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9 Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Planning Application 1 - RBKC 
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Table 9-3    Summary of Daylight Impacts to All Rooms within Surrounding Properties –                        
Existing Baseline Vs Development Option (RBKC) Proposals 

 

                                

  

No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
1 Philbeach Gardens 28 1 29 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
10 Empress Place 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
10 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
100 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
101 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
102 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
103 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
104 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
105 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
106 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
107 Philbeach Gardens  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
108 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
109 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
11 Eardley Crescent  5 4 9 2 2 4 0 2 2 0 2 2  1   
11 Empress Place 13 2 15 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
11 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
110 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
119 Warwick Road 5 5 10 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
12 Empress Place 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
12 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
121 Warwick Road 8 2 10 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
13 Eardley Crescent  7 4 11 2 2 4 0 2 2 0 2 2  1   
13 Empress Place 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
13 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
14 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
14 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
15 Eardley Crescent  8 5 13 1 4 5 0 4 4 0 4 4  3   
15 Empress Place 14 2 16 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1  1   
15 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
16 Lillie Bridge Road (PH) 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
16 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
16-18 Empress Place 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
17 Eardley Crescent 6 4 10 1 3 4 0 3 3 0 3 3  2   
17 Empress Place 17 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
17 Lillie Bridge Road 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
17 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
18 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
19 Eardley Crescent 10 2 12 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2  2   
1-9 Lillie Bridge Road 25 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
19 Lillie Bridge Road (PH) 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
19 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
2 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
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Table 9-3    Summary of Daylight Impacts to All Rooms within Surrounding Properties –                        
Existing Baseline Vs Development Option (RBKC) Proposals 

 

                                

  

No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
1 Philbeach Gardens 28 1 29 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
10 Empress Place 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
10 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
100 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
101 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
102 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
103 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
104 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
105 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
106 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
107 Philbeach Gardens  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
108 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
109 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
11 Eardley Crescent  5 4 9 2 2 4 0 2 2 0 2 2  1   
11 Empress Place 13 2 15 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
11 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
110 Philbeach Gardens  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
119 Warwick Road 5 5 10 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
12 Empress Place 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
12 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
121 Warwick Road 8 2 10 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
13 Eardley Crescent  7 4 11 2 2 4 0 2 2 0 2 2  1   
13 Empress Place 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
13 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
14 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
14 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
15 Eardley Crescent  8 5 13 1 4 5 0 4 4 0 4 4  3   
15 Empress Place 14 2 16 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1  1   
15 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
16 Lillie Bridge Road (PH) 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
16 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
16-18 Empress Place 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
17 Eardley Crescent 6 4 10 1 3 4 0 3 3 0 3 3  2   
17 Empress Place 17 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
17 Lillie Bridge Road 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
17 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
18 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
19 Eardley Crescent 10 2 12 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2  2   
1-9 Lillie Bridge Road 25 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
19 Lillie Bridge Road (PH) 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
19 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
2 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
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No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
2 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
20 Lillie Bridge Road 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
20 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
21 Eardley Crescent 6 4 10 1 3 4 0 3 3 0 3 3  1   
21 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
22 Lillie Bridge Road 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
22 Philbeach Gardens 9 1 10 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
23 Eardley Crescent  7 3 10 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3  1   
23 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
24 Lillie Bridge Road 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
24 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
25 Eardley Crescent  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
25 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
26 Lillie Bridge Road 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
26 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
27 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
28 Warwick Road 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
29 Eardley Crescent  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
29 Philbeach Gardens 9 3 12 2 1 3 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
3 Eardley Crescent  4 5 9 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
3 Philbeach Gardens 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
30 Warwick Road 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 14 6 20 3 3 6 2 1 3 0 1 1  1   
31 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
32 Philbeach Gardens 10 3 13 2 1 3 0 1 1 1 0 1  0   
32 Warwick Road  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 16 8 24 2 6 8 0 6 6 2 4 6  4   
34 Warwick Road (Modelled to Survey of 32) 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
344-346 Old Brompton Road 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
348 Old Brompton Road 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
35 Philbeach Gardens 7 2 9 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
350 Old Brompton Road 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
36 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
36 Warwick Road (Modelled to Survey of 32) 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
37 Philbeach Gardens 9 3 12 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
38 Philbeach Gardens 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
38 Warwick Road (Modelled to Survey of 32) 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
39 Eardley Crescent  8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
39 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
4 Empress Place 14 1 15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
4 Lillie Bridge Road 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
4 Philbeach Gardens 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
40 Philbeach Gardens 9 1 10 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
41 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
41 Philbeach Gardens 9 2 11 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
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No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
42 Philbeach Gardens 7 4 11 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 0 1  0   
43 Eardley Crescent  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
43 Philbeach Gardens 6 5 11 3 2 5 1 1 2 1 0 1  0   
44 Philbeach Gardens 5 6 11 2 4 6 1 3 4 1 2 3  0   
45 Eardley Crescent  11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
45 Philbeach Gardens 5 5 10 2 3 5 0 3 3 1 2 3  0   
46 Philbeach Gardens 5 7 12 3 4 7 1 3 4 1 2 3  0   
47 Eardley Crescent  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
47 Philbeach Gardens 5 6 11 2 4 6 1 3 4 2 1 3  0   
48 Philbeach Gardens 9 3 12 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
49 Eardley Crescent  12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
49 Philbeach Gardens 7 5 12 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 1 1  1   
5 Eardley Crescent  3 4 7 2 2 4 1 1 2 0 1 1  0   
5 Philbeach Gardens 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
50 Eardley Crescent  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
51 Eardley Crescent (rear balconies & staircase 
assumed) 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
51 Warwick road 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
52 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
53 Eardley Crescent (rear balconies & staircase 
estimated) 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
53 Warwick Road (test windows) 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
54 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
55 Eardley Crescent 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
55-66 Warwick Road 36 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
56 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
57 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
57 Philbeach Gardens 12 1 13 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
58 Eardley Crescent 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
58 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
59 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
59 Philbeach Gardens 10 1 11 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
6 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
6 Lillie Bridge Road 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
6 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
60 Philbeach Gardens 9 1 10 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
61 Eardley Crescent 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
61 Philbeach Gardens 8 4 12 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
62 Philbeach Gardens 5 4 9 3 1 4 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
63 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
63 Philbeach Gardens 4 5 9 3 2 5 0 2 2 0 2 2  0   
64 Philbeach Gardens 2 5 7 3 2 5 1 1 2 1 0 1  0   
65 Eardley Crescent 9 1 10 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1  0   
65 Philbeach Gardens 1 7 8 4 3 7 2 1 3 0 1 1  0   
66 Philbeach Gardens 6 4 10 2 2 4 1 1 2 0 1 1  1   
67 Eardley Crescent 12 3 15 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3  2   
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No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
42 Philbeach Gardens 7 4 11 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 0 1  0   
43 Eardley Crescent  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
43 Philbeach Gardens 6 5 11 3 2 5 1 1 2 1 0 1  0   
44 Philbeach Gardens 5 6 11 2 4 6 1 3 4 1 2 3  0   
45 Eardley Crescent  11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
45 Philbeach Gardens 5 5 10 2 3 5 0 3 3 1 2 3  0   
46 Philbeach Gardens 5 7 12 3 4 7 1 3 4 1 2 3  0   
47 Eardley Crescent  9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
47 Philbeach Gardens 5 6 11 2 4 6 1 3 4 2 1 3  0   
48 Philbeach Gardens 9 3 12 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
49 Eardley Crescent  12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
49 Philbeach Gardens 7 5 12 4 1 5 0 1 1 0 1 1  1   
5 Eardley Crescent  3 4 7 2 2 4 1 1 2 0 1 1  0   
5 Philbeach Gardens 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
50 Eardley Crescent  10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
51 Eardley Crescent (rear balconies & staircase 
assumed) 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
51 Warwick road 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
52 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
53 Eardley Crescent (rear balconies & staircase 
estimated) 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
53 Warwick Road (test windows) 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
54 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
55 Eardley Crescent 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
55-66 Warwick Road 36 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
56 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
57 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
57 Philbeach Gardens 12 1 13 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
58 Eardley Crescent 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
58 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
59 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
59 Philbeach Gardens 10 1 11 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
6 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
6 Lillie Bridge Road 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
6 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
60 Philbeach Gardens 9 1 10 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
61 Eardley Crescent 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
61 Philbeach Gardens 8 4 12 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
62 Philbeach Gardens 5 4 9 3 1 4 0 1 1 0 1 1  0   
63 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
63 Philbeach Gardens 4 5 9 3 2 5 0 2 2 0 2 2  0   
64 Philbeach Gardens 2 5 7 3 2 5 1 1 2 1 0 1  0   
65 Eardley Crescent 9 1 10 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1  0   
65 Philbeach Gardens 1 7 8 4 3 7 2 1 3 0 1 1  0   
66 Philbeach Gardens 6 4 10 2 2 4 1 1 2 0 1 1  1   
67 Eardley Crescent 12 3 15 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3  2   

9 Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing: Planning Application 1 - RBKC 
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No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
67 Philbeach Gardens 6 4 10 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
68 Philbeach Gardens 7 1 8 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
69 Eardley Crescent 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
69 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
7 Eardley Crescent 4 6 10 3 3 6 0 3 3 1 2 3  0   
7 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
7 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
70 Philbeach Gardens 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
71 Eardley Crescent 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
71 Philbeach Gardens 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
72 Philbeach Gardens 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
73 Eardley Crescent 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
73 Philbeach Gardens 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
74 Philbeach Gardens 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
75 Eardley Crescent 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
75 Longridge Road 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
75 Philbeach Gardens 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
76 Longridge Road 30 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
76 Philbeach Gardens 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
77 Philbeach Gardens, "beach house" 59 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
8 Empress Place 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
8 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
83 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
84 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
85 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
86 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
88 Philbeach Gardens 18 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
89 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
9 Eardley Crescent 7 5 12 2 3 5 0 3 3 0 3 3  0   
9 Empress Place 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
9 Philbeach Gardens 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
90 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
91 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
92 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
93 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
94 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
95 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
96 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
97 Philbeach Gardens 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
98 Philbeach Gardens 16 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
99 Philbeach Gardens 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
Prince of Wales (ph) 32 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
St Cuthberts Church 2 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
Tesco Supermarket (flats above) 44 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0   
Philbeach Hall 11 9 20 6 3 9 0 3 3 2 1 3  0   
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No of rooms within which all 
windows retain at least 27% VSC 
or at least 80% of their baseline 

value 

No of rooms which, despite being 
served by one or more windows 

which exceeds VSC Guidance  will 
retain at least 80% of their 

baseline NSL value 

Number of rooms which exceed 
VSC & NSL Guidance which retain 

an ADF >1.5%  

Number of rooms which have 
existing ADF  >1.5%  

Number of rooms with <1.5% ADF 
in the existing baseline which 

experience <20% alteration in ADF 

  
Meet VSC 

Target  

Below 
VSC 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Meet NSL 

Target  

Below 
NSL 

Target  

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms) 
Rooms 
>1.5% 

Rooms 
<1.5% 

Total     
(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
Reduction   

                 
1 Eardley Crescent 8 8 16 3 5 8 0 5 5 2 3 5  0   
 1920 189 2109 105 84 189 12 72 84 17 55 72  21   

9.117 Table 9-2 below provides a summary of the VSC results for the Mirrored Baseline. Table 9-2 gives a 
breakdown of the number of windows which meet the BRE Guidelines and those which do not. The windows 
which show reductions below that recommended within the BRE Guidelines are then further subdivided to 
show the amount of daylight loss as a percentage between 20-29.9%, 30-39.9% and above 40%. 

