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Executive Summary
The potential impacts of overshadowing caused by the Canada Water Masterplan (the 'Development'),
and in particular from the development proposed at Plot K1, on the Russia Dock Woodland and Stave Hill
Ecology Park, Local Nature Reserve (LNR) were first addressed in the Environmental Statement
submitted in May 2018 (the 'May 2018 ES’).
Following this submission, stakeholder comments were received from the Friends of Stave Hill and
Friends of Russia Dock Woodland in July 2018. Those comments were subsequently addressed within
an overshadowing assessment report prepared by Waterman (Ref WIE12886-180-R-1-1-7-LM) dated
August 2018, and submitted as part of an Addendum to the May 2018 ES dated October 2018 (the
'October 2018 ES Addendum').
This addendum report has been prepared to take account of the updated baseline conditions within the
LNR since the modelling was undertaken in August 2018 and reported in the October 2018 ES
Addendum. It provides an update on the potential overshadowing of the Development due to the changes
in the baseline position and also responds response to new stakeholder comments (Appendix A)
received from Friends of Stave Hill and Friends of Russia Dock Woodland in January 2019.
Taking into account the current Site conditions (observed during a Site visit on 5 February 2019) including
trees that have been felled since August 2018, the overall findings show that the Development would
result in only very marginal and transient additional shadows within the extreme south east corner of the
LNR adjacent to Plot K1, with the marginal and transient additional shadows cast in the afternoon outside
the May-July period. Having undertaken this further analysis, it is concluded that the LNR would not be
significantly affected by transient overshadowing from the Development.
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1.

Introduction

1.1.

In support of the application for planning permission for the Canada Water Masterplan (the
'Development'), Waterman Infrastructure & Environmental (‘Waterman’) have been instructed by
BL CW Holdings Ltd (the 'Applicant') to undertake an assessment of ecological impacts of potential
overshadowing on the Russia Dock Woodland and Stave Hill Ecology Park, Local Nature Reserve
(LNR). The designation boundary of the LNR is provided within Figure 1.

1.2.

The potential overshadowing of the LNR was first addressed in the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA), reported in the May 2018 Environmental Statement (ES). No overshadowing of
the LNR was identified in the ES, and therefore the ecological impact of overshadowing on the LNR
was not assessed.

1.3.

Following submission of the ES in May 2018, stakeholder comments were received from the
Friends of Stave Hill (FoSH) and Friends of Russia Dock Woodland (FoRDW) in July 2018. Those
comments were subsequently addressed in the overshadowing assessment report prepared by
Waterman (Ref WIE12886-180-R-1-1-7-LM) dated August 2018, submitted as part of the October
2018 ES Addendum. The further assessment has acknowledged some overshadowing but for the
reasons set out in the August 2018 report and, as shown in this Addendum report, the
overshadowing does not give rise to any significant impact on ecology within the LNR.

1.4.

This Addendum has been prepared to take account of changes to the baseline and to respond to
further stakeholder comments received from FoSH and FoRDW, dated December 2018 (Appendix
A) and received in January 2019. As such this Addendum report is split into two sections;
1. Overshadowing Assessment Methodology and Results
2. Response to Stakeholder Comments

1.5.

Section 1 of this report relies on the findings contained within the independent GIA report
Overshadowing Impact on Russia Dock Woodland and Stave Hill Ecology Park, Local Nature
Reserve (February 2019). The GIA report (Appendix B) assesses the overshadowing impact on
the LNR from the Site.

1.6.

Section 2 of this report responds to the Comments raised by FoSH and FoRDW (Appendix A).
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2.

Overshadowing Assessment Methodology and Results
Methodology

2.1.

The overshadowing assessment undertaken by GIA (Appendix B) aims to provide a comparison
between the overshadowing caused by the Development, in particular Plot K1 in the existing
condition. The following scenarios have been assessed with regard to overshadowing:
 Existing: existing buildings on the site together with the existing surrounding context; and
 Proposed: maximum parameter massing of the buildings within the Development, including Plot
K1 and existing surrounding context.

2.2.

The overshadowing assessment considers the impacts of overshadowing during period between
January and December at 30-minute intervals from sunrise to sunset, on the 16th of each month.
The GIA report includes only the images produced for the times of each assessed day when the
shadows cast by the Development would reach or be in close proximity of the LNR.

2.3.

In addition to the overshadowing assessment, GIA have also predicted the available sunlight hours
at ground level at the LNR per annum and for each month. The following scenarios have been
assessed with regard to the annual probable sunlight hours at ground level:
 Existing: existing buildings on the site together with the existing surrounding context;
 Proposed: maximum parameter massing of the buildings within the Development, including Plot
K1 and existing surrounding context;
 Reduction: this provides a comparison between the existing and proposed scenarios.

2.4.

It should be noted that the assessment undertaken has been modelled taking existing trees into
account, thus providing the most realistic results possible, i.e. it takes into account trees that have
been recently felled (up to the Site visit on 5th February 2019). The model used by GIA has been
revised to take these changes into account.

Results
2.5.

The overshadowing assessment undertaken by GIA (Appendix B) has in summary determined
that;
 The transient overshadowing assessments show that in the current condition the existing trees
within the LNR already cast substantial shadows, intercepting most of the sunlight before it
reaches ground level. It is also worth pointing out that bushes and undergrowth cannot be
accurately surveyed and as such have not been taken into account in the assessments. In
reality, these elements intercept low-angle sunlight, thus providing additional shadow in winter
and mid-season in the existing scenario.
 The proposed Development would cast very marginal additional shadows within the southern
corner of the woodland, in the afternoon in winter (the overshadowing of the LNR reaches its
maximum extent during the months of November to January) and outside the main
spring/summer season of May to early August. Between May and early August, when the sun is
higher in the sky, the shadows cast by the Development will not reach the areas of ecological
sensitivity.
 The majority of overshadowing is predicted at the end of each day’s daylight period;
 Overall, the overshadowing modelling provided by GIA (Appendix B) shows that, for vast
majority of the section of the LNR to the north east of Plot K1 that could potentially be impacted
by overshadowing from the building, the reduction in sunlight hrs would be up to 10 hours per
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annum; and
 There are two small areas, measuring approximately 40 sqm each, where greater reductions in
sunlight are experienced. These are the south west corner of the orchard (reduction of
approximately 25 hours per year) and the area to the south of the hop garden (reduction of
approximately 45 hours per year). The monthly assessments show that most of the assessed
area sees reductions of less than an hour of sunlight per month, with no impact from May to
July.
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3.

Response to Stakeholder Comments

3.1.

The stakeholder comments (see Appendix A) from FoSH and FoRDW received in January 2019
have been split into three sections: Section 1 - Executive Summary, Section 2 – Detailed Response
to the EIA and Section 3 – Overshadowing Diagrams.

3.2.

For this response, the comments have been addressed in turn and as set out in Section 1 but
taking detail from Sections 2 and 3 of the comments, where relevant.

3.3.

Section 1 of the comments has been broken down from the bullet pointed paragraphs, into the
following response sub headings;
 ‘The EIA does not provide a sufficient indication of the LNRs biodiversity or importance of it’;
 ‘The EIA does not address the impact of the overshadowing on the LNR as a whole’;
 ‘The EIA does not address the impact of shading by solid objects, such as buildings on
deciduous woodland ecology’; and
 ‘The EIA does not address the importance of the LNR to the local community’.
The EIA does not provide a sufficient indication of the LNRs biodiversity or importance of it

3.4.

The comments received state that records of existing flora and fauna of the LNR were not
assessed and that full flora and fauna surveys were not undertaken.

3.5.

As part of the EIA, various ecological assessments were undertaken and have been presented in
Chapter 13 and the associated appendices of the May 2018 ES. The approach taken to the
assessment of ecological impacts, including of the biodiversity and importance of the LNR, is
considered to be proportionate, taking into account the predicted impacts.

3.6.

