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SOUTHWARK COUNCIL QUEENS ROAD OFFICE  
 

CONSULATION PT. TWO - FEBRUARY 2018 
 
CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES  

The first phase of consultation took place in January 2018, following which the scheme was reviewed 

and revised where possible to reflect feedback received. The second phase of consultation took place 

in February 2018. The second phase programme of consultation included:  

 Writing to 41 residents on 7 February living immediately adjacent to the site (King’s Grove, 
Queens Road and Asylum Road) to invite them to attend a follow-up residents’ meeting; 

 Emailing 131 stakeholders on 8 February 2018, advising them that the scheme had been 
revised and inviting them to a second public display;  

 Writing to 1,625 residents who live within a 250m radius of the site on 9 February 2018, 
inviting them to the exhibition display;  

 Holding a residents’ meeting on the evening of 15 February 2018;  

 Displaying the exhibition materials in Southwark Council’s offices at 132 Queens Road 
between 0900 and 1700 from Monday 19 February 2018 until Friday 23 February 2018;  

 Displaying updated materials on a dedicated webpage: 
(www.southwark.gov.uk/QRofficeconsultation); and 

 Ongoing engagement with residents and stakeholders via telephone and email.  
 

25 people attended the residents’ meeting. These residents lived adjacent to the site on: King’s 

Grove; London and Brighton Apartments on Queens Road; and Asylum Road. Verbal feedback was 

noted down and incorporated into the feedback from this phase of consultation.  

42 people submitted written feedback, either by: completing a feedback form at exhibition display; 

submitting an online feedback form; or submitting feedback via email.  

CONSULTATION FEEDBACK  

The feedback form was designed to garner both qualitative and quantitative feedback. Hard copy 

feedback forms and feedback received via email has been analysed as part of the qualitative and 

quantitative feedback below.  

The verbal feedback from the residents’ meeting has been included in the qualitative feedback where 

there were additional comments beyond what was captured in the written feedback, although this has 

not been included in any of the quantitative analysis. The table of actions agreed to as part of the 

residents’ meeting has been included in Appendix 1.  

A summary of the feedback is as follows: 

QUESTION 1: PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ON A SCALE (1-5) 

Two quantitative questions were asked on the feedback form. Of those who completed the form and 

answered the questions, the feedback was as follows: 

 “I support the revisions that have been made to the scheme”: 97% of respondents strongly 

disagreed with this statement and 3% felt neutral.  

 “I think the revised proposals to reduce overlooking are sufficient”: 94% of respondents 
strongly disagreed, 3% disagreed and 3% felt neutral.  

 

QUESTION 2: DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON THE REVISIONS WE HAVE MADE TO THE 

SCHEME? 

All of those who responded to this question felt that the proposed revisions did not go far enough. It 

was felt that they represented minor adjustments and did not sufficiently respond to the concerns 
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raised during the first round of consultation. A number of respondents raised concern that the overall 

footprint of the site had actually increased in these revised proposals.  

QUESTION 3: DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COMMENTS ON THE SCHEME? 

As with the first round of consultation, the most prevalent comments raised in response to this 

question were in relation to massing and height (including overlooking and overshadowing), followed 

by choice of site location (in particular, the location of an office in a residential area). The graph below 

shows the percentage of written responses that raised each theme. 

 

To appropriately analyse the qualitative feedback received, the responses to this question have been 

broken down by theme. The themes have been listed in descending order in terms of the frequency 

that they were mentioned in the written feedback.  

Height and massing (including overlooking and overshadowing)  

Almost three quarters of written responses (74%) raised the theme of height and massing making it 

the most common theme raised. It was also the main concern raised during the residents’ meeting. 

Respondents overwhelmingly felt that the proposals represent overdevelopment of the site, both in 

terms of the footprint and the height. It was felt that the scheme had been designed to squeeze in as 

much floorspace as possible into a relatively small site. It was felt that the current designs created a 

sense of enclosure and would negatively impact adjacent properties both in terms of daylight / 

sunlight and in terms of overlooking.  

In terms of overlooking, respondents were concerned that the revised scheme would still overlook 

residential properties and gardens. It was felt this would create a sense of enclosure and lack of 

privacy. One respondent stated that the claim that the revised scheme had looked to respond to 

concerns about overlooking was disingenuous.   