 
Mirrored Baseline 

                 Table 9-2    Mirrored Baseline v Development Option (RBKC) VSC Summary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9.118 Table 9-2 shows 98.6% (3632 out of 3684) of the windows would meet the BRE VSC criteria when the 
Development Option (RBKC) Proposals are assessed against the Mirrored Baseline. This would again 
represent an excellent rate of compliance against a baseline which is more representative of an urban 
context and a typical London street scene as opposed to the current open site. It is again the case that 
where breaches of guidance occur, a large proportion of the windows fall within the 20-29.9% category 
which would again indicate towards a modest worsening in VSC.  

9.119 It should also be noted that 1200 windows (32.6%) would see an improvement against the Mirrored 
Baseline. If one considered the level of improvement in conjunction with the level of compliance with the 
VSC criteria for the Mirrored Baseline, it would suggest that a large proportion of the massing along the 
perimeter of the site closely reflects the heights of the neighbouring buildings.  

9.120 The sequential approach to the daylight criteria has been applied to the results for the Mirrored Baseline and 
is summarised in Table C in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 4.1. Where a property is highlighted ‘Green’ 
in Table C, all of the windows and rooms within that property are able to demonstrate compliance with either 
the VSC or NSL criteria following the construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals.  

9.121 Table C shows that all of the windows serving 2,070 out of the 2,109 rooms assessed (98.2%) will satisfy 
the VSC criteria. This would represent an excellent rate of compliance against a baseline which offers a 
more realistic representation of the daylight impacts for this urban context. The remaining 39 rooms have 
been assessed for the NSL.  

9.122 18 of these rooms will experience less than a 20% alteration in the area of the room that can benefit from 
direct skylight at working plane height and therefore satisfy the NSL criteria. In accordance with the BRE 
Guidance, there are 2,098 rooms out of 2,109 (99%) where the occupants of the properties highlighted 

‘Green’ in Table C are unlikely to experience a noticeable change in the level of daylight within their 
properties as a consequence of the construction of the Development Options (RBKC) Proposals. The 
impact to these rooms is therefore considered to be of negligible significance. 

9.123 The remaining 21 rooms have been assessed to establish whether, as a consequence of the alteration in 
both VSC and NSL, the affected room would retain sufficient levels of overall daylight amenity (ADF).  

9.124 Table C shows that 0 rooms will retain an ADF of above 1.5%. However it should be noted that 18 of these 
rooms have baseline ADF values below 1.5%. To assess the impacts to these rooms, the percentage 
alteration in ADF from the baseline level has been assessed to ascertain whether the occupant is likely to 
notice a material difference in their daylight amenity. 

9.125 Table C shows that 9 out of 18 rooms will experience less than a 20% alteration in ADF. Whilst not a 
specific BRE test, it is considered unlikely that the occupants will notice a material difference in their daylight 
amenity and therefore it considered that the impact to these 9 rooms is of minor adverse significance. 
When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, just 12 of the rooms analysed may experience noticeable 
alteration in light. 

Total that 
Meet BRE 
Guidelines 

Below  BRE Guidelines    

Total No. 
of 
Windows 

  

20-29% 
Loss 

30-
39.9% 
Loss 

>=40% 
Loss Total 

Windows 
Experiencing  
Improvement 

in VSC 

          
3632 31 12 9 52 3684 1200 

98.6% 0.8% 0.3% 0.3% 1.4%  32.6% 
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(No. 

Rooms)   
<20% 
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9.117 Table 9-2 below provides a summary of the VSC results for the Mirrored Baseline. Table 9-2 gives a 
breakdown of the number of windows which meet the BRE Guidelines and those which do not. The windows 
which show reductions below that recommended within the BRE Guidelines are then further subdivided to 
show the amount of daylight loss as a percentage between 20-29.9%, 30-39.9% and above 40%. 
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9.118 Table 9-2 shows 98.6% (3632 out of 3684) of the windows would meet the BRE VSC criteria when the 
Development Option (RBKC) Proposals are assessed against the Mirrored Baseline. This would again 
represent an excellent rate of compliance against a baseline which is more representative of an urban 
context and a typical London street scene as opposed to the current open site. It is again the case that 
where breaches of guidance occur, a large proportion of the windows fall within the 20-29.9% category 
which would again indicate towards a modest worsening in VSC.  

9.119 It should also be noted that 1200 windows (32.6%) would see an improvement against the Mirrored 
Baseline. If one considered the level of improvement in conjunction with the level of compliance with the 
VSC criteria for the Mirrored Baseline, it would suggest that a large proportion of the massing along the 
perimeter of the site closely reflects the heights of the neighbouring buildings.  

9.120 The sequential approach to the daylight criteria has been applied to the results for the Mirrored Baseline and 
is summarised in Table C in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 4.1. Where a property is highlighted ‘Green’ 
in Table C, all of the windows and rooms within that property are able to demonstrate compliance with either 
the VSC or NSL criteria following the construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals.  

9.121 Table C shows that all of the windows serving 2,070 out of the 2,109 rooms assessed (98.2%) will satisfy 
the VSC criteria. This would represent an excellent rate of compliance against a baseline which offers a 
more realistic representation of the daylight impacts for this urban context. The remaining 39 rooms have 
been assessed for the NSL.  

9.122 18 of these rooms will experience less than a 20% alteration in the area of the room that can benefit from 
direct skylight at working plane height and therefore satisfy the NSL criteria. In accordance with the BRE 
Guidance, there are 2,098 rooms out of 2,109 (99%) where the occupants of the properties highlighted 

‘Green’ in Table C are unlikely to experience a noticeable change in the level of daylight within their 
properties as a consequence of the construction of the Development Options (RBKC) Proposals. The 
impact to these rooms is therefore considered to be of negligible significance. 

9.123 The remaining 21 rooms have been assessed to establish whether, as a consequence of the alteration in 
both VSC and NSL, the affected room would retain sufficient levels of overall daylight amenity (ADF).  

9.124 Table C shows that 0 rooms will retain an ADF of above 1.5%. However it should be noted that 18 of these 
rooms have baseline ADF values below 1.5%. To assess the impacts to these rooms, the percentage 
alteration in ADF from the baseline level has been assessed to ascertain whether the occupant is likely to 
notice a material difference in their daylight amenity. 

9.125 Table C shows that 9 out of 18 rooms will experience less than a 20% alteration in ADF. Whilst not a 
specific BRE test, it is considered unlikely that the occupants will notice a material difference in their daylight 
amenity and therefore it considered that the impact to these 9 rooms is of minor adverse significance. 
When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, just 12 of the rooms analysed may experience noticeable 
alteration in light. 

Total that 
Meet BRE 
Guidelines 

Below  BRE Guidelines    

Total No. 
of 
Windows 

  

20-29% 
Loss 

30-
39.9% 
Loss 

>=40% 
Loss Total 

Windows 
Experiencing  
Improvement 

in VSC 

          
3632 31 12 9 52 3684 1200 

98.6% 0.8% 0.3% 0.3% 1.4%  32.6% 
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Table 9-4    Summary of the impacts to the remaining 51 rooms which do not meet the Significance Criteria- Existing Baseline V Development Option (RBKC) Proposals  

 

Property 
No of 

Rooms 

No. of 
rooms 
which 

exceed 
guidance  

Room 
References  Level Summary of Impacts for Existing Baseline ‘V’ Development Option (RBKC) Proposals Significance 

criteria  
Summary of Impacts for Mirrored Baseline ‘V’ Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposals 
Significance 

criteria 

119 Warwick 
Road 10 1  

 
R1/2080 

 

Ground 
Floor 

Room faces into a tight lightwell and has low levels of existing daylight. Absolute VSC 
change of 3.86%, ADF change of 0.16% however disproportionately reflected as 
percentage change. 

Minor 
Adverse  

When compared against the Mirrored Baseline, the 
percentage alterations are slightly lower than the Existing 
Baseline although they still breach BRE Guidance.  

Minor 
Adverse 

 
65 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

8 1 
 

R1/2140 
 

Ground  

Room served by two windows, both of which have VSC levels below Guidance. One 
window only fractionally exceeds VSC criteria (21%) reduction. ADF below 1.5%, 
experiences 23% alteration.  
 

Minor 
Adverse 

When compared against a mirrored baseline, all of the 
windows would see less than a 20% alteration and would 
therefore be considered negligible Negligible 

64 Philbeach 
Gardens 

 

7 1 
 

R1/2151 
 

First  

Three windows serve this room. All retain VSC levels above 20% which is consistent 
with dense urban environment.  NSL maintained to >50% of room area. Retained ADF 
of 1.21% which is not short of principle habitable living room requirement. 
 

Minor 
Adverse 

When compared against a mirrored baseline, all of the 
windows would see less than a 20% alteration and would 
therefore be considered negligible Negligible 

63 Philbeach 
Gardens 

 

9 2 
 

R2/2160 
 

Ground  

All windows serving the property have existing VSC levels below guidance.  Main 
window will experience 30% change which is not significantly beyond guidance. NSL 
maintained to >50% of room area. ADF reduced by 23%.  
 

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
  

 
R1/2161 

 
First  

Window retains 23.58% VSC which is consistent with dense urban environment. 
ADF<1.5% in existing, alteration of 23% from existing.  When assessed against 
Mirrored Baseline, negligible VSC impact.  