The assessment included an ecological data search (reported within Appendix 13.1 of the May
2018 ES) from Greenspace Information for Greater London (GIGL) that extended 2km from the
Site and as such covered the LNR. Other surveys included an ‘Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey
(Appendix 13.1 of the May 2018 ES) which was primarily undertaken within the CWM Site but also
at the predicted Zone of Influence (which includes the LNR) and a site walkover survey (Appendix
14 of the October 2018 ES Addendum) of parts of the LNR adjacent to Plot K1. In addition, and in
relation to the potential overshadowing impacts, data from GIA regarding the potential for
overshadowing by the Development was presented within Appendix 16.3 of the May 2018 ES.

3.7.

The Ecology Chapter (Chapter 13) of the May 2018 ES drew upon local knowledge and
professional opinion. Having taken into account that information, the LNR was assigned a level of
importance (within a defined geographical context), in accordance with industry guidance (CIEEM
20161). The LNR was subsequently assessed to be of importance at the borough level (see
paragraph 13.72 of Chapter 13 of the May 2018 ES).

3.8.

The comments also state that the EIA did not fully assess the impacts of the proposed
development on existing flora and fauna and that the recognised value of the LNR’s species
diversity at local and London wide levels has not been assessed.

3.9.

Neither the citation for the LNR nor the PEA, including data search (Appendix 13.1 of the May 2018
ES) refers to any notable bird, invertebrate or hibernating species which would be present in the
habitats affected in this corner of the LNR.

3.10. The impact of overshadowing from the Development upon the LNR, and the flora and fauna within
the LNR, is assessed to be insignificant. Therefore a full assessment of these issues is not
1

CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland (2016)
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considered to be required as part of the EIA for the Development. In this regard it should be noted
that the EIA Regulations 20112 require a description of the aspects of the environment likely to be
significantly affected by the development, including fauna and flora, and a description of the likely
significant effects of development on the environment.
3.11. The Ecology Chapter is based upon industry guidance (CIEEM 2016), which emphasises that the
level of assessment should be proportionate to the predicted impact and states:
 ‘Emphasis in EcIA is on ‘significant effects’ rather than all ecological effects’;
 ‘For the purpose of EcIA, ‘significant effect’ is an effect that either supports or undermines
biodiversity conservation objectives for ‘important ecological features’ or for biodiversity in
general’.
3.12. Given the very small part of the LNR impacted, the small decrease in sunlight involved – and the
time when this would occur (outside of the May to July period), it is entirely consistent with
guidance to record this effect as insignificant.
The EIA does not address the impact of the overshadowing on the LNR as a whole
3.13. No overshadowing of the LNR was identified in the May 2018 ES, and therefore the ecological
impact of overshadowing on the LNR was not assessed.
3.14. After FoRDW and FoSH provided specific comments regarding areas of particular sensitivity at the
southern end of Stave Hill Ecological Park LNR, a further, more detailed assessment of these
areas was included as part of the October 2018 ES Addendum (Appendix 14). The overshadowing
of these areas was modelled in detail by GIA as described above, and, whilst some overshadowing
was acknowledged, the impact was found to be insignificant. Specifically, it was found that ‘the
overshadowing findings amount to a reduction of less than 10 hours of shading per annum’ for the
‘vast majority’ of the LNR i.e that part of the LNR that does experience some overshadowing as a
consequence of the Development.
3.15. Waterman assessed some specific localised areas within the LNR (including the structured hop
planting area, butterfly area and orchard area) as part of Appendix 14, as it was understood that
these were the areas identified in the July 2018 Response and during a site meeting3 between the
interested parties. These localised areas are all within a woodland environment. This August 2018
assessment4 concluded:
• “The findings of the ecology walkover survey at the key areas of ecological sensitivity within the
LNR, recorded predominant habitats of broad-leaved woodland, trees, shrubs, ruderal and
grassland. The survey takes into consideration the GIA findings and concludes that the
ecological sensitivity of the LNR would not be affected by any overshadowing impact from K1.
• Similarly, the findings of the Arboriculture survey record predominant habitats including broadleaved woodland, trees and shrubs and that the transient overshadowing would not occur within
the structured hop area, the orchard area or the butterfly area during the summer months from
May to July. The survey concludes that these areas support the elements of Arboricultural
relevance within the LNR and that they would not be affected by any overshadowing impact
from K1.”
3.16. A review of the October 2018 ES Addendum by Land Use Consultants (LUC) considered the
2

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011
28th June 2018, between Rebeka Clark (TVC), Miles Price and Michael Delfs (BL), Jerome Webb and
Maddalena Liverani (GIA).
4 WIE12886-180-R-1-1-7-LM, August 2018, Waterman I&E
3
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impact of overshadowing from the Development including Plot K1 on the LNR, and agreed the
impact is insignificant. The review stated;
“An assessment of the potential impacts of overshadowing on the Russia Dock Woodland and
Stave Hill Ecology Park Local Nature Reserve (LNR) has been provided in Appendix 14. This
assessment was informed by the findings contained within the independent GIA report Daylight &
Sunlight Overshadowing Impact on Russia Dock Woodland and Stave Hill Ecology Park, Local
Nature Reserve (August 2018) and an Ecological Walkover Survey conducted by Waterman (July
2018). The assessment concluded that any impacts of overshadowing upon the LNR will be
insignificant due to the limited extent of the overshadowing predicted at the end of each day’s
daylight period and the overall minimal reduction in annual sunlight hours. These conclusions are
considered to be acceptable”.
3.17. The results presented in paragraph 2.5 of this Addendum report further support the findings of the
previous assessment, identifying a reduction in sunlight hours on the vast majority of the LNR
affected of up to 10 hours per annum. Two small areas of around 40 sqm each experience a
slightly greater reduction, partly due to recent tree felling/management work in these areas:
 An area to the south of the hop area (between the hop area and the ‘street trees outside of the
LNR fence boundary) where the reduction is modelled at approximately 45 hours per year; and
 The southern end of the ‘orchard’ area where the reduction was modelled at approx. 25 hours
per year.
3.18. For both these small areas, the monthly assessments show no impact between May to July.
3.19. The assessment includes trees in their current condition (from 5th February 2019 Site visit)
including canopies (at the time of assessment) that cast shadows, intercepting most of the sunlight
before it reaches ground level. The modelling also reflects the worst-case scenario in terms of
additional shadows, as bushes and undergrowth which would cause further overshadowing in the
existing condition have not been modelled nor included in the analysis.
3.20. A timeline of surveys, modelling, site visits and reporting associated with the overshadowing issue
is set out as Appendix C.
3.21. The modelling data run by GIA includes trees in their current condition (as of 5th February 2019).
There are no available quantifiable management prescriptions for future woodland management in
the affected areas.
3.22. Within the December 2018 comments from FoSH and FoRDW, data has been provided claiming a
much greater extent of overshadowing on the LNR than is shown in the Waterman/GIA report
dated August 2018. It is asserted that this data is predicted from the Plot K1 development only
(without taking into account existing site conditions such as the presence of trees that would buffer
Plot K1 shading). This scenario is not considered realistic as these tree elements also cast their
own shadows on the LNR irrespective of any adjacent buildings; therefore the assessment should
be focused on the additional shadows only caused by the proposed building to be located at Plot
K1.
3.23. In addition, the percentage of sunlight losses set out on page 13 of the response, appears to have
been calculated based on the duration of shadows on a given day as a ratio of the length of that
day. These percentages, therefore, appear to be time-related only and to not take account of the
extent of shadows nor the monthly reduction. This is not considered appropriate to gain an
understanding of the overshadowing impacts. The correct way of assessing overshadowing is set
out in the ES and validated by LUC.
3.24. The GIA data demonstrates that:
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 It is estimated that there will be an increase in up to10 hours overshadowing for the vast
majority of the LNR that experiences some overshadowing as a consequence of the
Development – given London has around 1,500 hours of sunshine in a year, this constitutes
around 0.6% decrease and is therefore considered to be insignificant;
 Two small areas, both of around 40 sqm are modelled to experience higher reductions of 25
hours (southern tip of the orchard – 1.6% decrease) and 45 hours (area to south of hop garden,
3% decrease);
 Also, the monthly assessments show that most of these small affected areas see reductions of
less than an hour of sunlight per month, with no impact from May to July. As the impact is
outside of the spring/summer months of May to July, the impact on plant growth and vitality is
considered negligible;
 Finally, the two areas experiencing 1.6% and 3% decreases in sunlight are very small areas
around 40 sqm (0.004ha) each. One of these, the area experiencing a potential decrease of 45
hours appears to straddle the LNR boundary. Taking a worst case scenario that both areas are
within the LNR, this would equate to 0.03% of the total LNR area which experiences these
impacts (Russia Dock Woodland and Stave Hill LNR is 11.73ha according to LB Southwark
Cabinet Report on LNR designation, 28th March 2017).
3.25. In conclusion, the decreases are mostly below 1%, mostly outside of the main growing season (no
decreases between May to July) with slightly higher decreases of between 1.6-3% only impacting
0.03% of the total LNR. Under any analysis it is inconceivable that this could be considered a
significant impact.
The EIA does not address the impact of shading by solid objects, such as buildings on deciduous
woodland ecology
3.26. The impact of overshadowing from the Development upon the LNR is assessed to be insignificant,
and therefore an assessment of these issues is not assessed to be required as part of the EIA and,
appropriately, was not considered further in accordance with EIA guidelines (see above).
3.27. The nature of the part of the LNR which is affected by the insignificant increase in overshadowing
is of an urban secondary woodland/scrub and other habitats developed on former disturbed ground
on the site of the old docks (closed in the 1970s). The woodland habitat that has grown up here
has since been converted to other uses in part – the hop area, orchard and butterfly areas. It now
supports a mix of planted trees, scrub, gardens (e.g. hop area) and open grassy areas, rather than
deciduous woodland.
3.28. Given that the increase in overshadowing in this area is considered insignificant, it is not
considered to have an impact on ‘deciduous woodland ecology’. There will be no impact on trees
given there will be little or no overshadowing from the CWM development including Plot K1 during
the late spring-summer period of May to July. Given the habitats present in this small part of the
LNR, only typical urban birds and invertebrate species are considered to be present (as confirmed
by the ES ecological data search5). Any impact on birds and invertebrates will also be insignificant
given the small increase in overshadowing, no impact during the late spring/summer period when
invertebrates like butterflies are mostly on the wing and the small area affected.
3.29. The existing trees and shrubs in this area already cast their own shade – and any invertebrates
present will be already shade tolerant and accustomed to this environment. Additional shade cast
on such trees by the Development (given the short duration of such overshadowing, the time of
year when it occurs and the small area affected) is considered to have an insignificant impact.
5