In terms of overshadowing, respondents expressed serious concern that the daylight and sunlight to 

neighbouring properties would be severely impacted by the proposed building. Several respondents 

said that the revisions that had been made did not do enough to reduce this impact. One respondent 

said that the daylight/sunlight studies did not do enough to explain the impact to residents and 
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requested whether residents could meet with the daylight/sunlight consultant. 

One respondent felt that the overshadowing report was fundamentally flawed as it had failed to take 

their property into account when conducting the study. It was questioned why the study had not been 

revised in response. As a result, this respondent questioned the claim that the proposals could 

comply with daylight and sunlight guidelines. Another respondent questioned whether the daylight 

study had taken the impact of the proposals on the outdoor areas of adjacent properties into account.  

In addition, most respondents felt that the process for assessing the overall impact of massing on the 

local community had been insufficient. 

Other comments included: concern that the surrounding buildings on the drawings had been falsely 

represented and that this was an attempt to disguise the scale of the proposed development; and a 

sense that decisions relating to massing and height had already been made prior to consultation.  

Site location  

The second most common theme raised was the choice of site location, with over half (57%) of 

respondents mentioning it in their feedback.  

Many respondents raised concern about the suitability of locating an office in what was regarded as a 

mainly residential area. It was felt that this building would have a negative impact on the local 

community and that its location should be reconsidered.  

One respondent felt that Queens Road Peckham is a residential area located at the edge of the 

borough boundary and felt that an office should be located closer to the centre of Peckham.  

A number of respondents supported the principle of the redevelopment, with one stating that it was 

important to regenerate a neglected site and another emphasising the importance of the proposed 

services that would be located in the building.  

Building design  

Almost one third (31%) of respondents mentioned the design of the building, making it the third most 

common theme raised during feedback. A number of respondents felt that the design of the building 

was not in keeping with the local vernacular. It was felt that the design was unimaginative and that a 

modular scheme did not reflect the architectural heritage of Peckham. Suggestions included running a 

design competition or revisiting the design brief in order to completely overhaul the exterior 

appearance of the proposals.  

A number of specific responses were made in response to building design. One respondent criticised 

the bronze cladding on the Queens Road façade as it was felt it would lead to a dark and imposing 

frontage. Another respondent expressed concern that the white stone or render would look cheap. 

One respondent claimed that the proposed sustainability measures (PVs, SUDs drainage,  a green 

roof etc.) should all be regarded as standard for a building of this type and should not be promoted as 

exemplary. One respondent requested that the frontages be set back from the existing red line and 

that a sense of space and openness be created on the site. 

Staff and visitors 

Some respondents said that they were unhappy with the proposed number of users of the building – 

both council staff and visitors – as it was felt this would lead to overcrowding in the local area.  

One respondent felt it would lead to increased anti-social behaviour in the local area. At the residents’ 

meeting, the request was made to confirm which departments would be using the building, as well as 

to confirm proposed staff and visitor numbers in writing. 

Consultation process  

It was felt that the information presented over the course of the two consultations had been 

insufficient and deliberately misleading. Complaints were raised that inaccuracies in 
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the information provided had not been rectified. In addition, respondents  felt that the public had not 

been consulted on the scheme early enough and that the consultation had been a tick -box exercise 

as the principle of the building had already been determined. The comment was made that the 

revised scheme did not sufficiently address the concerns raised in the previous round of consultation. 

One respondent requested that all consultant studies be forwarded as soon as they are available.  

At the residents’ meeting similar concerns about the consultation process were raised, and requests 

were made for additional information including: the dimensions of the highest points of the buildings; 

more detail on the plant equipment; the distances between the second floor of L&B Apartments and 

the Queens Road frontage; and access to Cabinet reports on change of use for the site. The request 

was made that members of the project team meet with one resident in an assisted living apartment as 

they were unable to attend consultation meetings.  

Parking 

Respondents expressed concern about the impact of the proposals on the availability of parking 

spaces in the surrounding area. It was noted that the area already suffers from a lack of parking 

spaces, with several respondents stating that it was council staff who already take up local parking 

spaces.  