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. 

Negligible 

62 Philbeach 
Gardens 

 
9 1 

 
R1/2170 

 
Ground  

All three windows serving the rooms have VSC <27% therefore sensitive to change. 
Absolute change of 5-6% however translates into high percentage alteration. NSL 
reduction is 23% and therefore only marginally beyond Guidance. NSL maintained to 
>65% of room area which is good for an urban location.   

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, negligible VSC 
impact. Negligible 

Philbeach Hall 
 20 3 

 
R1/2320 

 
Ground  

Windows face into a very tight lightwell and therefore have very low existing VSC 
levels. These are reduced by 2-6% in absolute terms. Low NSL coverage as the 
existing building structures prevents good distribution of light.  

Moderate 
Adverse  

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

 

  
 

R2/2321 
 

First  

Room supplied by 3 windows. 2 face into very tight lightwell and therefore have low 
existing vales. Main window, which looks over the site will continue to satisfy guidance. 
NSL maintained to >50% of room area. Retained ADF of 1.46% which is fractionally 
below principal living room requirement.  

Minor 
Adverse 

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

 

  
 

R1/2281 
 

First  

Building is used as transitory accommodation and therefore flexible approach to 
guidance is required. The window will retain a VSC of 18.4% and NSL coverage to 
>65% of the room area which is good for an urban environment.  Retained ADF of 
1.33% which is above the bedroom criteria and slightly below living room criteria.  

Minor 
Adverse 

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

 
47 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 3 
 

R1/2379 
 

Basement 
Room served by two windows, one meets VSC. NSL reduction is 26% and therefore 
only marginally beyond Guidance. NSL maintained to 70% of room area which is very 
good for an urban location.   

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
  

 
R2/2380 

 
Ground  

Three windows serving the room all retain 23-24% VSC and NSL coverage to >65% of 
the room area which is very good for an urban environment. Retained ADF of 1.28% 
which is above the bedroom criteria and slightly below living room criteria.  

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, very minor 
improvements and therefore the impact would be considered 
negligible. 

Negligible 

 
  

 
R1/2389 

 
Basement 

Window has low existing VSC levels due to existing architectural constraints and is 
therefore sensitive to any increase in massing. VSC reduction of 33%. ADF reduced 
from 1.32%-1.10% (21% change) which is sufficient for a bedroom.   

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, there would be 
small improvement in VSC and the impact would be 
considered negligible. 

Negligible 

 
46 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

12 3 
 

R1/2400 
 

Ground  

All windows have uncharacteristically high VSC levels as they look out over an open 
Site. These are reduced to 23-25% VSC which is very good for an urban environment 
when assessed against the BRE 27% target which is predicated upon a suburban 
environment.  
 
 

Minor 
Adverse 

All windows would see an improvement in VSC when 
assessed against a Mirrored Baseline and the impact would 
therefore be considered negligible. Negligible 

   R2/2389 
 

Basement  
 

Main windows have VSC values below Guidance. Where basement level windows 
have poor existing light conditions due to existing architectural constraints, the ability 

Moderate  
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
result would remain almost identical (very small Negligible 
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Property 
No of 

Rooms 

No. of 
rooms 
which 

exceed 
guidance  

Room 
References  Level Summary of Impacts for Existing Baseline ‘V’ Development Option (RBKC) Proposals Significance 

criteria  
Summary of Impacts for Mirrored Baseline ‘V’ Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposals 
Significance 

criteria 

for them to achieve BRE compliance is significantly compromised and therefore a 
sensitive interpretation of the BRE Guidance is required.  ADF will be reduced from 
1.43-1.09% (23% alteration) which would satisfy the bedroom criteria but fall short of 
the principal living room requirement.  

improvement) and the impacts would be considered 
negligible.   

 
 

  
 

R1/2399 
 

Basement 1/3 windows will satisfy VSC criteria. NSL is only reduced by 23% and is therefore only 
marginally beyond guidance.  

 
Minor 

Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
results would remain almost identical (small improvement) 
and the impacts would be considered negligible.  

Negligible 

 
45 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

10 3 
 

R2/2400 
 

Ground  

All windows have uncharacteristically high VSC levels as they look out over an open 
Site. These are reduced to 22-24% VSC which are considered very good for an urban 
environment. NSL coverage retained to >60% of the room area which is also good for 
a ground floor room.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
results would remain almost identical (small improvement) 
and the impacts would be considered negligible.   Negligible 

 
  

 
R2/2399 

 
Basement  1/3 windows will satisfy VSC criteria. NSL is only reduced by 25% and is therefore only 

marginally beyond guidance.  
Minor 

Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would remain almost identical and the impacts would be 
considered negligible.   

Negligible 

 
  R1/2409 

 Basement  
Existing VSC below 27% BRE criteria therefore small absolute changes quickly 
exceed guidance.  ADF reduced from 1.02-0.92% and is therefore below the specific 
requirement for a bedroom.  

Moderate  
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the retained 
VSC results would remain almost identical and the impacts 
would be considered negligible.  

Negligible 

 
44 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 3 
 

R1/2430 
 

Ground  
Window has uncharacteristically high VSC in the existing condition which is reduced to 
24% VSC which is considered very good for an urban environment. NSL coverage 
also maintained to >50% of the room area.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the retained 
VSC results would remain almost identical (small 
improvements) and the impacts would be considered 
negligible.  

Negligible 

 
  

 
R2/2409 

 
Basement  Noticeable alterations in VSC, NSL & ADF are noted when assessed against Existing 

Baseline.  
Moderate 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
  

 
R1/2429 

 
Basement  

The room is supplied by two windows, of which one meets the VSC criteria. NSL is 
only reduced by 23% and is therefore only marginally beyond guidance. NSL coverage 
is maintained to >75% of the room area which is excellent for an urban location.  

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
43 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 1 
 

R1/2439 
 

Basement  

Window has existing VSC level below guidance and is therefore sensitive to any 
alteration in massing immediately opposite. NSL coverage remains >50% and the 
room will retain an ADF of 1.46% which is only fractionally below the principle 
habitable living room.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
42 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 1 R2/2439 
 Basement  

Window has existing VSC level below guidance. Absolute change is 5% however 
owing to low existing value, this is disproportionately represented as a percentage 
change. The ADF is reduced from 1.5-1.3% which equates to a 20% reduction.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
results so almost no change and the impacts would be 
considered negligible.    Negligible 

 
41 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 1 
 

R1/2449 
 

Basement  
Both windows serving this room have existing values below the 27% BRE target and 
are reduced by 29-31%. NSL is reduced by 29.7% however direct skylight is 
maintained by >65%.  

Minor 
Adverse 

All windows would see an improvement in VSC when 
assessed against a Mirrored Baseline and the impact would 
therefore be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
33-34 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

24 2 R3/2530 
 

Ground  
 

This property looks out over an entirely undeveloped landscape which gives rise to 
very high existing VSC values. Whilst they see more than a 20% reduction form the 
existing value, all three windows serving the rooms maintain >24.68% VSC which is 
very good for an urban location. The retained ADF is 1.42% which is only marginally 
below the principle living room requirement.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against a more realistic mirrored baseline, 
all of the windows serving the room would see a 14% 
improvement and the impact would therefore be considered 
negligible 

Negligible 

   
 

R2/2530 
 

Ground 

This property looks out over an entirely undeveloped landscape which gives rise to 
very high existing VSC values. Whilst they see more than a 20% reduction form the 
existing value, all three windows serving the rooms maintain >25.5% VSC which is 
very good for an urban location. The retained ADF is 1.38% which is above the 
bedroom requirement but slightly below the principle living room requirement.  

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against a more realistic mirrored baseline, 
all of the windows serving the room would see a 15% 
improvement and the impact would therefore be considered 
negligible 

Negligible 

32 Philbeach 
Gardens 

 
13 1 

 
R1/2541 

 
First  

There are five windows serving this room. Three will satisfy the VSC criteria and two 
will retain >25.81% which is very close to the 27% BRE target for a suburban 
environment. The VSC reduction to the remaining two windows only marginally 
exceeds 20% (22%) the NSL coverage is maintained to 70% of the room area which is 

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, all of the windows 
would see a small improvement in VSC and impact would be 
considered negligible. Negligible 
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No of 

Rooms 

No. of 
rooms 
which 

exceed 
guidance  

Room 
References  Level Summary of Impacts for Existing Baseline ‘V’ Development Option (RBKC) Proposals Significance 

criteria  
Summary of Impacts for Mirrored Baseline ‘V’ Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposals 
Significance 

criteria 

for them to achieve BRE compliance is significantly compromised and therefore a 
sensitive interpretation of the BRE Guidance is required.  ADF will be reduced from 
1.43-1.09% (23% alteration) which would satisfy the bedroom criteria but fall short of 
the principal living room requirement.  

improvement) and the impacts would be considered 
negligible.   

 
 

  
 

R1/2399 
 

Basement 1/3 windows will satisfy VSC criteria. NSL is only reduced by 23% and is therefore only 
marginally beyond guidance.  

 
Minor 

Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
results would remain almost identical (small improvement) 
and the impacts would be considered negligible.  

Negligible 

 
45 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

10 3 
 

R2/2400 
 

Ground  

All windows have uncharacteristically high VSC levels as they look out over an open 
Site. These are reduced to 22-24% VSC which are considered very good for an urban 
environment. NSL coverage retained to >60% of the room area which is also good for 
a ground floor room.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
results would remain almost identical (small improvement) 
and the impacts would be considered negligible.   Negligible 

 
  

 
R2/2399 

 
Basement  1/3 windows will satisfy VSC criteria. NSL is only reduced by 25% and is therefore only 

marginally beyond guidance.  
Minor 

Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would remain almost identical and the impacts would be 
considered negligible.   

Negligible 

 
  R1/2409 

 Basement  
Existing VSC below 27% BRE criteria therefore small absolute changes quickly 
exceed guidance.  ADF reduced from 1.02-0.92% and is therefore below the specific 
requirement for a bedroom.  

Moderate  
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the retained 
VSC results would remain almost identical and the impacts 
would be considered negligible.  

Negligible 

 
44 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 3 
 

R1/2430 
 

Ground  
Window has uncharacteristically high VSC in the existing condition which is reduced to 
24% VSC which is considered very good for an urban environment. NSL coverage 
also maintained to >50% of the room area.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the retained 
VSC results would remain almost identical (small 
improvements) and the impacts would be considered 
negligible.  