GIGL (2017). An Ecological Data Search for Canada Water. ES Report reference 11127.
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3.30. Comments from FoSH and FoRDW raise the point that in winter, when there are no leaves on the
trees, low-angle sunlight and radiant heat will reach the ground which is important for microorganisms and hibernating species. Given the limited number of hours when sunlight in winter
would be impacted by the Development, the small areas involved and the habitats concerned, any
impacts on micro-organisms and hibernating species are considered insignificant.
3.31. It is therefore inconceivable that the CWM Development including Plot K1 would have any impact
from overshadowing on animals, including invertebrates, using this area.
The EIA does not Address the importance of the LNR to the local community
3.32. We understand the importance of the LNR to the local community as described in the Comments
from FoSH and FoRDW. That importance has never been in question. However, the purpose of the
ES and its accompanying addenda, as well as this document, is to assess the environmental
impact of development, and specifically in this case the impact of overshadowing. That impact has
been assessed to an appropriate level of detail, in conformity with EIA and CIEEM regulations and
guidance and has been found to be insignificant.
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4.

Conclusions

4.1.

The May 2018 ES, Appendix 14 submitted as part of the October 2018 ES Addendum and this
Addendum report all supported by modelling data from GIA, have assessed the potential impacts of
overshadowing from the Development, in particular as a consequence of the proposed
development at Plot K1, on the LNR to be insignificant.

4.2.

The overshadowing modelling provided by GIA shows that the vast majority of the LNR in the
vicinity of Plot K1 which experience some overshadowing as a result of the development proposed,
experience a reduction in sunlight hours of no more than 10 hours per annum. For two small 40
sqm areas, the southern tip of the orchard and an area to the south of the hop garden (0.03% of
the LNR), the increases in overshadowing would be no more than 25 and 45 hours respectively per
annum. Any overshadowing would be outside of the period May to July.

4.3.

The ecological assessments undertaken on and adjacent to the LNR in support of the EIA are
proportionate to the impacts to be experienced, in accordance with the relevant industry guidance.

4.4.

It is concluded the LNR would not be significantly affected by transient overshadowing from the
Development.
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Figures
Figure 1: LNR boundary (WIE12886-220_GR_SA_1A)
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Indicative Boundary of Russia Dock
Woodland and Stave Hill Ecology Park,
Local Nature Reserve (LNR)
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Friends of Stave Hill and Friends of Russia Dock Woodland response to Environmental Impact Assessment, K1
development APPLICATION - 18/AP/1604
Section 1 - Executive summary.
We, the Friends of Stave Hill, submit that the environmental impact assessment (EIA) put forward by
Watermans/GIA on behalf of British Land does not provide sufficient detail or information on the following essential
points:
•

The range of species diversity, both flora and fauna. In the detailed response, we submit that the
environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1 development does not provide
a full indication of the site’s biodiversity, nor does the EIA recognise the importance of that biodiversity. In
brief, the EIA has not:
1. undertaken full vegetation surveys
2. undertaken any fauna surveys
3. taken note of existing and recorded flora and fauna
4. fully assessed the impact of the proposed development on existing flora and fauna
5. recognised the value of the sites’ species diversity at local and London-wide levels.

•

The impact of shading on the landscape of the Local Nature Reserve as a whole. In the detailed response,
we submit that the environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1
development does not address the wider issues of shading on part of an area managed as a whole
landscape. In brief, the EIA does not consider:
1. In order to promote, increase and conserve biodiversity, the site is managed as a whole landscape. An
impact on one section will affect the whole site, reducing areas available for forage, shelter, nesting,
breeding and early development.
2. That shading from buildings is fixed, permanent and has a measurable and long term effect on
ecosystems. The decline of affected areas will be slow, untreatable and irreversible.
3. People do not picnic, play outdoors, read the paper, take walks or have long conversations in shaded
areas. Shaded areas have few natural attractions, with a diminished plant profile and fewer signs on
wildlife activity. This lack of attractiveness leads to a lessening of ownership and stakeholder activity in
affected areas, and an increased footfall in the remaining area.

•

The impact of shading by solid objects, such as buildings, on deciduous woodland ecology. In the detailed
response, we submit that the environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1
development does not address the wider issues of overshadowing in regard to woodland ecology, and the
impact on ecosystems within a deciduous woodland. In brief, the EIA does not consider:
1. That not only daylight, but also radiant heat from the sun, is blocked by solid objects
2. in winter, there are no leaves on deciduous trees, bushes and shrubs. The majority of woody species on
site are deciduous. Low angle sunlight, and radiant heat from the sun on cloudy days, will reach the
ground in winter and it is important for the soil micro-organisms, seedbed, pupating larva, hibernating
species etc that this occurs.
3. The ecosystem of this Local Nature Reserve functions all year round, and winter sunlight is a key part of
maintaining factors including species survival, species hibernation, activity and growth; soil health;
human activity.
4. The full impact on the soil ecosystem. Thirty years of conservation management has created a soil
profile that supports local biodiversity and underpins the sites upward trend in increasing biodiversity.
Soil health is a key factor in development, growth and successful maturity of plants. Having fewer
daylight hours in areas of the LNR will mean that the amount of radiant heat reaching the soil will be
reduced. This is particularly important during autumn, winter and spring.