A few respondents felt that they had not seen an appropriate strategy for addressing the impact on 

parking. One respondent suggested the use of an existing car park on the other side of Rye Lane as a 

potential solution. One respondent asked what measures would be taken to ensure council staff do 

not drive and questioned whether any of these measures would be enforceable.  

Local amenities  

Respondents supported the proposals to enhance the square outside Queens Road Station as part of 

these proposals. However, two respondents noted the Council also need to commit to maintaining the 

area to ensure it does not fall into disrepair. One respondent criticised the proposals for not including 

the provision of additional public open space. 

A couple of respondents requested that provision is made for a community meeting space either as 

part of this building, or in a location in the immediate vicinity. One respondent felt that the proposals 

represented a missed opportunity to develop a key site for the local community. 

Noise  

Several respondents raised concern about the level of noise generated by the plant room / ventilation 

on the roof of the building (both in the written feedback and at the residents’ meeting), with one 

requesting that its location be reconsidered in light of the location of their property. It was requested 

that noise studies and other information on this be shared with residents.  The same comments were 

made during the residents’ meeting. 

Public transport 

Concern was raised about the impact of the proposed development on Queens Road Peckham 

station, as it was felt that the station is already severely overcrowded. One respondent stated that 

previous concerns expressed about the impact of increased footfall at  the station had still not been 

sufficiently addressed.  

At the residents’ meeting, concern was also raised about the impact on the station and request were 

made to assess the impact of the proposed development on public transport.  

Air quality 

Three respondents (7%) raised concern in relation to the impact of the proposals on air quality. Two 

of these related to increase in traffic and one specifically during demolition and construction.  

Procurement  
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Two respondents (5%) questioned the procurement process for the project. One questioned why the 

construction solution had been identified prior to the completion of the design of the scheme. Another 

respondent requested that procurement briefs be rewritten and the tender process be rerun.  

Demolition and construction  

Only one respondent had any feedback with regard to the demolition and construction process. This 

respondent requested a number of measures for their property to mitigate the impact of dust and 

pests during this period. The same respondent also asked whether there was any potential for 

building contractors to make improvements to the outside space of their property.  

RESPONSE TO FEEDBACK 

The comments and recommendations made by respondents as part of the written feedback have 

been summarised in Table 1.1 below, along with the response from the developer. Rather than 

repeating them in the following table, the recommendations and actions agreed to during the 

residents’ meeting have been included in Appendix 1.  

Table 1.1  

Feedback Response  

Height and massing: reconsider 

the scale of development and its 
impacts on daylight / sunlight and 
overlooking  

The scheme is currently being redesigned.  

Height and massing: arrange a 
meeting for residents with the 
daylight / sunlight consultant   

The daylight / sunlight studies will need to reflect the revised 
scheme. Once the new studies are complete they will be 

shared with residents and a meeting set up with the daylight / 
sunlight consultant if it is still felt it is needed. 

Height and massing: revise the 

daylight / sunlight studies to take 
126a Asylum Road into account  

The daylight / sunlight studies will need to reflect the revised 

scheme. These new studies will assess the impact on 126a 
Asylum Road.  

Site location: reconsider the 

location of the office   

A review of locations in the borough was undertaken in 2017 
and the principle of an office development on this site has 
been agreed by Cabinet.  

Building design: redesign the 

scheme so it is more in keeping 
with the local vernacular  

The proposed scheme is being redesigned in response to 

feedback and a review by council planners of the current 
designs. 

Building design: use high quality 
materials (not white render) and 
avoid a dark, imposing frontage 

on Queens Road   

These comments have been noted and will form part of the 
redesigned proposals. 
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Staff / visitor numbers: revisit the 

proposed number of staff and 
visitors to the building  

Approximately 600 staff across children’s services and 
housing solutions would be relocated to this new office with 

the proposed building designed to support up to approximately 
390 staff at any one time. The majority of staff moving into the 
proposed building already spend a lot of time out of the office, 

in meetings or out in the community on visits with the new 
building designed to support and promote more efficient and 
modern methods of working. 

 
The council is also looking at other ways of delivering its 
services to the public. This includes exploring opportunities to 
increase the amount of services delivered out in the 

community: in newly provisioned satellite facilities; at service 
users’ homes; more convenient public venues; or technology 
facilitated. This piece of work is expected to improve the level 

of service and reduce the number of visits to the proposed 
office on Queens Road. 