Negligible 

 
  

 
R2/2409 

 
Basement  Noticeable alterations in VSC, NSL & ADF are noted when assessed against Existing 

Baseline.  
Moderate 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
  

 
R1/2429 

 
Basement  

The room is supplied by two windows, of which one meets the VSC criteria. NSL is 
only reduced by 23% and is therefore only marginally beyond guidance. NSL coverage 
is maintained to >75% of the room area which is excellent for an urban location.  

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
43 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 1 
 

R1/2439 
 

Basement  

Window has existing VSC level below guidance and is therefore sensitive to any 
alteration in massing immediately opposite. NSL coverage remains >50% and the 
room will retain an ADF of 1.46% which is only fractionally below the principle 
habitable living room.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
42 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 1 R2/2439 
 Basement  

Window has existing VSC level below guidance. Absolute change is 5% however 
owing to low existing value, this is disproportionately represented as a percentage 
change. The ADF is reduced from 1.5-1.3% which equates to a 20% reduction.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the VSC 
results so almost no change and the impacts would be 
considered negligible.    Negligible 

 
41 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

11 1 
 

R1/2449 
 

Basement  
Both windows serving this room have existing values below the 27% BRE target and 
are reduced by 29-31%. NSL is reduced by 29.7% however direct skylight is 
maintained by >65%.  

Minor 
Adverse 

All windows would see an improvement in VSC when 
assessed against a Mirrored Baseline and the impact would 
therefore be considered negligible. Negligible 

 
33-34 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

24 2 R3/2530 
 

Ground  
 

This property looks out over an entirely undeveloped landscape which gives rise to 
very high existing VSC values. Whilst they see more than a 20% reduction form the 
existing value, all three windows serving the rooms maintain >24.68% VSC which is 
very good for an urban location. The retained ADF is 1.42% which is only marginally 
below the principle living room requirement.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against a more realistic mirrored baseline, 
all of the windows serving the room would see a 14% 
improvement and the impact would therefore be considered 
negligible 

Negligible 

   
 

R2/2530 
 

Ground 

This property looks out over an entirely undeveloped landscape which gives rise to 
very high existing VSC values. Whilst they see more than a 20% reduction form the 
existing value, all three windows serving the rooms maintain >25.5% VSC which is 
very good for an urban location. The retained ADF is 1.38% which is above the 
bedroom requirement but slightly below the principle living room requirement.  

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against a more realistic mirrored baseline, 
all of the windows serving the room would see a 15% 
improvement and the impact would therefore be considered 
negligible 

Negligible 

32 Philbeach 
Gardens 

 
13 1 

 
R1/2541 

 
First  

There are five windows serving this room. Three will satisfy the VSC criteria and two 
will retain >25.81% which is very close to the 27% BRE target for a suburban 
environment. The VSC reduction to the remaining two windows only marginally 
exceeds 20% (22%) the NSL coverage is maintained to 70% of the room area which is 

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, all of the windows 
would see a small improvement in VSC and impact would be 
considered negligible. Negligible 
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Property 
No of 

Rooms 

No. of 
rooms 
which 

exceed 
guidance  

Room 
References  Level Summary of Impacts for Existing Baseline ‘V’ Development Option (RBKC) Proposals Significance 

criteria  
Summary of Impacts for Mirrored Baseline ‘V’ Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposals 
Significance 

criteria 

excellent again very good for this location. Retained ADF of 1.46% which is only 
fractionally below the principal living room requirement.  

 
29 Philbeach 

Gardens 
 

21 1 
 

R1/2590 
 

Ground  

All of the windows serving the room retain VSC values of 19-24% against a BRE 
Guidance recommendation of 27%.  The alterations from the existing values only 
marginally exceed the VSC guidance (22-24%) which is consistent with a development 
in an urban environment, particularly ground floor rooms.  

Minor 
Adverse  

When assessed against Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact 
would be considered negligible. Negligible 

67 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

15 1 
 

R3/3131 
 

Ground  

The window to this property has an existing VSC >27% in the existing condition. 
Despite this, the VSC will only be reduced by 25% which is only slightly beyond the 
BRE criteria. The ADF alteration will also be just 20.17% which also points to a modest 
impact to the room.   

Minor 
Adverse 

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

65 Eardley 
Crescent 

 
10 1 

 
R1/3161 

 
Ground The window to this room will experience a VSC alteration of just 21.7% which is only 

fractionally beyond the BRE criteria.  
Minor 

Adverse 

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

 
23 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

10 2 R1/3647 
R2/3647 

Basement 
Basement 

The windows to both rooms have existing values which are substantially below the 
BRE recommendation of 27%.  The absolute alteration in VSC is relatively small, just 
4%, however due to the low existing values this is disproportionally represented as a 
percentage alteration. NSL alterations are noted beyond guidance however the rooms 
already have poor levels of light penetration and therefore even small absolute 
changes translate into high percentage changes.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property 

n/a 

 
21 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

10 2 R1/3657 
R2/3657 

Basement 
Basement 

All four windows serving these rooms have existing VSC values significantly below 
guidance. despite this, they will all experience <25% alteration which is only marginally 
beyond guidance.   

Minor 
Adverse  

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

17 Eardley 
Crescent 

 
10 1 

 
R1/3718 

 
Ground  

Window has existing VSC below guidance and will experience a 27% alteration form 
the existing which is not uncommon for an urban environment. Existing ADF of 03.92% 
reduced to 0.72% (21% alteration)  

Minor 
Adverse  

A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property n/a 

 
15 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

13 1 
 

R1/3788 
 

First  Window retains 22% VSC and only experiences reduction of 24% which is only slightly 
beyond guidance.   

Minor 
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the window 
serving this property would satisfy the VSC Criteria.  Negligible 

13 Eardley 
Crescent 

 
11 1 

 
R3/3757 

 
Basement 

Basement window is set back from the main façade and blinkered by existing building 
structures. As such, has low existing VSC which is reduced by 32%. ADF is reduced 
by just 21% however noticeable impact on NSL.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, the impacts to 
this room would be almost identical to the Existing Baseline  Moderate 

Adverse 

 
11 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

9 1 
 

R2/3768 
 

Ground  
Retained VSC of 19.86% which is reasonable for an urban environment. NSL 
coverage maintained to >50% which is also reasonable for a ground floor room in an 
urban environment.  

Moderate 
Adverse  

When assessed against the mirrored baseline, the impact 
would be minor adverse. Minor 

Adverse 

9 Eardley 
Crescent 

 
12 3 

R1/3737 
R2/3737 
R1/3797 

 

Basement 
Basement  
Basement 

All windows serving these basement level rooms have low existing VSC levels due to 
existing architectural constraints and are therefore sensitive to any increase in 
massing. This is further compounded by the fact the property looks out over an open 
Site. VSC reductions range between 27-36%. Noticeable alterations in NSL are also 
recorded. When assessed against a more realist urban context in the form of the 
Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact would be considered negligible. 

Moderate 
Adverse  

When assessed against a more realist urban context in the 
form of the Mirrored Baseline, VSC impact would be 
considered negligible. Negligible 

 
7 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

 
10 

 
3 

 
R1/3808 

 

 
Ground  

 

Impacted windows are within a door. It is unknown whether there is a habitable room 
behind the door or a corridor. Flank wall window only fractionally exceeds guidance 
(21% VSC reduction) NSL coverage maintained to 50% of the rooms area. 

Moderate 
Adverse  

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. Negligible 

 

  R2/3807 Basement  

This basement room is setback from the main façade and blinkered by the existing 
building structure. The rooms will experience noticeable alterations in VSC, NSL and 
ADF when assessed against the Existing Baseline however this is unsurprising given 
that it looks out over an open Site   

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. Negligible 

    First  Windows have uncharacteristically existing VSC levels as it looks out over an open Minor When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, retained VSC Negligible 
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Property 
No of 

Rooms 

No. of 
rooms 
which 

exceed 
guidance  

Room 
References  Level Summary of Impacts for Existing Baseline ‘V’ Development Option (RBKC) Proposals Significance 

criteria  
Summary of Impacts for Mirrored Baseline ‘V’ Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposals 
Significance 

criteria 

R1/3809 
 

Site. VSC is reduced to 26.19% which is only fractionally below the BRE 27% target.  Adverse  remain almost identical therefore impact would be considered 
negligible. 

5 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

7 1 
 

R3/3807 
 

Basement  

This basement room is setback from the main façade and blinkered by the existing 
building structure. The rooms will experience noticeable alterations in VSC, NSL and 
ADF when assessed against the Existing Baseline however this is unsurprising given 
that it looks out over an open Site.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. Negligible 

1 Eardley 
Crescent 

 
16 5 

R2/3857 
R1/3857 
R1/3867 
R2/3858 
R2/3859 

Basement 
Basement  
Basement 

Ground 
First  

This property currently looks out over an undeveloped portion of the site All of the 
rooms within this building will experience material alterations in VSC, NSL & ADF 
however it should be noted that this property has a completely unobstructed views of 
the sky dome which is uncharacteristic of a dense urban environment.  

Major 
Adverse  

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible, with two rooms seeing a very small 
improvement in VSC. 

Negligible 

350 Brompton 
Road 1 1 R1/3928 Basement The room will experience an alteration in NSL of 20.4% and therefore only fractionally 

beyond Guidance.  
Minor 

Adverse 
A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property 

Minor 
Adverse 

9.126 Table 9-4 indicates that where impacts are noted, these primarily occur within the lowest levels of the 
neighbouring buildings.. 24 rooms are located at basement level and a further 19 are located at ground 
floor. Just 8 are found at first floor level. This is clearly illustrated on the annotated window map 
drawings of the affected properties in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 5.  

9.127 In many instances, the rooms identified in Table 9-4 have baseline daylight conditions below guidance, 
particularly the basements which, generally speaking, are significantly below guidance. As such, they 
are sensitive to any alteration in massing as small absolute changes in daylight are at times, 
disproportionately and somewhat misleadingly reflected as a high percentage alteration when in reality 
the quantum of light which is lost is relatively small. The room’s low level locations and inherent 
architectural features therefore clearly compromise the ability of them to strictly adhere to the 
methodologies specified within the BRE Guidelines and therefore a sensible and pragmatic approach to 
the basement level rooms is required.  

9.128 Table 9-4 also demonstrates that a number of the rooms exceeding guidance in the Existing Baseline 
only do so when assessed against the open site. When the impacted rooms are assessed against the 
Mirrored Baseline, the vast majority of the affected rooms would experience a negligible impact or 
improvements in daylight levels.  

