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Date 

6 October 2016 

Project 

Angel Oak Academy 

Reference 

0431 

Subject 

Resident’s Consultation Feedback 

Attendees 

Bruce Glockling (BG), Southwark Council (SC) / Nicola Keeley (NK), Southwark Council (SC) / Omar Villalba (OV), Southwark Council (SC) / 

John Kelly (JK), Southwark Council (SC) / Tim Bell (TB), Bell Phillips Architects (BPA) / Lyn Ang (LA), Bell Phillips Architects (BPA) / Ned Scott 

(NS), Bell Phillips Architects (BPA)  

 

No. Description 

 

1.0 Purpose of file note 

1.01 To record the resident’s consultation that was held at the Wickway Community Centre on 6th October 2016 to present and 

discuss proposals for the Angel Oak Academy and Wickway sites. 

2.0 Consultation history 

 This consultation followed a previous event on 21st January 2016 where proposals were presented by Hawkins Brown. The 

resident’s comments at the previous event were largely negative (please refer to 9 resident response forms received by 

Southwark) 

BPA were appointed in May 2016 to review and revise the scheme following the above. 

Many of the issues raised at the previous consultation were directly addressed by the new proposals for the site.  

3.0 Feedback 

3.01 Improvements from the previous Hawkins Brown (HB) scheme. There was general consensus that BPA’s proposals are an 

improvement from the previous HB scheme presented to residents at the last consultation event in January 2016. It was felt 

by the resident’s that their comments had been taken on board, and re-worked through this scheme. In particular:  

 The identity of the school is now better retained through a presence on the corner of Chandler Way and Burcher 

Gale Grove.  

 Not having housing along Burcher Gale Grove was welcomed.  

 Privacy/ overlooking issues were addressed through the re- orientating of the new residential units/ blocks.      

3.02 Location of community centre. There was concern that stacking housing above the new community centre ‘would not 

work’. The following points were raised: 

 Will the types of activities and/ or the opening hours of the community centre and the associated hiring out of 

the hall be controlled, in order to minimise disturbance to the existing and new residents at unsociable hours? 
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 How will access to the community centre be controlled, so that the new, relocated Longhope Close does not 

become a loitering ground for unsociable behaviour spilling out from the community centre? 

 How will parking be addressed for the people who will be using the community centre? 

 How will Chandler Way cope with the additional traffic generated by the new community centre?     

3.03 It was noted that the community needed the community centre, whether in its current form or in the form of a new facility. 

3.04 BG noted that at this point, the community centre has not been designed; only the existing programmatic areas of the 

existing community centre have been taken across into the new design to give a like for like footprint in terms of area.    

3.05 It was raised as to why the community centre had to move to this site, and could not remain/ be re-built on the current site. 

BG noted this might be a possibility. It was raised that it could perhaps be moved into Burgess Park, given it already has 

several buildings within the park, such as a sports centre. However there were others who felt that it would be more 

beneficial for it to be within the community, and not within the park.   

3.06 The Mayflower Association representative strongly objected to any movement of the community centre from its current 

location. She strongly felt that the current location was much more in the heart of the community than the new proposed 

location. She also objected to the community centre being below housing.  

3.07 BG confirmed that if the new community centre was not positioned on this site, its footprint would be taken up by more 

housing. 

3.08 Location of new housing on the boundary of the Gloucester Grove TMO. Some residents object to the proximity of the 

proposed housing to the new housing. The concern is it would compromise their privacy.  

3.09 New residential road connecting between Chandler Way and Burcher Gale Grove. There was concern that this would 

become a ‘rat run’, especially late at night. BPA noted that traffic calming measures will be incorporated onto the road.   

3.10 Parking. This was queried in terms of provision for the new residents. It was noted that the new residents would have a ratio 

of new parking for them located on this new connecting road. However because the road has to be adopted, the new parking 

cannot be allocated under a CPZ.  

3.11 It was queried if the amount of new parking could be increased. BG confirmed basemen parking cannot be accommodated 

on this site due to cost. LA further noted at grade parking would create inactive street fronts, which would not be desirable.   

3.12 Gloucester Grove TMO noted that they were in the midst of starting up a parking scheme.  

3.13 It was queried if there was any intention to connect through from further up Burcher Gale Grove, which is currently blocked 

off. BPA noted this Iies out of the red line boundary, and is not under consideration for this project.  

3.13 Concern was raised towards whether there would be improvements made to Chandler Way, in the light of this new 

development, which will undoubtedly increase the amount of traffic on this road. It was noted that currently the junction 

between Burcher Gale Grove and Chandler Way is already problematic. LA noted that in discussions with Southwark 

Highways, they had been made aware that there is a potential quiet ways cycle route being planned through that road, which 

will undoubtedly mean improvements towards the traffic management on that road through alteration of it. However it was 

also noted that this Iies out of the red line boundary, and is not under consideration for this project. 

3.14 Deliveries and drop off point for the new development and school entrance was queried. BPA confirmed this would not be on 

Chandler Way; instead it will be on the re-located Longhope Close.  

3.15 School proposals: MUGA. It was queried if there was a possibility of organizing the use of the MUGA for the benefit of the 

local community after school hours, or at weekends. The head of School, Tim Mills noted this would be possible.   
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3.16 Height of new school hall and associated play area above. Residents would prefer is this was not tool tall in order to not 

obstruct the views from their windows opposite.   

3.17 It was queried as to the justification for taking away school land for housing. BG noted that this was necessary in order to 

provide new homes for people, as well as to improve the school. Part of the site does need to be private flats in order to pay 

for the development. The head of school confirmed that the number of pupils in this school had reduced from over 800 to 

around 400. He confirmed that the refurbished school would have sufficient capacity to provide for these pupils, and that 

improvements to the existing school were required.   

3.18 Utilisation of part of Burgess Park for the school, in order to supplement the reduced play areas. BPA and the Council 

confirmed that they were currently in talks with Burgess Park in order to offer and formalise this (as part of the Section 77 

agreement).      

3.19 BPA noted that even though the new play areas are approximately 400 sqm less than the existing, they will be of a better 

shape (which would be more useful than the current layout), and well designed.  

3.20 It was noted that the existing building in which the current school dining hall was located was to be demolished in this new 

proposal. BPA confirmed this was so, in order to facilitate the re-location of Longhope Close and create double sided 

residential streets.    

3.21 BG noted that Southwark Council would be returning to the residents for a further consultation on Wickway, as this was 

largely dependent on acceptance of the community centre being re-located. He confirmed that it would free the site up for 

residential development, but that this was necessary in order for the Council to meet its commitment to developing new 

homes (under the SRPP programme). 

3.22 BG noted that the next consultation for the Angel Oak Academy site will include proposed elevations, as this would be crucial 

in terms of understanding how the scheme will fit into its context.   

3.23 It was confirmed that all exhibited consultation boards exhibited would be available online for the residents.  

3.24 The number of proposed new homes (85) was deemed acceptable by both resident groups. 

3.25 The proposed building heights (one block at 6 storeys and four blocks at 5 storeys) was deemed acceptable by both resident 

groups. 
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