flooded during its lifetime, the 
FRA states a range of appropriate mitigation measures relevant to the relatively high risk present at 
the site and the proposals are acceptable in terms of London Plan Policy 5.12, subject to the 
application of suitable planning conditions to secure these mitigation measures. 

56 Given the level of flood risk present at and immediately surrounding the site, and further 
downstream along the Pool River/River Ravensbourne, the control of surface water discharge from 
this site is an important consideration. 

57 The FRA states that the development proposals have been designed to achieve at least a 
50% reduction in the rate of surface water discharge from the site (for the 1 in 1 year storm, rising 
to an 88% reduction for the 1 in 100 year storm), compared to the current situation.  

58 This will be achieved through using green roofs, permeable paving, landscaping which 
reduces the net impermeable area and through attenuation tank(s)/geo-cellular storage totalling 
210 cubic metres. 

59 Given the site’s location and design, this approach is considered to comply with London 
Plan Policy 5:13. 

Climate change mitigation 
 
60 There are no existing or planned district heating networks within the vicinity of the site, 
however, the applicant has provided a commitment to ensuring that the development is designed 
to allow future connection to a district heating network should one become available. 
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61 In addition to the residential elements of the scheme, the provision for the connection of 
the non-domestic parts of the site should also be made. A drawing showing the route of the heat 
network linking all buildings on the site should be provided. 

62 The applicant is proposing to install a 79 kWth / 50 kWe gas fired combined heat and 
power unit as the lead heat source for the site heat network, as well as 356 sqm of photovoltaic 
panels and air source heat pumps. A roof layout should be provided to confirm the location and 
size of the panels. 

63 The applicant should demonstrate that the use of combined heat and power has been 
optimised before considering the use of the proposed renewable technologies. The applicant 
should therefore confirm that the CHP will be the lead heat source for all building uses (including 
space heating) with the air source heat pumps acting as a top up, and that the buildings will be 
served by a single heat distribution network in order to maximise the potential for connection. 
Information on the space heating and hot water demand of the residential and non-domestic 
elements should be submitted in line with GLA guidance. 

64 For the domestic element of the scheme the development is expected to achieve on-site 
carbon dioxide savings of 38%, which is welcomed. As the application was received after 1 October 
2016, however, the domestic buildings are required to meet the zero carbon target. The applicant 
should therefore ensure that the remaining regulated carbon dioxide emissions, equivalent to 118 
tonnes per annum, is met through a contribution to Bromley Council’s carbon offset fund. 

65 For the non-domestic buildings, an overall saving of 36% is expected, which would exceed 
the on-site target set within Policy 5.2 of the London Plan.  

66 The applicant must address the comments set out above in order to confirm compliance 
with London Plan climate change mitigation policy. 

Transport 
 
Car parking 

67 A total of 85 car parking spaces will be delivered, which includes 16 blue badge spaces and 
two car club spaces. The residential parking ratio and level of Blue Badge provision is therefore 
considered acceptable in line with London Plan policy 6.13.  

68 Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) should be provided in line with the London Plan 
standards and should be secured by a condition. 

Cycle Parking 

69 A total of 249 cycle parking spaces are proposed which is compliant with the London Plan 
standards for the residential development. The applicant should provide further details confirming 
the level and type of provision related to the proposed commercial development in order to ensure 
conformity with London Plan policy 6.9. 

Planning Obligations 

70 A Framework Travel Plan has been submitted in support of the application. A detailed 
Travel Plan should be secured with monitoring through the section 106 agreement . 

Supporting documents 
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71 A Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP) is required as referred to in the London Freight Plan 
and a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) should be secured by condition in accordance with London 
Plan Policy 6.3. This should include measures to reduce peak hour deliveries and conflicts with 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

72 The Mayoral has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to help 
implement the London Plan, particularly policies 6.5 and 8.3 toward the funding of Crossrail. This 
development will be liable and the rate from Bromley is £35 per square metre of floor space. 
London borough councils are also able to introduce CIL charges which are payable in addition to 
the Mayor’s CIL.  insert council name  

Local planning authority’s position 

73 Bromley Council are understood to oppose the principle of residential development. 

Legal considerations 

74 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement 
setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his 
reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the 
Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the 
application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

75 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

76 Surplus industrial land, in the right locations, can be used to deliver new high-density 
housing and supporting uses and can make a significant contribution towards London’s strategic 
housing need. The Mayor’s preferred approach to releasing such land is through the local plan 
process, however, release of surplus land through the determination of individual planning 
applications will also be considered given the strategic objective to maximise the provision of 
badly needed housing and affordable housing. 

77  London Plan policies on industrial land, housing, urban design, flood risk and sustainable 
drainage, climate change and transport are relevant. The application complies with some of these 
policies but not with others. Further information and/or work, as detailed below is required before 
the application can be considered acceptable in strategic terms: 

• Principle of development: The proposals are located within locally designated industrial land. 
The applicant needs to provide additional information to justify the loss of industrial land and 
the acceptance of residential uses, as set out in paragraphs 17 to 29.  
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• Housing: The applicant has proposed 35% affordable housing, however has not provided 
sufficient information relating to rental levels and how this relates to local and strategic need. 
This is required before this offer can be supported as set out in paragraphs 30-38. 

• Flood risk: The applicant proposes mitigation measures that make the application compliant 
with London Plan flood risk policy. 

• Climate change mitigation: Further information is required before the application can be 
considered compliant with London Plan climate change mitigation policy, as set out in 
paragraphs 60 to 66 

• Transport: The proposals are broadly acceptable in strategic terms although further 
information is required before the application can be considered fully compliant with London 
Plan transport policy, as set out in paragraphs 67 to 72 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Development & Projects  
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Sarah Considine, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 5751    email sarah.considine@london.gov.uk 
Matt Christie, Case Officer 
020 7983 4409 email    matt.christie@london.gov.uk 
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