 

Sunlight to Surrounding Properties 
9.129 Full details of the sunlight analysis results can be found in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 3 and 4. A 

summary of the APSH results for the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals maximum parameters 
compared to the Existing Baseline is presented in Table 9-5 below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
             Table 9-5    Proposed Sunlight Summary by Property for Existing Baseline V Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposal  

 

Total 
windows  

meet BRE 
Guidelines 

% No. 
below 
winter  

No. 
below 
Total 

Winter 
Gains 

Total 
Gains 

Existing 
Baseline 2,381 2,084 87.4% 298 184 249 326 

 
9.130 Table 9-5 shows that for the Existing Baseline, 2,084 out of 2,381 (87.4%) windows will meet the APSH 

criteria. In accordance with the BRE Guidelines, occupants within the rooms behind the fenestration are 
unlikely to experience a noticeable change in the level of sunlight within their properties as a 
consequence of the construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals and the impact to them 
is therefore considered to be of negligible significance.  

9.131 In addition, a total of 249 windows will see an improvement in the amount of winter sunlight they 
receive. These windows are primarily located within the properties on the southern end of Philbeach 
Gardens and the central and northern end of Eardley Crescent where the reduced height of the 
development plots compared to the extant site buildings allow the low sun’s low altitude to pass over the 
development plots and into the windows of these properties. Importantly, a considerable number of 
windows which currently receive no winter sunlight on Philbeach Gardens will now receive some sun 
during the winter months which is a notable beneficial impact of Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals.  

9.132 326 windows will see an improvement in their total sunlight. The properties benefiting from this 
improvement are predominately located within close proximity to EC1. ES Volume III, Appendix H, 
Annex 5 contains a series of window map drawings identifying the location of the windows experiencing 
an improvement in either their total or winter sunlight.   

9.133 The level of compliance noted in this assessment in conjunction with the number of windows 
experiencing an improvement in sunlight is considered to be very good, particularly when the unique 
characteristics of the Development Option (RBKC) Site and the urban context in which it is located are 
taken into account. Table 9-5 suggests that where breaches of the BRE Guidance do occur, these 
primarily relate to winter sunlight as opposed to total sunlight which is common when developing sites in 
central London locations.  

9.134 As was the case for daylight, the ability of all of the windows to strictly adhere to the sunlight criteria, 
which is predicated upon a low rise suburban model, is challenged not only by the fact that there are a 
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Property 
No of 

Rooms 

No. of 
rooms 
which 

exceed 
guidance  

Room 
References  Level Summary of Impacts for Existing Baseline ‘V’ Development Option (RBKC) Proposals Significance 

criteria  
Summary of Impacts for Mirrored Baseline ‘V’ Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposals 
Significance 

criteria 

R1/3809 
 

Site. VSC is reduced to 26.19% which is only fractionally below the BRE 27% target.  Adverse  remain almost identical therefore impact would be considered 
negligible. 

5 Eardley 
Crescent 

 

7 1 
 

R3/3807 
 

Basement  

This basement room is setback from the main façade and blinkered by the existing 
building structure. The rooms will experience noticeable alterations in VSC, NSL and 
ADF when assessed against the Existing Baseline however this is unsurprising given 
that it looks out over an open Site.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible. Negligible 

1 Eardley 
Crescent 

 
16 5 

R2/3857 
R1/3857 
R1/3867 
R2/3858 
R2/3859 

Basement 
Basement  
Basement 

Ground 
First  

This property currently looks out over an undeveloped portion of the site All of the 
rooms within this building will experience material alterations in VSC, NSL & ADF 
however it should be noted that this property has a completely unobstructed views of 
the sky dome which is uncharacteristic of a dense urban environment.  

Major 
Adverse  

When assessed against more realistic Mirrored Baseline, 
retained VSC remain almost identical therefore impact would 
be considered negligible, with two rooms seeing a very small 
improvement in VSC. 

Negligible 

350 Brompton 
Road 1 1 R1/3928 Basement The room will experience an alteration in NSL of 20.4% and therefore only fractionally 

beyond Guidance.  
Minor 

Adverse 
A Mirrored Massing has not been placed opposite this 
property 

Minor 
Adverse 

9.126 Table 9-4 indicates that where impacts are noted, these primarily occur within the lowest levels of the 
neighbouring buildings.. 24 rooms are located at basement level and a further 19 are located at ground 
floor. Just 8 are found at first floor level. This is clearly illustrated on the annotated window map 
drawings of the affected properties in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 5.  

9.127 In many instances, the rooms identified in Table 9-4 have baseline daylight conditions below guidance, 
particularly the basements which, generally speaking, are significantly below guidance. As such, they 
are sensitive to any alteration in massing as small absolute changes in daylight are at times, 
disproportionately and somewhat misleadingly reflected as a high percentage alteration when in reality 
the quantum of light which is lost is relatively small. The room’s low level locations and inherent 
architectural features therefore clearly compromise the ability of them to strictly adhere to the 
methodologies specified within the BRE Guidelines and therefore a sensible and pragmatic approach to 
the basement level rooms is required.  

9.128 Table 9-4 also demonstrates that a number of the rooms exceeding guidance in the Existing Baseline 
only do so when assessed against the open site. When the impacted rooms are assessed against the 
Mirrored Baseline, the vast majority of the affected rooms would experience a negligible impact or 
improvements in daylight levels.  

 

Sunlight to Surrounding Properties 
9.129 Full details of the sunlight analysis results can be found in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 3 and 4. A 

summary of the APSH results for the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals maximum parameters 
compared to the Existing Baseline is presented in Table 9-5 below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
             Table 9-5    Proposed Sunlight Summary by Property for Existing Baseline V Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposal  

 

Total 
windows  

meet BRE 
Guidelines 

% No. 
below 
winter  

No. 
below 
Total 

Winter 
Gains 

Total 
Gains 

Existing 
Baseline 2,381 2,084 87.4% 298 184 249 326 

 
9.130 Table 9-5 shows that for the Existing Baseline, 2,084 out of 2,381 (87.4%) windows will meet the APSH 

criteria. In accordance with the BRE Guidelines, occupants within the rooms behind the fenestration are 
unlikely to experience a noticeable change in the level of sunlight within their properties as a 
consequence of the construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals and the impact to them 
is therefore considered to be of negligible significance.  

9.131 In addition, a total of 249 windows will see an improvement in the amount of winter sunlight they 
receive. These windows are primarily located within the properties on the southern end of Philbeach 
Gardens and the central and northern end of Eardley Crescent where the reduced height of the 
development plots compared to the extant site buildings allow the low sun’s low altitude to pass over the 
development plots and into the windows of these properties. Importantly, a considerable number of 
windows which currently receive no winter sunlight on Philbeach Gardens will now receive some sun 
during the winter months which is a notable beneficial impact of Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals.  

9.132 326 windows will see an improvement in their total sunlight. The properties benefiting from this 
improvement are predominately located within close proximity to EC1. ES Volume III, Appendix H, 
Annex 5 contains a series of window map drawings identifying the location of the windows experiencing 
an improvement in either their total or winter sunlight.   

9.133 The level of compliance noted in this assessment in conjunction with the number of windows 
experiencing an improvement in sunlight is considered to be very good, particularly when the unique 
characteristics of the Development Option (RBKC) Site and the urban context in which it is located are 
taken into account. Table 9-5 suggests that where breaches of the BRE Guidance do occur, these 
primarily relate to winter sunlight as opposed to total sunlight which is common when developing sites in 
central London locations.  

9.134 As was the case for daylight, the ability of all of the windows to strictly adhere to the sunlight criteria, 
which is predicated upon a low rise suburban model, is challenged not only by the fact that there are a 
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number of properties which look out over a largely unobstructed landscape, but also the fact that the 
Victorian buildings surrounding the site are characterised with low level windows serving habitable 
accommodation. A sensible and pragmatic interpretation of the BRE Guidance is therefore required, 
particularly in relation to winter sunlight when the suns low altitude (15.60 in mid winter and 39.40 in the 
spring equinox) dictates that even modest obstructions prevent the access of direct sunlight to reach the 
window face.  

9.135 In order to understand the nature of the impacts to those windows which exceed the BRE Guidelines 
the detailed technical analysis for each window has been tabulated and is presented in Table 9-6 below.  

9.136 Table 9-6 identifies the number of windows per property, the number which meet the BRE Guidance 
and the number which do not. An impact assessment has then been made in respect of total sunlight. 
The same exercise has then been repeated for winter sunlight. Where the impact to a window is 
considered negligible, it has been coloured ‘Green’, coloured ‘Yellow’ when Minor Adverse, ‘Blue’ when 
Moderate Adverse and ‘Purple’ when Major Adverse. Where a gain is noted, this has been coloured 
‘Green’.  

9.137 In relation to total sunlight, 129 out of the 297 windows which exceed guidance (2,381 total windows 
minus 2,084 which meet BRE criteria) would either retain at least 25% APSH, experience no more than 
a 20% alteration from their existing value or experience an improvement in total sunlight. The properties 
within this category are primarily, but not exclusively located between 1-8 and 15-34 Philbeach 
Gardens. A review of Table 9-6 also shows that the vast majority of windows within each of these 
properties will experience a negligible impact, with only isolated impacts beyond this classification.  

9.138 It may therefore be concluded that a total of 2,213 out of the 2,381 (2,084 meeting guidance + 129) 
(93%) windows analysed for total sunlight will either improve, remain unchanged or experience an 
unnoticeable change in total sunlight and the impact to them is therefore considered to be of negligible 
significance.  

9.139 Of the remaining 168 windows, 106 windows (4.5%) which have been coloured ‘Yellow’ in Table 9-6 are 
considered to experience a Minor Adverse impact in relation to total sunlight. Table 9-6 shows that 
many of these impacts relate to the windows within 5-19 Eardley Crescent and 27-31 Eardley Crescent.  

9.140 In respect of the latter, the vast majority of windows within these properties will experience a negligible 
impact which confirms that good sunlight potential will be retained to the buildings. Those windows 
which do notice an alteration in sunlight are all located within the lower levels of the building. As was the 
case for daylight, the ability of the basement and ground floor windows within the properties on Eardley 
Crescent to strictly adhere to the APSH criteria is significantly compromised by their low level locations 
and inherent architectural features. In all cases, the total sunlight levels are below BRE Guidance in the 
Existing Baseline and are therefore sensitive to any further reductions as relatively small absolute 
changes in sunlight quickly translate into disproportionately large percentage alterations. 