•

The location and function of the Local Nature Reserve, both in its immediate locality and as part of the
wider London landscape. In the detailed response, we submit that the environmental impact assessment
submitted in support of the proposed K1 development does not address the importance to a community of
a healthy, functioning Local Nature Reserve, or considered the detrimental effects to this LNRs community
functionality. In brief, the EIA:
1. Has not considered the function of the Local Nature Reserve, both as an ecological unit and as a space
for human activity.
2. Has not considered the continuing upward trend of biodiversity on site, and its importance to nature
conservation in London
3. Has not considered the wide range of human activity on site, and its function in supporting a healthy
community.

The Local Nature Reserve (LNR) is an important site for nature conservation within the metropolitan area, with the
nearest equivalent site being Gillespie Park, Islington, N5. The two sites that make up the LNR are Stave Hill Ecology
Park, one of the first manmade ecology parks created world wide, and Russia Dock Woodland, created by LB
Southwark as a green heart for the new development taking place from 1980 to present. It has taken three decades
for the site to establish as a species rich, bio-diverse landscape with year on year additions of species type, species
numbers, and migrant visitors. In 1994, Butterfly Conservation designated the site as Britain’s first urban butterfly
sanctuary. Twenty-six species of butterfly have been recorded at the site, including rare migrants.
Over the last 20 years, our vision has been to create a green living room, a place for people to work, play, relax and
learn. Our objective has been to create a green interface between wildlife and people, where people discover and
learn to respect the natural world. The Reserve is supported, valued and used by the local and wider community,
and works in partnership with schools, established community groups, local stakeholders and local organisations.

Section 2 – Detailed response to the environmental impact assessment
Range of species diversity.
In section 3.5 of the Environmental Impact Assessment it states that:
These tree species were listed as recorded within the Russia Dock Woodland area
No reference was made to Stave Hill Ecology Park, or the Local Nature Reserve which is the whole of both sites.
Within the closest section of Stave Hill Ecology Park to the K1 development, there are in addition to the list given in
the environmental impact assessment, the following tree species:
Blackthorn Prunus Spinosa
Bird Cherry Prunus Padus
Aspen Populus Tremula,
Whitebeam Sorbus Aria
Elder Sambucca Nigra
These are present in groups, not individual trees.

Surveys of the herb layer were not undertaken. We submit that surveys should have been carried out. Firstly, in
woodlands the herb layer has an essential role, including attracting pollinators, retaining moisture, preventing
erosion and adding nutrients to the soil. A fuller vegetative survey would have shown the wide range of vascular
plants and given a clear indication of this sites’ biodiversity.
Secondly, this section of the Local Nature Reserve is open deciduous woodland, with areas open to the sun. The
impact of shading and shorter daylight hours has not been considered in this Environmental Impact Assessment.
Long term shading will result in the loss of flowering species to invasive problem and shade loving species to the
detriment of local and wider invertebrate, mammal and bird populations. The loss and reduction of available
sunlight will reduce local ground temperatures, photosynthetic activity, pollination, germination and healthy
growth.
Records of bird species present or noted on site were not referred to in the Environmental Impact Assessment. The
Local Nature Reserve is an important site for bird species, both resident and migrant, and has recorded over 70
species. These include both rare and nationally scarce species. Three meadows on site are specifically managed for
green woodpeckers, with the aim of encouraging this regular visitor to breed on site.
Records of invertebrate species present or noted on site were not referred to in the Environmental Impact
Assessment. The Local Nature Reserve is an important site for invertebrates, including several of local and national
importance and covered by Biodiversity Action Plans. Whilst there will be no loss of early morning daylight/sunlight,
this does not mitigate the effect of loss of/long term damage to habitat caused by the reduction in
afternoon/evening daylight and sunlight. A reduction in available flowering plants will provide fewer nectar sources
or opportunities for egg laying and larval forage. Species that lay eggs and/or develop as larvae in the soil will be at
risk, as shading will have an effect on soil temperatures throughout the year, particularly in autumn, winter and
spring. Radiant heat from the sun affects ground temperatures on both cloudy and sunny days, all year round.
Shading from buildings does not allow radiant heat to reach the ground, resulting in soil that is colder for longer
during daylight hours. This leads to a microclimate that will not support larval development and pupation of species
such as hawkmoths or stag beetles.
The environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1 development does not provide a
full indication of the site’s biodiversity, nor does it recognise the value of that biodiversity at local and London-wide
levels.

The impact of shading on the LNR landscape as a whole.
The shading diagrams put forward in the Watermans/GIA Environmental Impact Assessment have four small areas
marked as “sites of ecological interest”. The whole site is designated as a Local Nature Reserve, and as such is all of
ecological interest. In order to promote, increase and conserve biodiversity, the site is managed as a whole
landscape. An impact on one section will affect the whole site, reducing areas available for forage, shelter, nesting,
breeding and early development.
“Our latest report provides concrete evidence that projects aimed at conserving butterflies and moths at
a landscape-scale have enabled threatened species to flourish after decades of decline. A landscapescale approach works by improving and connecting land for wildlife by the coordinated conservation
management of numerous sites for a range of species across a large natural area.”

Landscape-scale Conservation For Butterflies And Moths Report, Butterfly Conservation 2012.

“it is rare that nectar is the factor limiting population growth, and suitable habitat for egglaying and larval
development is usually crucial.”
Butterfly Conservation. Clarke, S.A., Green, D. G., Bourn, N. A. & Hoare, D. J. (2011). Woodland
Management for butterflies and moths: a best practice guide .

Russia Dock Woodland and Stave Hill Ecology Park have been managed as a co-ordinated landscape since the mid
90’s. This has been a joint venture between the Trust for Urban Ecology (TRUE), The Conservation Volunteers (TCV),
LB Southwark Parks department, local schools and local residents. This partnership work, and landscape approach to
site management has resulted in on-going Green Flag Awards, The Mayor’s Safer Parks awards, and Local Nature
Reserve status, as well as a continuing upward trend in biodiversity gain.
The shading from the proposed K1 development will result in areas of the Local Nature Reserve receiving less
daylight / sunlight from throughout the year. The site will lose, at minimum, between 1 ½ and 3 ½ hours of daylight
per day. In other words, sections of the LNR will be in shade between 1 ½ to 3 ½ hours per day. As a percentage, this
is between 12 – 27%. This may not seem very much. However, shading from buildings is fixed, permanent and has a
measurable and long term effect on ecosystems. The decline of affected areas will be slow, untreatable and
irreversible.
Reduced daylight hours affect tree growth and health, inhibit desirable undergrowth, produce a shadowed
environment less attractive to park users, and give reduced hibernation, pupation, breeding and nesting
opportunities to wildlife.
Areas that receive less daylight during the autumn/winter/spring will have colder soil temperatures than adjacent
areas. If ground frost occurs, it will take longer to disperse, and the soil will not receive enough warmth to support
hibernating invertebrates such as bumblebees. In the short term, hibernating species such as newts, toads,
hedgehogs will have colder air and ground temperatures for longer each day, every day. Invertebrates such as
hawkmoths and stag beetle which develop from larva in the soil would have colder soil temperatures for longer each
day, every day. Hibernating or pupating species rely on stored fat to take them through colder temperatures.
Extended periods of colder temperatures cause them to use more of this stored fat, which may not be enough for
survival. Whilst there is annual variation in autumn/winter spring temperatures, these are variable not constant, and
allow populations to recover over time.
In the long term, the areas affected would be used by fewer fauna species for hibernation, breeding or pupation, and
we would therefore see a drop in population numbers across the LNR, and a reduction of species as viable habitat
decreases.
The site is open access, relying on the goodwill and positive engagement of visitors. Sensitive areas are respected,
and user groups / regular visitors share information regarding on-going management
People do not picnic, play outdoors, read the paper, take walks or have long conversations in shaded areas. Shaded
areas have few natural attractions, with a diminished plant profile and fewer signs on wildlife activity. This lack of
attractiveness leads to a lessening of ownership and stakeholder activity. People move into more welcoming spaces,
with light, warmth and a feeling of security. Fewer positive human interactions in shaded areas will facilitate
negative human interactions. Areas that look unused, without the passive surveillance of regular visitors, attract
casual littering, flytipping, and crime.
In the long term, this will result in a Local Nature Reserve that is the same size as before but has less available space
for visitors to use. This will have a knock on effect with regard to ecologically sensitive areas as people seek out
places for recreation and relaxation.
The environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1 development does not therefore
address the wider issues of shading on part of an area managed as a whole landscape.