Consultation: share all consultant 

studies with residents  

The scheme is currently being redesigned. Once the redesign 
is complete we will share all available completed information 
with residents. 

Parking: set out a clear parking 
strategy for the proposals  

The Transport Assessment is still being undertaken. We will 

share this with residents on completion. It is the Council’s 
intention to discourage private car use by staff. 

Local amenities: enhance the 
square outside Queens Road 
station (and maintain on an 

ongoing basis)  

We continue to explore ways in which to enhance the square 

outside Queens Road Peckham station and welcome any 
further suggestions. 

Local amenities: provide a 

community space as part of these 
proposals  

We are looking into this and are engaged in discussions with 
the Modernise and Facilities Teams to see if this is viable.  

Noise: reconsider the location of 

the plant on the roof and share 
noise studies with residents  

The scheme is currently being redesigned. Once the redesign 

is complete we will share all available completed information 
with residents. 
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Public transport: take the impact 

on Queens Road station into 
consideration  

We are currently in discussions with both our transport 
consultant and the planning department. 
 

The impact on Queens Road station is hard to model. 
However, we already know that the large majority of staff and 
service users travel against the peak rush hour flows for both 

the morning and evening peaks. Staff/users who utilise the 
train links will therefore be exiting Queens Road Station in the 
morning and entering Queens Road Station in the evening. At 

the weekends the use of the building is minimal.  
 
Based on a survey of service users across five existing 

reception areas (as part of the assessment to relocate to new 
offices on Queens Road) only 10% of the sample taken 
accessed the service via tube or train with the majority arriving 

by bus or on foot.  
 
User and staff travel to and from the proposed new office  is 

also expected to be staggered throughout the day based on 
the nature of the type of work our services deliver; not all 
users and staff turning up at 9am and leaving at 5pm. 

Procurement: consider rerunning 

the tender process for the 
architects  

The scheme is undergoing a redesign following consultation 

with local residents, stakeholders and council planning 
officers.   

Demolition and construction: 
implement a series of mitigation 
measures to minimise the impact 
of dust and pests 

We have met with the concerned resident and have agreed to 

a series of mitigation measures to meet their needs. 
 
A separate meeting will be arranged for residents to meet with 
the demolition contractor before they start to discuss any 

concerns they may have with the demolition works. 

Demolition and construction: 
establish the potential for building 

contractors to make 
improvements to outside space 
on an adjacent property  

We have met with the concerned resident and have discussed 

this with them, but it would be inappropriate to use public 
money to enhance a private garden.  
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APPENDIX 1 – ACTIONS FROM RESIDENTS’ MEETING 15 FEBRUARY 2018 

The table below covers the actions agreed at the residents’ meeting on 15 February 2018. The status 

column is correct as of 23 February 2018 when this update was circulated to residents as an email 

update.  

Action Status 

Publish presentation and the 

consultation summary on the website  

These have been published on the consultation website: 

www.southwark.gov.uk/QRofficeconsultation   

Publish highest points of buildings  

The highest point on the building is noted on the new 
information uploaded to the website and is shown on the 

‘Amended Design and Visuals of the Proposals’. The 
height of the building varies from Queens Road elevation to 
the Asylum Road elevation. The height on the Asylum 

Road elevation is 14.25m (to the lift motor room) and the 
general level for this elevation is 11.70m. On the Queens 
Road elevation, the maximum height is 9.563m, this drops 

down to 8.225m away from the front elevation of Queens 
Road. 

Publish details of plant equipment  

It is intended that the roof top plant will be where the ‘Air 

Source heat pumps’ are located, and this has not yet been 
fully designed. The planners will restrict any noise etc. from 
these areas and will condition this as part of any planning 

approval. There will not be any fumes or gases released 
from these areas and we fully intend to screen the areas 
with acoustic baffling to reduce the noise impact to minimal 

levels and significantly below background levels. The 
screening will be higher than any plant sited in these areas, 
the screening will be in the range of 1.5-1.9m high and can 
be decorative to enhance its appearance. Once we have 

more developed designs on this then we will release this 
information to you.  