9.141  In relation to 5-19 Eardley Crescent, the impacts are a combination of windows having existing levels 
below the BRE Guidance and then experiencing small absolute changes as well as a number of 
windows which have have high existing values which are rendered with slightly less than the BRE target 
of 25% APSH.  

9.142 45 windows (1.9%) are considered to experience a Moderate Adverse Impact. These windows are 
generally, but not exclusively located within the properties at the southern end of Eardley Crescent and 
44-48 Philbeach Gardens. As can be seen in GIA drawings numbers 5066-64-66 in ES Volume III, 
Appendix H, Annex 1, these properties currently look out over completely undeveloped portions of the 
site. It is therefore somewhat inevitable that these properties will experience greater impacts than those 
which already have some form of obstruction immediately opposite, which is what you would expect in a 
dense urban environment.   

9.143 As can be seen from the window map drawings in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 6, many of the 
impacted windows within 44-48 Philbeach Gardens are located within the basement and ground floor 
levels of the buildings. For the reasons described above, the ability of windows at this level to satisfy the 
BRE Guidelines are hindered by their location. Furthermore, these properties look in a westerly 

direction and therefore predominately benefit from afternoon sun, when it is starting to set. As the sun 
will be at lower altitude at this point of the day, it is inevitable that any massing immediately opposite 
these properties, i.e. a block of the height of WV01 which replicates the heights of the impacted 
buildings, will have an impact upon the sunlight availability at the lower levels.   

9.144 The topography of the site is also an important consideration when interpreting the sunlight results, 
particularly winter sunlight.  It is worth noting that the need to provide new portal structures over the 
tube lines which connect into the rest of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals via the new 
and existing deck over the West London Line have necessitated creating new road levels of 
between +6.7 - +12m AOD. The ground floor levels of Philbeach Gardens and Eardley Crescent range 
between 5.6 – 6m AOD and are therefore all below the new road levels, in some instances 6 meters 
below.  

9.145 Development plots WV01 and WV02 have been restricted to just three storeys above street level to 
minimise the impacts to the properties immediately opposite however with the lower level windows 
within the Philbeach Gardens properties already being located below the new road level, it is inevitable 
that any massing on the this area of the site will result in some sunlight alterations, particularly in 
relation to winter sunlight when the sun is at a low altitude.  

9.146 Finally, there are just 17 windows out of 2,381 assessed (0.6%) where the impact is considered Major 
Adverse. The windows are located within the same properties as those experiencing moderate impacts 
and are also at basement and ground floor levels. To pinpoint the locations of those windows, a series 
of annotated window maps have been included within Appendix 9.1 of ES Volume III.  

9.147 In relation to winter sunlight, 35 windows will experience a negligible impact in that they either retain 5% 
APSH or experience less than a 20% alteration form the existing value. A further 76 windows will 
experience an alteration in sunlight which deviates from the technical guidance offered by the BRE 
however, it is considered unlikely that it will have a material impact upon the sunlight amenity enjoyed 
by the neighbouring buildings and therefore the impact to them is considered minor adverse.  

9.148 The Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will have a moderate adverse impact upon 145 windows 
and a major adverse impact to 41 windows.  

 

Philbeach Gardens  
9.149 The most notable impacts on winter sunlight are recorded within 49-42 Philbeach Gardens which is the 

portion of the terrace which looks past EC1 and over the undeveloped portion of the Development 
Option (RBKC) site. The major impacts are largely confined to the basement and ground floor windows 
and in the case of numbers 48, 47, 46 and 45 Philbeach Gardens the impacted windows are secondary 
windows serving entrance ways. The main door glazing to each of theses properties meets the winter 
sunlight criteria and therefore the availability of sunlight to these rooms is likely to remain good for this 
time of year. 

9.150 The basement and ground floor rooms within 37-29 Philbeach Gardens will experience alterations in 
winter sunlight which are of a moderate adverse significance however, as can be seen from the 
annotated windows map drawings within the ‘total sunlight impact assessment ‘section in ES Volume III, 
Appendix H, Annex 6, there will be a negligible impact upon the total sunlight to all but one of the 
windows. Therefore whilst winter sunlight is below guidance, summer sunlight, which is arguably more 
valuable to the occupants, remains largely unchanged.  

9.151 Within 25-17 Philbeach Gardens, there are a number of moderate impacts and a few windows which 
experience more major alterations in winter sunlight to the lower level windows. In many cases, the 
basement and ground floor windows suffer from low levels of winter sun in the Existing Baseline. These 
are reduced further and in isolated locations, all winter sunlight is lost. It is however worth noting from a  
review of the ‘sunlight gains’ window maps in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 6 that a considerable 
number of the impacted windows will in fact see an improvement in their total sunlight, with an even 
greater number experiencing no change or an unnoticeable change in total sunlight.   
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9.152 There are three windows within 23 Philbeach Gardens which experience a major impact in relation to 
winter sunlight. These windows are located within a conservatory and for which four panes of glass will 
continue to receive sunlight in the winter months. Importantly, the total sunlight retained by the 
conservatory windows are as high as 62% APSH which is exceptional for an urban location.  

 

Eardley Crescent   
9.153 The most noticeable impacts occur to 1-9 Eardley Crescent. The greatest impacts again occur to the 

basement and ground floor windows where low levels of winter sunlight are recorded in the Existing 
Baseline. The Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will result in further alterations and in isolated 

locations, all winter sunlight will be lost. Total sunlight impacts are also noted to these properties 
however the retained levels generally remain reasonable.  

9.154 Noticeable alterations in winter sunlight are also noted around 21-25 Eardley Crescent. In many cases, 
the windows are located within the rear extensions to the properties and are therefore located within 
closer proximity of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals as such, a greater degree of alteration in 
winter sunlight occurs sunlight of the angle of incidence increases.  

 

  Table 9-6 Summary of sunlight impacts to all windows within the surrounding properties which are unable to satisfy BRE APSH Criteria - Existing Baseline v Development Option (RBKC) Proposal 

Property 
No of 

Windows 

Meet Total 
& Winter 

BRE 
Guidelines 

 

 

 

 

Window Ref 
which 
breach 

guidance 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W4/3848 10 6     2 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W4/3849 10 7     2 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W4/3850 12 9     2 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12  W1/3857 29 7     5 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W2/3857 29 7     5 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W2/3858 45 16     13 1     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W2/3859 47 27     14 4     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W1/3867 8 4     0 0     
1 Philbeach Gardens 57 54 W3/2879 12 9     0 0     
1 Philbeach Gardens 57 54 W3/2880 27 26     3 2     
1 Philbeach Gardens 57 54 W4/2880 18 12     2 0     
11 Eardley Crescent 9 6 W3/3768 30 19     8 3     
11 Eardley Crescent 9 6 WA1/3777 21 18     1 0     
11 Eardley Crescent 9 6 W1/3778 31 25     8 4     
119 Warwick Road 8 6 W1/2069 4 3     0 0     
119 Warwick Road 8 6 W1/2071 31 22     6 6     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W3/3757 13 4     1 0     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W3/3758 13 8     1 0     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W2/3759 30 28     3 2     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W1/3768 8 4     0 0     
13 Philbeach Gardens 19 18 W2/2732 12 11     2 1     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 WS1/3747 4 3     0 0     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W1/3748 6 4     0 0     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W2/3757 18 13     0 0     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W2/3758 34 24     10 4     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W1/3788 32 21     9 3     
15 Philbeach Gardens 22 20 W1/2712 6 5     1 0     
15 Philbeach Gardens 22 20 W2/2712 8 7     2 1     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3718 23 15     6 1     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3719 25 18     7 2     
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  9-18 

9.152 There are three windows within 23 Philbeach Gardens which experience a major impact in relation to 
winter sunlight. These windows are located within a conservatory and for which four panes of glass will 
continue to receive sunlight in the winter months. Importantly, the total sunlight retained by the 
conservatory windows are as high as 62% APSH which is exceptional for an urban location.  

 

Eardley Crescent   
9.153 The most noticeable impacts occur to 1-9 Eardley Crescent. The greatest impacts again occur to the 

basement and ground floor windows where low levels of winter sunlight are recorded in the Existing 
Baseline. The Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will result in further alterations and in isolated 

locations, all winter sunlight will be lost. Total sunlight impacts are also noted to these properties 
however the retained levels generally remain reasonable.  

9.154 Noticeable alterations in winter sunlight are also noted around 21-25 Eardley Crescent. In many cases, 
the windows are located within the rear extensions to the properties and are therefore located within 
closer proximity of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals as such, a greater degree of alteration in 
winter sunlight occurs sunlight of the angle of incidence increases.  

 

  Table 9-6 Summary of sunlight impacts to all windows within the surrounding properties which are unable to satisfy BRE APSH Criteria - Existing Baseline v Development Option (RBKC) Proposal 

Property 
No of 

Windows 

Meet Total 
& Winter 

BRE 
Guidelines 

 

 

 

 

Window Ref 
which 
breach 

guidance 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W4/3848 10 6     2 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W4/3849 10 7     2 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W4/3850 12 9     2 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12  W1/3857 29 7     5 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W2/3857 29 7     5 0     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W2/3858 45 16     13 1     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W2/3859 47 27     14 4     
1 Eardley Crescent 12 4 W1/3867 8 4     0 0     
1 Philbeach Gardens 57 54 W3/2879 12 9     0 0     
1 Philbeach Gardens 57 54 W3/2880 27 26     3 2     
1 Philbeach Gardens 57 54 W4/2880 18 12     2 0     
11 Eardley Crescent 9 6 W3/3768 30 19     8 3     
11 Eardley Crescent 9 6 WA1/3777 21 18     1 0     
11 Eardley Crescent 9 6 W1/3778 31 25     8 4     
119 Warwick Road 8 6 W1/2069 4 3     0 0     
119 Warwick Road 8 6 W1/2071 31 22     6 6     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W3/3757 13 4     1 0     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W3/3758 13 8     1 0     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W2/3759 30 28     3 2     
13 Eardley Crescent 11 7 W1/3768 8 4     0 0     
13 Philbeach Gardens 19 18 W2/2732 12 11     2 1     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 WS1/3747 4 3     0 0     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W1/3748 6 4     0 0     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W2/3757 18 13     0 0     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W2/3758 34 24     10 4     
15 Eardley Crescent 13 8 W1/3788 32 21     9 3     
15 Philbeach Gardens 22 20 W1/2712 6 5     1 0     
15 Philbeach Gardens 22 20 W2/2712 8 7     2 1     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3718 23 15     6 1     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3719 25 18     7 2     
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Property 
No of 