The impact of shading by solid objects, such as buildings, on deciduous woodland ecology.
During the initial British Land site visit, it was clearly stated by the Stave Hill site manager that a number of the larger
trees were due to be felled over A/W 2018. The felling is in line with the management plan to reduce hedge maple
and recover coppice areas and is part of a four year management programme started in autumn 2016. This
information was also given to Watermans (environmental consultants acting for the developer).

In the Transient overshadowing assessment provided by Watermans/GIA, they stated that:
….It is also worth pointing out that bushes and
undergrowth cannot be accurately surveyed and
as such have not been taken into account in the
assessments. In reality, these elements intercept
low-angle sunlight, thus providing additional shadow
in winter and mid-season in the existing scenario.
We have highlighted the last sentence as it is misleading. Firstly, in winter, there are no leaves on deciduous trees,
bushes and shrubs. The majority of woody species on site are deciduous. Low angle sunlight, and radiant heat from
the sun on cloudy days, will reach the ground in winter and it is important for the soil micro-organisms, seedbed,
pupating larva, hibernating species etc that this occurs.
Secondly, in spring, the woody species will be coming into leaf. Therefore, they will cast minimal shadow. In midseason, being primarily small leafed species, they will allow dappled light as well as warmth to reach the ground.
Trees cast dappled light / shade. Buildings create solid shade. Sufficient radiant heat from the sun will penetrate
through a woodland canopy, the same cannot be said for buildings.
The Local Nature Reserve is made up of interlinked habitats designed to support a wide variety of fauna and flora
and encourage a year on year increase in species diversity. Certain areas of the site have been designed to support
particular species. One of these areas is the southern end of the ecology park, which has been landscaped for
butterflies. This landscaping includes south facing features such as grass banks and open glades – sun traps,
protected from the wind. This landscaping also provides a refuge for other species including bees, hoverflies, moths
and… humans! The small diagrams given in the environmental impact assessment give no indication of habitat, do
not indicate its open structure, and as such cannot give a true picture of shading impact. In addition, no mention or
indication has been given of the fact that in between the two equinoxes, mid October to mid March, shadows will be
longer, and the shading will cover a greater area. The ecosystem of this Local Nature Reserve functions all year
round, and winter sunlight is a key part of maintaining factors including species survival, species hibernation, activity
and growth; soil health; human activity. Furthermore, the shading diagrams submitted by GIA are incomplete,
particularly in respect of summer evening and winter/spring afternoon shadowing.
“The single most important factor that makes a woodland good for butterflies and moths is a diverse,
uneven structure. This should include some mature or tall trees, some dense regrowth, numerous sunny
rides and glades (both large and small) and patches of recently cleared and regenerating open areas with
sparse ground vegetation and warm unshaded conditions. This diverse woodland structure creates a variety
of habitats necessary for the various life stages of Lepidoptera, including larval foodplants growing in
appropriate conditions, a limiting factor for many species. Such a varied structure, with a diverse range of
tree and plant species, not only provides good habitats for Lepidoptera, but also for a wealth of other insects
and forest wildlife.”
Butterfly Conservation. Clarke, S.A., Green, D. G., Bourn, N. A. & Hoare, D. J. (2011). Woodland
Management for butterflies and moths: a best practice guide.

The Local Nature Reserve was built on landfill – crushed buildings, subsoil and a thin dressing of topsoil. Thirty years
of conservation management has created a soil profile that supports local biodiversity and underpins the sites
upward trend in increasing biodiversity. Soil health is a key factor in development, growth and successful maturity of
plants. Having fewer daylight hours in areas of the LNR will mean that the amount of radiant heat reaching the soil
will be reduced. This is particularly important during autumn, winter and spring.
“ The amount of radiation received by the soil affects soil temperature (Haskel et al. 2010), biological
processes such as; seed germination, seedling emergence, plant root growth and the availability of nutrients.
The temperature of the soil alters the rate of organic matter decomposition and the mineralization of
different organic materials in the soil (Davidson & Janssens, 2006). Soil temperature also affects soil water
retention, transmission and availability to plants. “ (onwuka B, Mang B. Effects of soil temperature on some
soil properties and plant growth. Adv Plants Agric Res. 2018)
Healthy soil is the basis for a healthy ecosystem, and will include organisms such as beneficial bacteria, microfauna
and fungi. Shading of areas will result in lower ground temperatures for longer periods of time. Bacteria and
microfauna are not active at lower temperatures, and therefore soil decomposition is reduced.
In non technical or gardening terms - Compost bins do not work well in shaded gardens.
“changes in soil communities and the loss of soil biodiversity threaten ecosystem multifunctionality and
sustainability.”
“Biological diversity is the foundation for the maintenance of ecosystems. Consequently it is thought that
anthropogenic activities that reduce the diversity in ecosystems threaten ecosystem performance. A large
proportion of the biodiversity within terrestrial ecosystems is hidden below ground in soils, and the impact
of altering its diversity and composition on the performance of ecosystems is still poorly understood. Using a
novel experimental system to alter levels of soil biodiversity and community composition, we found that
reductions in the abundance and presence of soil organisms results in the decline of multiple ecosystem
functions, including plant diversity and nutrient cycling and retention. This suggests that below-ground
biodiversity is a key resource for maintaining the functioning of ecosystems.” Soil biodiversity and soil
community composition determine ecosystem multifunctionality, Cameron Wagga, S. Franz Bendera, Franco
Widmerc, and Marcel G. A. van der Heijdena
The long term effect of overshadowing on woodland bird activity has not been considered in the environmental
impact. Woodland areas receiving fewer daylight hours will not be as healthy as those receiving normal hours of
sunlight and radiant heat. As previously indicated, shade affected woodlands have a reduced amount and variety of
understorey planting and invertebrates. Woodland birds therefore have fewer opportunities for forage and lower
level shelter from predators.
The environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1 development does not address the
wider issues of overshadowing in regard to woodland ecology, and the impact on ecosystems within a deciduous
woodland.
The location and function of the Local Nature Reserve, both in its immediate locality and as part of the wider
London landscape.
Russia Dock Woodland, created in 1981, and Stave Hill Ecology Park, 1986, were a key part of the redevelopment of
the Surrey Docks area. They were, and are, the green heart of the new development, with green links to other green
spaces. For a more detailed description of the impact of the Local Nature Reserve on the local area, please refer to
“Thirty years of urban ecology at Stave Hill in docklands”.
“Within the local area, the site has been a significant ecological model. As local schools were built,
TRUE advised on planting schemes, and was also consulted on the management of the open dock areas
and Russia Dock Woodland. This helped form a peninsula wide landscape which has encouraged and
supported bio-diversity, and has actively promoted the concept of living, interactive landscapes.”
Thirty years of urban ecology at Stave Hill in docklands. Rebeka Clark, The Conservation Volunteers