Update the 126a drawings to reflect 
current building  

These drawings have been changed to reflect the current 
existing building. 

Publish the 139 QR sections with the 
building in the background  

The drawings have been changed to include the building in 
the background. 

Confirm distance between second 
floor of 139 and QR frontage 

This has now been included in the drawings. 

Update timeline for the application  

 Close of second consultation: 26 February 

 Review proposals following feedback: ongoing until 
end of March / beginning of April 

 Pre-application meeting: end of February  

 Submission of planning application: end of April / 
beginning of May 

Publish link to cabinet reports on 
change of use 

The link to the Cabinet Report has been published on the 
website (also here).  It is Item 15 in the report.  

Confirm which departments will be 
moving in / number of staff working 

on the site / anticipated visitors 

The figure of 1000 visits by service users a week is 

mentioned in the cabinet Report (Para 20) and this is 
based on current delivery models for these services.  
 

http://www.southwark.gov.uk/QRofficeconsultation
http://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/g5753/Public%20reports%20pack%20Tuesday%2012-Dec-2017%2016.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10
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QR4 is being designed to support up to approximately 390 
staff at any one time. The majority of staff moving into QR4 
already spend a lot of time out of the office, in meetings or 

out in the community on visits with the new building 
designed to support and promote more efficient and 
modern methods of working. 

 
The council is also looking at other ways of delivering its 
services to the public, this includes exploring opportunities 

to increase the amount of services delivered out in the 
community; in newly provisioned satellite facilities, at 
service users homes, more convenient public venues or 

technology facilitated. This piece of work is expected to 
improve the service user experience and reduce the 
number of visits to the services relocating to QR4. 

Send residents final transport and 

parking report (when ready)  

The Transport Assessment is a key planning document, 

and this is currently still being undertaken. We will only be 
issuing fully completed work around this as we do not want 
to be accused of misleading anyone. We will release it on 

completion (end of March – mid April).  

Assess the impact on public 

transport  

The impact on local transport is hard to model however we 

already know that the large majority of staff and service 
users travel against the peak rush hour flows for both the 
morning and evening peaks.  

 
User and staff travel to and from QR4 is also expected to 
be staggered throughout the day based on the nature of 

the type of work our services deliver; not all users and staff 
turning up at 9am and leaving at 5pm. 
 

Based on service user engagement across 5 existing 
reception areas (in scope to relocate to QR4) only 12% of 
the sample taken accessed the service via car. With the 

majority arriving by bus or on foot. 

Southwark are committed to supporting our Fairer Future 

promise to create a greener borough and want to actively 
support staff to help make Southwark a healthier, cleaner 

and safer borough for all.  Staff at all sites are encouraged 
to travel to work using public transport, cycling and walking 
as much as possible, this includes staff who will be based 

out of QR4.   

Confirm (in writing) that there will be 
no roof access for staff  

We can confirm that there is no general roof top access to 
any of the roof levels on the proposed building, except for 

maintenance or as part of emergency egress from the 
building. This is a general restriction on all council 
buildings. 

Confirmation of what is happening to 
existing offices  

In general, some of the offices are leased and not in our 

control and those where we are the freeholder will be 
reviewed to be either included in the Council housing 
programme or sold for a capital receipt that would be used 

to fund council services (which is currently over 
committed). See Cabinet Report. 



 

Page 10 of 10 

 

Consider doing a noise reading from 

top floor of L&B apartments  

The noise study is another key planning tool to 
demonstrate that the proposed development is not adding 
to the general noise levels in the surrounding areas. The 

planners will condition the approval to ensure that any 
noise produced from the building will be below the current 
noise levels. The study seeks to ascertain what this 

background level is. If we need to undertake further testing 
or monitoring on this, then we will consider the proposals 
put forward on the locations for monitoring. 

Visit resident in Flat 2 L&B apartment 

to ensure they are fully consulted  

We have arranged to meet this resident and will consider 

their feedback as part of this round of consultation.  

Confirmation that some windows will 
be set above eye level (i.e. 180cm) 

The new information uploaded to the website (listed above) 

shows the heights of the windows in the areas that 
potentially overlook neighbouring properties and that these 
are set at 180cm floor to cill level. We have also offered to 
obscure the glazing in these areas. 

 