Windows 

Meet Total 
& Winter 

BRE 
Guidelines 

 

 

 

 

Window Ref 
which 
breach 

guidance 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Total 
APSH 
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Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3720 28 23     8 4     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3727 19 13     2 0     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W2/3727 17 11     2 0     
17 Eardley Crescent 12 6 W1/3728 25 19     4 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W1/2685 22 19     3 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W2/2685 22 20     3 1     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W3/2685 28 27     3 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W4/2685 25 24     3 1     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W5/2685 23 21     3 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W6/2685 20 18     3 1     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W7/2685 24 22     3 1     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W8/2685 29 29     3 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W9/2685 44 48     2 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W11/2685 42 48     1 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W12/2685 60 62     3 1     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W14/2685 43 47     1 0     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W1/2690 3 2     2 1     
17 Philbeach Gardens 31 17 W1/2691 9 8     2 1     
18 Philbeach Gardens 11 10 W10/2670 40 43     1 0     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W7/3657 2 1     0 0     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W3/3659 5 3     0 0     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W2/3708 26 17     8 3     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W3/3708 24 16     6 2     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W2/3709 24 17     7 2     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W1/3710 27 21     8 4     
19 Eardley Crescent 11 4 W3/3712 29 25     7 4     
19 Philbeach Gardens 26 21 W4/2670 43 45     2 0     
19 Philbeach Gardens 26 21 W5/2670 43 45     2 0     
19 Philbeach Gardens 26 21 W9/2670 22 21     3 1     
19 Philbeach Gardens 26 21 W2/2671 15 14     2 1     
19 Philbeach Gardens 26 21 W3/2672 23 21     4 2     
2 Philbeach Gardens 13 12 W1/2869 13 12     4 3     
20 Philbeach Gardens 12 11 W6/2640 46 47     3 1     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W4/3648 20 11     6 2     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W2/3649 25 16     8 3     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W2/3650 29 23     8 4     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W1/3657 14 7     2 1     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W4/3657 13 6     0 0     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W5/3657 3 1     0 0     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W6/3657 6 2     0 0     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W2/3659 22 19     4 1     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W2/3660 28 25     7 4     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W8/3661 27 23     7 4     



Earls Court Project Application 1  |  Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea  |  Environmental Statement Volume I  |  June 2011 Properties210

9 Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Planning Application 1 - RBKC 
 

 

  9-20 

Property 
No of 
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Meet Total 
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Total 
APSH 
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Proposed  

Total 
APSH 
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Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W1/3668 27 18     11 6     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W2/3668 27 18     9 3     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W3/3668 17 12     6 2     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 WA1/2639 16 15     1 0     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 WA2/2639 14 13     1 0     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 WA3/2639 15 14     1 0     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W2/2640 40 43     2 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W3/2640 48 49     4 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W4/2640 48 49     4 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W5/2640 41 42     4 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W2/2641 37 36     4 3     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W1/2651 25 23     6 4     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2621 25 24     4 3     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W12/2630 41 42     3 1     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W13/2630 42 42     3 1     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W14/2630 3 0     3 0     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W1/2631 40 38     6 4     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3647 9 0     2 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W2/3647 9 1     2 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W3/3647 9 1     2 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W4/3647 11 5     2 1     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3648 3 2     0 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W2/3648 2 1     0 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W3/3648 19 11     6 3     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3649 25 16     8 3     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3650 27 22     8 4     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3659 4 3     0 0     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W1/2620 30 26     8 4     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W1/2621 30 25     9 4     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W1/2629 16 15     3 2     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W2/2629 20 18     3 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W4/2630 66 62     7 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W5/2630 45 41     7 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W6/2630 67 64     7 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W7/2630 53 54     5 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W8/2630 61 59     5 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W9/2630 37 41     1 0     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W10/2630 54 53     3 0     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 WA13/2579 17 16     1 0     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W7/2580 23 22     4 3     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W6/2581 26 22     7 3     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W7/2581 17 14     7 4     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W2/2615 59 56     8 2     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W4/2615 70 66     8 3     
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Property 
No of 
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Meet Total 
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Total 
APSH 
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Proposed  

Total 
APSH 
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Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W1/3668 27 18     11 6     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W2/3668 27 18     9 3     
21 Eardley Crescent 15 2 W3/3668 17 12     6 2     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 WA1/2639 16 15     1 0     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 WA2/2639 14 13     1 0     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 WA3/2639 15 14     1 0     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W2/2640 40 43     2 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W3/2640 48 49     4 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W4/2640 48 49     4 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W5/2640 41 42     4 1     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W2/2641 37 36     4 3     
21 Philbeach Gardens 23 14 W1/2651 25 23     6 4     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2621 25 24     4 3     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W12/2630 41 42     3 1     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W13/2630 42 42     3 1     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W14/2630 3 0     3 0     
22 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W1/2631 40 38     6 4     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3647 9 0     2 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W2/3647 9 1     2 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W3/3647 9 1     2 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W4/3647 11 5     2 1     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3648 3 2     0 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W2/3648 2 1     0 0     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W3/3648 19 11     6 3     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3649 25 16     8 3     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3650 27 22     8 4     
23 Eardley Crescent 14 4 W1/3659 4 3     0 0     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W1/2620 30 26     8 4     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W1/2621 30 25     9 4     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W1/2629 16 15     3 2     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W2/2629 20 18     3 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W4/2630 66 62     7 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W5/2630 45 41     7 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W6/2630 67 64     7 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W7/2630 53 54     5 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W8/2630 61 59     5 1     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W9/2630 37 41     1 0     
23 Philbeach Gardens 20 9 W10/2630 54 53     3 0     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 WA13/2579 17 16     1 0     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W7/2580 23 22     4 3     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W6/2581 26 22     7 3     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W7/2581 17 14     7 4     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W2/2615 59 56     8 2     
24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W4/2615 70 66     8 3     
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Total 
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Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 
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(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

24 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W5/2615 60 57     6 3     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 WS1/3629 21 18     5 1     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 W1/3637 31 23     8 5     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 W1/3638 16 10     3 1     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 W2/3638 18 11     3 1     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 W1/3639 19 14     5 2     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 W2/3639 21 19     5 3     
25 Eardley Crescent 13 6 W1/3640 20 16     5 2     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W10/2579 19 15     4 0     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W11/2579 2 0     2 0     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W12/2579 18 15     5 2     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W1/2609 37 31     8 2     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W1/2610 29 24     8 3     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W2/2610 40 34     10 4     
25 Philbeach Gardens 18 11 W3/2610 28 24     7 3     
26 Philbeach Gardens 14 12 W8/2579 20 17     5 2     
26 Philbeach Gardens 14 12 WA9/2579 24 19     8 3     
27 Eardley Crescent 12 7 W6/3497 1 0     0 0     
27 Eardley Crescent 12 7 W2/3500 4 3     0 0     
27 Eardley Crescent 12 7 W2/3608 18 12     3 1     
27 Eardley Crescent 12 7 W1/3609 18 16     3 2     
27 Eardley Crescent 12 7 W1/3610 21 19     4 3     
29 Eardley Crescent 21 15 W2/3487 7 5     4 3     
29 Eardley Crescent 21 15 W1/3488 13 10     2 1     
29 Eardley Crescent 21 15 W1/3497 7 5     0 0     
29 Eardley Crescent 21 15 W2/3497 8 6     0 0     
29 Eardley Crescent 21 15 W3/3497 5 3     0 0     
29 Eardley Crescent 21 15 W4/3497 9 7     0 0     
29 Philbeach Gardens 20 15 W1/2579 17 15     6 4     
29 Philbeach Gardens 20 15 W2/2579 23 21     6 4     
29 Philbeach Gardens 20 15 W7/2579 19 18     3 2     
29 Philbeach Gardens 20 15 W9/2579 10 8     3 1     
29 Philbeach Gardens 20 15 W4/2590 13 4     13 4     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W6/3807 38 12     12 2     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W10/3807 38 12     12 2     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W11/3807 44 17     15 3     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W12/3807 15 5     2 0     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W6/3808 19 12     3 0     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W4/3809 20 13     3 0     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W5/3810 22 15     3 0     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W1/3848 37 18     10 1     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W2/3848 36 17     9 1     
3 Eardley Crescent 20 10 W3/3848 41 23     15 5     
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Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

3 Philbeach Gardens 18 17 W1/2839 22 21     4 3     
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 32 30 W1/2568 16 13     7 4     
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 32 30 W1/2570 18 14     8 4     
31 Eardley Crescent 12 10 W1/3478 16 12     3 1     
31 Eardley Crescent 12 10 W2/3478 12 10     3 2     
32 Philbeach Gardens 21 18 W2/2541 31 24     14 7     
32 Philbeach Gardens 21 18 W5/2541 31 24     14 7     
32 Philbeach Gardens 21 18 W1/2549 14 12     3 1     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W5/2529 42 37     6 2     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W8/2529 40 32     9 2     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W9/2529 41 32     9 2     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W1/2530 32 25     10 3     
344-346 Old Brompton 
Road  6 3 W1/3968 32 27     7 3     
344-346 Old Brompton 
Road  6 3 W2/3968 32 27     4 2     
344-346 Old Brompton 
Road  6 3 W3/3968 27 23     2 0     
36 Philbeach Gardens 12 11 W1/2499 27 24     6 3     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W5/2489 11 3     11 3     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W9/2490 25 19     13 7     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W7/2491 14 13     4 3     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W1/2500 29 22     19 12     
39 Philbeach Gardens 19 17 W4/2485 10 5     9 4     
39 Philbeach Gardens 19 17 W3/2486 24 17     15 11     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W1/2820 32 30     4 1     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W2/2820 37 36     4 1     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W3/2820 42 41     4 2     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W4/2820 45 44     6 3     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W6/2820 47 46     6 3     
40 Philbeach Gardens 14 12 W2/2460 31 23     7 4     
40 Philbeach Gardens 14 12 W2/2461 32 26     7 4     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W1/2449 22 17     5 1     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W2/2449 25 19     5 1     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W4/2450 34 24     12 5     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W6/2450 19 7     12 5     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W7/2450 34 24     12 5     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W1/2459 29 25     6 3     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2439 20 13     2 0     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2440 30 18     6 0     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2441 30 21     6 1     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W1/2450 34 22     12 4     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W3/2450 34 24     12 5     
43 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W2/2429 26 15     4 1     
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Baseline  
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Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 

amenity lost and retained by each room 

Negligible Minor Moderate Major Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