The Local Nature Reserve has been for many years, a site for education, relaxation, leisure, community activities, and
a refuge from the urban environment. It is the country side on our doorstep, easily accessible to the thousands of
Rotherhithe residents. Along with Lavender Pond and Surrey Docks Farm, two very different but complementary
sites, the Local Nature Reserve provides an access to nature that is rare in the urban environment.
Children have been building camps and dens on site since the early 80’s – the best ever introduction to nature! Local
schools have used the site for formal class sessions and informal nature walks from the early 90’s. The schools have
an accessible, free of charge resource within easy access, which facilitates delivery of key stages of the curriculum.
Local schools have planted trees, picked up litter, created ecology trails, designed and created artworks. The site has
been used for forest school activities since 2006 and is now an accredited centre to train forest school teachers. We
have created natural play areas within the sites, which are well used.
The site has grown with the local community, reacting positively to user feedback and ensuring that the site’s
management is responsive to the community’s needs. Over time, this has resulted in strong stakeholder activity and
a positive community network as well as a network of site users that understands the site’s management and
conservation activities.
“The ecology park still seems to get by on a shoestring budget, but what impressed me was the way it is
supported by the community. People here know what ecology means. They have lived next to an ecology
park for 30 years. Their children have come here from school and many residents have volunteered to help.
The park is part of the community. For many of these people, knowledge of kingfishers, cormorants,
hedgehogs, and herons is part of life.” Dr. David Goode, thenatureofcities.com/2017/01/15/celebrating-firstecology-parks-london/
As a landscape apart from the busy urban environment, the site acts as the village green, a hub where people can
meet, exchange news, network and socialise. The measurable effects of this community activity are comparatively
low levels of littering, vandalism, dog fouling and anti-social behaviour. Site based activities and events have an
excellent turn-out of visitors and volunteers.
Access to nature is now recognised as the single largest contribution to community cohesion.
“This article used a large nationally representative sample to link objective (percent greenspace) and
subjective measurements of contact with nature, community cohesion, and local crime incidence. The
perceived quality, views, and amount of time spent in nature were linked to more community cohesion, and
in turn, the perception of cohesive communities enhanced individual well-being outcomes and contributions
back to society through higher workplace productivity and environmentally responsible behaviors. Our
findings also indicated that local nature was linked to lower crime both directly and indirectly through its
effects on community cohesion.” Seeing Community for the Trees: The Links among Contact with Natural
Environments, Community Cohesion, and Crime. Netta Weinstein, Andrew Balmford, Cody R. DeHaan, Valerie
Gladwell, Richard B. Bradbury, Tatsuya Amano. BioScience, Volume 65, Issue 12, 1 December 2015
The site actively promotes well-being, supporting the emotional, mental and physical health of individuals and the
community as a whole. People’s health benefits from direct involvement, such as volunteering or attending
community events, and indirect involvement, such as walking through the woods on the way home from work.
“…contact with nature increases positive emotions (e.g., Tarrant 1996, Hartig et al. 2003, White et al. 2010)
and contributes to physical health (e.g., Leather et al. 1998, Hartig et al. 2003, Maas et al. 2006) and life
satisfaction (e.g., Kaplan 1995, Vemuri and Costanza 2006), among many other indicators of health and wellbeing. In addition, people actively seek out nature in order to relax (Chiesura 2004), sometimes traveling
relatively long distances in order to reach natural areas (e.g., Scrinzi et al. 1995). Indeed, a growing field of

psychotherapy termed adventure therapy uses contact with nature as part of a larger therapeutic
-technique—or sometimes as the therapeutic technique itself (e.g., Hattie et al. 1997, Duncan et al. 2010);
basic research and clinical applications suggest a nontrivial link between nature and wellness. In addition to
these direct effects, nature can act as a buffer against the negative subjective and physiological correlates of
stress (e.g., Ulrich et al. 1991, Fuller et al. 2007).”

The environmental impact assessment submitted in support of the proposed K1 development does not address the
importance to a community of a healthy, functioning Local Nature Reserve, or considered the detrimental effects to
this LNRs community functionality.
We also submit that opportunities for community consultation in respect of the Environmental Impact Assessment
were limited, and park users were not fully informed as to the long term environmental impact of the K1
development on the LNR as a whole.
Furthermore, the Local Nature Reserves suburban placement has not been considered, and it’s setting within the
built environment. The sites which make up the Local Nature Reserve were designed to flow into the surrounding
built environment, with low level housing and schools having a visual and physical connection to nature. This
immediate connection has created and supported an ongoing level of community ownership of, and local
responsibility for the site. The proposed K1 development does not, in any sense, match up to existing development
on the site’s perimeter. The proposed block may be immediately adjacent to the Local Nature Reserve, but the
design does not allow for a connection to the site. The flat frontage, five and six storeys high does not allow for these
important connections to be easily or naturally made. These connections or lack of them, not only affect the levels of
physical and emotional engagement, but also the opportunities generated. People given access by design to their
local environment have greater opportunities to make changes. Small opportunities, such as bird feeders, lead on to
educational probabilities – learning the bird species. Natural outcomes include ecological enhancements to their
own environment, such as native planting and installation of bird boxes. The design of the K1 block in no way
supports these opportunities, with its shaded courtyard, and lack of connection to the Local Nature Reserve.
“Development proposals should begin by understanding their wider context and viewing promotion of
nature conservation as integral to the scheme not as an ‘add-on’. The indirect impacts of development (eg
noise, shading, lighting etc) need to be considered alongside direct impacts (eg habitat loss). New
development should improve existing or create new habitats or use design (green roofs, living walls) to
enhance biodiversity and provide for its on-going management. Most wildlife habitats are difficult to
recreate, accordingly the replacement or relocation of species and habitats should only be a last
resort. Access to nature can be an important contributor to people’s health and the Mayor wants to see
better access to both existing and new wildlife habitats and has identified priorities to redress areas of
deficiency.” Mayor of London. Improving Londoners’ Access to Nature. GLA 2008

Supporting documents to the detailed response:

1.

The London Plan. Chapter Seven, London’s Living Spaces and Places.

Under strategic policy, the London Plan states that:
A The Mayor will work with all relevant partners to ensure a proactive approach to the protection, enhancement,
creation, promotion and management of biodiversity in support of the Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy. This means
planning for nature from the beginning of the development process and taking opportunities for positive gains for
nature through the layout, design and materials of development proposals and appropriate biodiversity action plans.

2.

The London Plan. Chapter Seven, London’s Living Spaces and Places.

With regard to planning decisions, The London Plan states that:
Development Proposals should:
- wherever possible, make a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement, creation and management of
biodiversity
- give sites of borough and local importance for nature conservation the level of protection commensurate with their
importance.

3. The London Plan, Chapter Seven, London’s Living Spaces and Places
Policy 7.17 Metropolitan Open Land
Strategic
A The Mayor strongly supports the current extent of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), its extension in appropriate
circumstances and its protection from development having an adverse impact on the openness of MOL.
Planning decisions
B The strongest protection should be given to London’s Metropolitan Open Land and inappropriate development
refused, except in very special circumstances, giving the same level of protection as in the Green Belt. Essential
ancillary facilities for appropriate uses will only be acceptable where they maintain the openness of MOL

4. The London Plan, Chapter Seven, London’s Living Spaces and Places
Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and access to nature
Strategic
A The Mayor will work with all relevant partners to ensure a proactive approach to the protection, enhancement,
creation, promotion and management of biodiversity in support of the Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy. This means
planning for nature from the beginning of the development process and taking opportunities for positive gains for
nature through the layout, design and materials of development proposals and appropriate biodiversity action plans.
Planning decisions Development Proposals should:
a. wherever possible, make a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement, creation and management of
biodiversity
b. prioritise assisting in achieving targets in biodiversity action plans (BAPs), set out in Table 7.3, and/or improving
access to nature in areas deficient in accessible wildlife sites
c. not adversely affect the integrity of European sites and be resisted where they have significant adverse impact on
European or nationally designated sites or on the population or conservation status of a protected species or a
priority species or habitat identified in a UK, London or appropriate regional BAP or borough BAP.

5. The New Southwark Plan Proposed Submission Version
Strategic policy 6 - Cleaner, greener, safer
(4) Protecting and improving our network of open spaces, trees and biodiverse habitats and green corridors that
make places open and attractive and provide important sport, leisure and food growing opportunities;
Policy 56: Open space
Open spaces in Southwark cover over 21% of its land area, including woodland, parks, community farms, cemeteries,
Thames-side paths and sports pitches. Open spaces are an essential resource for residents and visitors, used for
sports and other exercise, relaxation, socialising, nature conservation, food growing and cultural events. We will
maintain and improve open spaces as set out in the Open Space Strategy to ensure that residents and visitors
experience the health and wellbeing benefits associated with these activities. Open spaces are afforded protection
according to their importance in accordance with MOL, BOL and OOS designations. Regeneration provides the
opportunity to provide improved open space by developing ancillary facilities or, on OOS, replacing existing open
spaces with greater or better quality space.
Policy 59: Biodiversity
Development must contribute to net gains in biodiversity through:
(1) Enhancing the nature conservation value of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs), Local Nature
Reserves (LNRs), designated and undesignated ancient woodland, populations of protected species and priority
habitats/species identified in the United Kingdom, London or adopted Southwark Biodiversity Action Plan; and
(2) Avoiding damage to SINCs, LNRs, populations of protected species and priority habitats/species. Where
exceptionally, such developments are permitted adequate mitigation must be provided, or as a last resort,
compensation for the harm to biodiversity;
Reasons –
Biodiversity benefits people within and outside Southwark by maintaining ecosystems, providing natural
resources, regulating the environment and enriching mental health and wellbeing as well as having intrinsic
value. Regeneration, particularly in areas of natural deficiency, presents the opportunity to deliver net
biodiversity gains benefitting local people by introducing features for wildlife as part of green infrastructure.
Due to the intense pressure on land for development, it is important that areas of nature conservation value or
ecological importance are identified and the flora and fauna are protected and enhanced.

6, Southwark Biodiversity Action Plan 2013-2019
There are 5 themes to the Biodiversity Action Plan.
• The Natural Environment and Ecosystems Services
• The Urban Forest
• The Built Environment
• Climate Change and Sustainability
• Connecting with Nature
3 of these 5 directly connect to Local Nature Reserves

Southwark Biodiversity Action Plan 2013-2019
Section 2 2. Biodiversity Policy and Legislation
Southwark Council like all Local Authorities has a number of statutory obligations in relation to biodiversity policy
and legislation. As a public body, Southwark Council is required to comply with the ‘Biodiversity Duty’ as set out in
the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, (NERC). For local authorities this means that biodiversity
must be considered in all aspects of how the organisation functions.

The Biodiversity Duty - Every public body must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with
the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.
2.7 National or regional BAP species recorded in Southwark
A number of species present in Southwark are important national indicator species. These include bats, birds,
reptiles, amphibians, and insects. These are listed below.
• Stag beetle
• Common lizard
• Slow-worm
• Hedgehog
• Common frog
• Common toad
• Smooth newt
• Red eyed damselfly
• European eel
• Black poplar
• Mistletoe
• Cornflower
• White letter Hairstreak
• Bats
Highlighted species have been recorded in the Local Nature Reserve.
2.8 Birds of conservation concern in Southwark
Birds on the Red/Amber lists.
Of the 40 species listed, at least 24 have been recorded in the Local Nature Reserve.
Furthermore, the Local Nature Reserve has many points of reference within the Southwark Biodiversity Plan,
and is an important site with regard to the long term delivery of the Southwark Biodiversity Plan, up to and
beyond 2019.

7.

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs and Natural England

guidance on Protected sites and areas: how to review planning applications - This states that planning authorities
must check whether and how applications might affect protected sites and areas, including Local Nature Reserves.

8.

The National Planning Policy Framework states that:

109. The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:
•
•
•

protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils
recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to the
Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures

114. Local planning authorities should:
• set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the creation, protection, enhancement
and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure.
Relevant London Borough of Southwark planning guidelines:

9. The Canada Water Area Action Plan

-

- in the Area Action Plan, CWAAP 25 is recommended for up to 28 dwellings.

This would be in keeping with the suburban designation of the local area, and the built environment on the margins
of the Local Nature Reserve.

10. The Canada Water Area Action Plan

-

- under Policy 18: Open spaces and biodiversity, LB Southwarks states that:
The wider network: Our strategy is to protect and maintain and enhance a network of open spaces (shown
indicatively on Figure 10), green corridors and habitat for wildlife.
We will:
• Protect important open spaces as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), Borough Open Land (BOL) and Other Open
Space (OOS).
4.5.27 There are a number of sites, including Russia Dock Woodlands which are protected as sites of importance for
nature conservation (SINCs). These areas provide valuable habitat and opportunities for experiencing nature. These
are important in helping local plant and animal specifies to survive.

Response to Environmental Impact Assessment, K1 development
Section 3 – overshadowing diagrams.
Summary description of shading diagrams given.
Diagrams giving blue or pink shading are taken from the GIA report contained in the environmental impact
assessment provided by British Land in respect of the K1 development. We submit that the diagrams provided by
GIA show the potential shading of the K1 development overlaid by existing shading from trees in the Local Nature
Reserve. The overshadowing from K1 is therefore not visible in its entirety.
We have overlaid these with bright green lines to show where we believe shading will occur. We based our
calculations on the taller trees in the Local Nature Reserve, which are roughly 12-15metres in height. This would be
the approximate height of a 5-6 storey building. Marginal shading of the LNR was not included in calculation of
daylight loss.
Diagrams in black and green with time and date in upper left hand corner, were provided by an independent CAD
technician using a recognised software programme.
Based on daylight hours and sunset time for the 16th of each month, we believe that the loss of daylight to the Local
Nature Reserve will be as follows:
February – shading from 2.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 2 hours 45 minutes 24%
Sunrise 7.11am sunset 17.15pm total daylight hours, approx. 10 hours
March – shading from 2.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 3 hours 30 minutes 27%
Sunrise 6.10am sunset 18.04pm total daylight hours approx. 12 hours
April – shading from 3.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 3 hours 30 minutes 25%
Sunrise 6.01am sunset 18.56pm total daylight hours approx. 13 hours
May - shading from 4.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 3 hours 15 minutes 21%
Sunrise 5.06am sunset 19.45pm total daylight hours approx. 15 hours
June - shading from 6pm. minimum daylight loss, 2 hours 15 minutes 13%
Sunrise 4.42am sunset 20.19pm total daylight hours 15hours 40 min
July - shading from 5.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 2 hours 45 minutes 16%
Sunrise 5.02am sunset 20.12pm total daylight hours approx. 15 hours
August - shading from 4.15pm minimum daylight loss, 3 hours 23%
Sunrise 5.48am sunset 19.24pm total daylight hours approx. 13 hours
September - shading from 3pm. minimum daylight loss, 3 hours 15 minutes 27%
Sunrise 6.37am sunset 18.16pm total daylight hours approx. 11 hours 30min

October - shading from 2.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 2 hours 30 minutes 24%
Sunrise 7.26am sunset 17.08pm total daylight hours approx. 9 hours 30 min
November - shading from 2.30pm. minimum daylight loss, 1 hours 30 minutes 14%
Sunrise 7.21am sunset 16.11pm total daylight hours approx. 9 hours
It should be noted that shading between the autumn and vernal equinoxes covers a greater area, due to the angle of
the sun. Therefore, although the amount of daylight / radiant heat loss appears to be less the area affected is larger.

St. John’s School
upper playground

14th February 15.00 GMT daylight hours today 10 hours 0 minutes sunset today 17.15

14th February 16.00 GMT
Please note that the GIA over-shadowing report did not include November – February. February is an important
month for bird species, invertebrates, and amphibians as this is when they either start seeking nest sites or come out
of hibernation.
The GIA report also only shows shadowing between 12 noon and 6pm, with no allowance made for long evening
shadows.

6
5

5
4
4

16th March 14.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 11hr 49 mins

Sunset today – 18.04

16th March 16.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 11hr 49 mins

Sunset today – 18.04

16th April 14.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 13hr 50 mins

Sunset today – 18.56

16th April 15.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 13hr 50 mins Sunset today – 18.56

16th April 17.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 13hr 50 mins

Sunset today – 18.56

16th May 16.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 15hr 36 mins Sunset today – 19.45

16th May 17.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 15hr 36 mins Sunset today – 19.45

16th June 16.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 16hr 36 mins Sunset today – 20.19

16th June 17.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 16hr 36 mins

Sunset today – 20.19

16th June 18.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 16hr 36 mins Sunset today – 20.19

16th July 16.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 16hr 12 mins Sunset today – 20.12

16th July 17.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 16hr 12 mins Sunset today – 20.12

Time given on this drawing
is 6.00pm

16th July 18.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 16hr 12 mins Sunset today – 20.12

16th August 16.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 14hr 39 mins

Sunset today – 19.24

16th August 16.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 14hr 39 mins Sunset today –

19.24

16th August 17.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 14hr 39 mins Sunset today –

19.24

16th September 14.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 12hr 41 mins Sunset today –

18.16

16th September 15.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 12hr 41 mins Sunset today –

18.16

16th September 16.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 12hr 41 mins Sunset today –

18.16

16th September 17.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 12hr 41 mins Sunset today –

18.16

16th October 14.00 GMT Daylight hours today – 10hr 44 mins Sunset today –

17.08

16th October 15.30 GMT Daylight hours today – 10hr 44 mins Sunset today –

17.08

November 16th 15.30 GMT November Daylight hours today – 8hr 53 mins November Sunset today – 16.11
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to ascertain the
overshadowing impact of the proposed Canada
Water Masterplan onto Russia Dock Woodland and
Stave Hill Ecological Park.

in winter and mid-season in the existing scenario.

To this end, two types of assessments have been
undertaken and are presented within this document:
• Transient overshadowing; and
• Annual and monthly probable sunlight hours.
Further details on these assessment methods are
provided in the following sections.
This report is an update of that prepared by GIA in
August 2018, to take into account the recent felling
and coppicing of trees within the southwest corner
of the Local Natural Reserve.
The transient overshadowing assessments show
that in the current condition the existing trees
within the ecological park cast substantial shadows,
intercepting most of the sunlight before it reaches
ground level.
The proposed development would cast very marginal
additional shadows within the southern corner of
the woodland, only in the afternoon in winter and
mid season. Between May and early August, when
the sun is higher in the sky, the shadows cast by
the proposal will not reach the areas of ecological
sensitivity.
The vast majority of the ecological park is not affected
by overshadowing from the proposed masterplan,
and sees a reduction in probable sunlight hours
received of less than 10 hours per year. There are
just two small areas, measuring approximately 40
sqm each, where greater reductions are experienced.
These are the soutwest corner of the orchard
(reduction of approximately 25 hours per year) and
the area to the south of the hop garden (reduction
of approximately 45 hours per year). The monthly
assessments show that most of the assessed area
sees reductions of less than an hour of sunlight per
month, with no impact from May to July.
It is also worth pointing out that bushes and
undergrowth cannot be accurately surveyed and
as such have not been taken into account in the
assessments. In reality, these elements intercept
low-angle sunlight, thus providing additional shadow
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING

METHODOLOGY
The Transient Overshadowing assessment aims to
illustrate the additional overshadowing caused by a
proposed massing, compared to the overshadowing
in the existing condition.
The output of this assessment is a set of images,
where the additional shadows cast by the proposed
masterplan are shown in blue, whilst those cast by
the existing buildings on site and the surrounding
context are shown in purple.
The proposed masterplan includes the maximum
parameter massing of the buildings submitted in
outline and detailed massing of those submitted
in detail (A1, A2 and K1) .
The existing trees in the woodland have been
modelled from photogrammetry and, for increased
accuracy, those in the immediate proximity of the
areas of ecological sensitivity have been modelled
from measured survey.
The assessment has been undertaken at 30-minute
intervals from sunrise to sunset, on the 16th of each
month. This report includes only the images produced
for the times of each assessed day when the shadows
cast by the Canada Water Masterplan would reach
or be in close proximity of the Local Natural Reserve.
The full set of images is available upon request.
All times are expressed in GMT.
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH JANUARY

13:00 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH FEBRUARY

13:00 GMT

13:30 GMT

15:00 GMT

15:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH MARCH

13:00 GMT

13:30 GMT

15:00 GMT

15:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH APRIL

14:00 GMT

14:30 GMT

16:00 GMT

16:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH MAY

14:00 GMT

14:30 GMT

16:00 GMT

16:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH JUNE

15:00 GMT

15:30 GMT

17:00 GMT

17:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH JULY
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15:30 GMT

17:00 GMT

17:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH AUGUST

14:30 GMT

15:00 GMT

16:30 GMT

17:00 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH SEPTEMBER

13:30 GMT

14:00 GMT

15:30 GMT

16:00 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH OCTOBER

12:00 GMT

12:30 GMT

14:00 GMT

14:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH NOVEMBER

12:00 GMT

12:30 GMT

14:00 GMT

14:30 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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TRANSIENT OVERSHADOWING ASSESSMENT
16TH DECEMBER

12:00 GMT

14:00 GMT

Area of ecological interest

Shadows cast by the existing context

Shadows cast by the proposed development
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ANNUAL / MONTHLY PROBABLE SUN HOURS

METHODOLOGY
The assessments illustrated within this section
show the total number of sunlight hours available
at ground level within Stave Hill Ecological Park,
both over the whole year (sunlight hours/year) and
for each month (sunlight hours/month).
The following scenarios have been assessed:
• Existing: existing buildings on the Canada Water
site, existing surrounding context; and

According to historic data from the Met Office, there
are approximately 1,500 hours of sunshine in London
(as an average over the last 30 years), out of 4,380
hours of daylight. This means that the sun shines
approximately 1/3 of the time, whilst for 2/3 of the
time it is cloudy.
Therefore, the probability of sunshine on each of
the assessed dates and times has been taken into
account, based on the sunlight availability protractor
included in BRE CP75 and shown in the image below.

• Proposed: maximum parameter massing of the
buildings within the Canada Water Masterplan
submitted in outline, detailed massing of those
submitted in detail (A1, A2 and K1) and existing
surrounding context.
• Reduction: this provides a comparison between
the existing and proposed scenarios.

This shows that the probability of
sunshine between 10 and 11 am
is 30% on average in January,
February and November and
50% in October.
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PROPOSED

EXISTING

ANNUAL NUMBER OF PROBABLE SUN HOURS
FULL YEAR

32

REDUCTION

REDUCTION IN ANNUAL PROBABLE SUN HOURS
FULL YEAR

approx. 45 hours/year

approx. 25 hours/year
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PROPOSED

EXISTING

MONTHLY NUMBER OF PROBABLE SUN HOURS
JANUARY
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REDUCTION

REDUCTION IN MONTHLY PROBABLE SUN HOURS
JANUARY
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EXISTING

MONTHLY NUMBER OF PROBABLE SUN HOURS
FEBRUARY
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REDUCTION

REDUCTION IN MONTHLY PROBABLE SUN HOURS
FEBRUARY
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MONTHLY NUMBER OF PROBABLE SUN HOURS
MARCH
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REDUCTION

REDUCTION IN MONTHLY PROBABLE SUN HOURS
MARCH
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MONTHLY NUMBER OF PROBABLE SUN HOURS
APRIL
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APRIL
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MAY
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MAY
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JUNE
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REDUCTION
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JUNE
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JULY
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JULY

Canada Water Masterplan
Daylight & Sunlight:

3 August 2018

47

PROPOSED

EXISTING

MONTHLY NUMBER OF PROBABLE SUN HOURS
AUGUST
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REDUCTION

REDUCTION IN MONTHLY PROBABLE SUN HOURS
AUGUST
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SEPTEMBER
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REDUCTION

REDUCTION IN MONTHLY PROBABLE SUN HOURS
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OCTOBER
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