3 Philbeach Gardens 18 17 W1/2839 22 21     4 3     
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 32 30 W1/2568 16 13     7 4     
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 32 30 W1/2570 18 14     8 4     
31 Eardley Crescent 12 10 W1/3478 16 12     3 1     
31 Eardley Crescent 12 10 W2/3478 12 10     3 2     
32 Philbeach Gardens 21 18 W2/2541 31 24     14 7     
32 Philbeach Gardens 21 18 W5/2541 31 24     14 7     
32 Philbeach Gardens 21 18 W1/2549 14 12     3 1     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W5/2529 42 37     6 2     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W8/2529 40 32     9 2     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W9/2529 41 32     9 2     
33-34 Philbeach Gardens 38 34 W1/2530 32 25     10 3     
344-346 Old Brompton 
Road  6 3 W1/3968 32 27     7 3     
344-346 Old Brompton 
Road  6 3 W2/3968 32 27     4 2     
344-346 Old Brompton 
Road  6 3 W3/3968 27 23     2 0     
36 Philbeach Gardens 12 11 W1/2499 27 24     6 3     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W5/2489 11 3     11 3     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W9/2490 25 19     13 7     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W7/2491 14 13     4 3     
37 Philbeach Gardens 21 17 W1/2500 29 22     19 12     
39 Philbeach Gardens 19 17 W4/2485 10 5     9 4     
39 Philbeach Gardens 19 17 W3/2486 24 17     15 11     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W1/2820 32 30     4 1     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W2/2820 37 36     4 1     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W3/2820 42 41     4 2     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W4/2820 45 44     6 3     
4 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W6/2820 47 46     6 3     
40 Philbeach Gardens 14 12 W2/2460 31 23     7 4     
40 Philbeach Gardens 14 12 W2/2461 32 26     7 4     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W1/2449 22 17     5 1     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W2/2449 25 19     5 1     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W4/2450 34 24     12 5     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W6/2450 19 7     12 5     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W7/2450 34 24     12 5     
41 Philbeach Gardens 17 11 W1/2459 29 25     6 3     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2439 20 13     2 0     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2440 30 18     6 0     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W2/2441 30 21     6 1     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W1/2450 34 22     12 4     
42 Philbeach Gardens 14 9 W3/2450 34 24     12 5     
43 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W2/2429 26 15     4 1     
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43 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W3/2429 31 18     9 1     
43 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W2/2430 34 22     10 2     
43 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W4/2430 34 22     10 2     
43 Philbeach Gardens 16 11 W1/2439 32 24     6 1     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W2/2409 21 11     4 0     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W2/2410 29 15     6 0     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W2/2411 30 19     6 1     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W3/2412 32 26     7 3     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W1/2429 41 21     8 2     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W1/2431 38 26     11 3     
44 Philbeach Gardens 14 7 W3/2431 38 26     11 3     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W3/2399 24 16     6 1     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W4/2399 32 17     10 1     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W5/2399 19 17     6 4     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W5/2400 31 17     7 0     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W7/2400 21 2     9 0     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W8/2400 31 17     7 0     
45 Philbeach Gardens 17 10 W1/2409 32 24     7 2     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W2/2389 22 12     4 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W3/2389 13 5     1 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W2/2390 23 12     4 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W2/2391 25 17     4 1     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W4/2392 37 33     6 3     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W1/2399 33 17     7 1     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W2/2399 20 12     2 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W1/2400 31 17     7 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W3/2400 21 2     9 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W4/2400 31 17     7 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W1/2401 31 20     7 0     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W2/2401 42 27     12 3     
46 Philbeach Gardens 20 7 W3/2401 31 20     7 0     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W1/2379 32 20     8 1     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W2/2379 18 16     6 4     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W2/2380 29 16     7 0     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W4/2380 29 15     7 0     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W4/2381 29 20     7 1     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W5/2381 39 28     10 3     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W6/2381 29 20     7 1     
47 Philbeach Gardens 17 9 W1/2389 29 21     4 1     
48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W2/2369 22 13     4 0     
48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W2/2370 20 14     2 0     
48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W2/2371 20 15     2 0     
48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W4/2373 29 25     7 4     
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48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W1/2381 33 24     8 2     
48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W2/2381 40 30     11 4     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2359 19 13     2 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W2/2359 16 10     2 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2360 28 20     6 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W3/2360 29 21     6 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2361 30 23     7 1     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W2/2361 38 30     10 3     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W3/2361 31 24     7 1     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W5/2369 15 10     3 1     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2370 40 30     13 4     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W5/3807 31 19     5 1     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W5/3808 37 25     11 3     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W1/3818 36 22     10 3     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W3/3818 32 19     8 2     
5 Philbeach Gardens 24 21 W1/2810 29 27     2 1     
5 Philbeach Gardens 24 21 W8/2810 46 46     4 3     
5 Philbeach Gardens 24 21 W9/2810 55 54     6 4     
6 Philbeach Gardens 11 10 W4/2789 41 40     4 2     
67 Eardley Crescent 2 1 W4/3130 3 1     0 0     
7 Eardley Crescent 14 11 W4/3807 28 18     6 1     
7 Eardley Crescent 14 11 W1/3808 43 26     13 4     
7 Eardley Crescent 14 11 W2/3808 40 23     12 3     
7 Philbeach Gardens 16 14 W1/2789 38 34     3 1     
7 Philbeach Gardens 16 14 W2/2789 31 30     3 1     
76 Longridge Road 56 55 W2/2009 39 36     6 4     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W11/8000 4 3     0 0     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W12/8000 3 2     0 0     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8011 11 10     2 1     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W2/8012 18 17     4 3     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8012 11 10     2 1     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8013 11 10     2 1     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8014 12 11     2 1     
8 Philbeach Gardens 15 14 W2/2760 17 18     2 1     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W1/3737 16 12     2 0     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W2/3737 28 19     3 1     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W3/3737 1 0     1 0     
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48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W1/2381 33 24     8 2     
48 Philbeach Gardens 13 7 W2/2381 40 30     11 4     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2359 19 13     2 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W2/2359 16 10     2 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2360 28 20     6 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W3/2360 29 21     6 0     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2361 30 23     7 1     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W2/2361 38 30     10 3     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W3/2361 31 24     7 1     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W5/2369 15 10     3 1     
49 Philbeach Gardens 22 13 W1/2370 40 30     13 4     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W5/3807 31 19     5 1     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W5/3808 37 25     11 3     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W1/3818 36 22     10 3     
5 Eardley Crescent 9 5 W3/3818 32 19     8 2     
5 Philbeach Gardens 24 21 W1/2810 29 27     2 1     
5 Philbeach Gardens 24 21 W8/2810 46 46     4 3     
5 Philbeach Gardens 24 21 W9/2810 55 54     6 4     
6 Philbeach Gardens 11 10 W4/2789 41 40     4 2     
67 Eardley Crescent 2 1 W4/3130 3 1     0 0     
7 Eardley Crescent 14 11 W4/3807 28 18     6 1     
7 Eardley Crescent 14 11 W1/3808 43 26     13 4     
7 Eardley Crescent 14 11 W2/3808 40 23     12 3     
7 Philbeach Gardens 16 14 W1/2789 38 34     3 1     
7 Philbeach Gardens 16 14 W2/2789 31 30     3 1     
76 Longridge Road 56 55 W2/2009 39 36     6 4     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W11/8000 4 3     0 0     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W12/8000 3 2     0 0     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8011 11 10     2 1     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W2/8012 18 17     4 3     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8012 11 10     2 1     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8013 11 10     2 1     
77 Philbeach Gardens, 
"Beach House" 81 74 W3/8014 12 11     2 1     
8 Philbeach Gardens 15 14 W2/2760 17 18     2 1     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W1/3737 16 12     2 0     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W2/3737 28 19     3 1     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W3/3737 1 0     1 0     

9 Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing: Planning Application 1 - RBKC 
 

 

9-25 

Property 
No of 

Windows 

Meet Total 
& Winter 

BRE 
Guidelines 

 

 

 

 

Window Ref 
which 
breach 

guidance 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Total 
APSH 

(%) 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in 
previous column in consideration of both the 

quantum of sunlight amenity lost and retained by 
each room 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

 

Proposed  

Winter APSH 
(%) 

 

 

 

Assessment of level of adverse impact to rooms in previous 
column in consideration of both the quantum of sunlight 
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9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W4/3737 17 10     1 0     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W5/3737 24 13     6 1     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W1/3739 31 25     8 3     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W1/3740 33 29     5 2     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W2/3778 9 7     0 0     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W1/3797 19 10     3 0     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W2/3797 10 6     0 0     
9 Eardley Crescent 15 4 W1/3798 14 11     1 0     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W1/2290 36 23     10 8     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W1/2300 21 14     10 9     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W1/2320 13 4     8 0     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W2/2320 6 2     4 0     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W4/2321 15 8     8 1     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W5/2321 7 3     4 0     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W4/2322 19 13     10 4     
Philbeach Hall 36 28 W5/2322 15 11     8 4     
Total      129 106 45 17   35 76 145 41 
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Mirrored Baseline  
         Table 9-7   Proposed Sunlight Summary by Property for Mirrored Baseline ‘v’ Development Option (RBKC) 

Proposals  

 
 
 
 
 

9.155 For the Mirrored Baseline which is considered by GIA to provide a more realistic representation of an urban 
environment than the partially undeveloped site, the number of windows which achieve the APSH criteria 
increases to 2,185 (91.8%). In accordance with the BRE Guidelines, the occupants of the properties would 
be unlikely to experience a noticeable change in the level of sunlight within their properties as a 
consequence of the construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals and the impact to them 
would be considered to be of negligible significance.  

9.156 In addition, a total of 427 windows would see an improvement in the amount of winter sunlight they receive 
and 533 windows will see an improvement in their total sunlight. Importantly, the properties to the south of 
St Cuthbert’s Church on Philbeach Gardens (which currently look out over the undeveloped portion of the 
site) would all see improvements in sunlight, particularly total sunlight. This is an important conclusion as it 
demonstrates that the massing of development plot WV01 would allow for a greater level of sunlight 
availability than a replicate massing of the Philbeach Gardens street. This provides evidence that the 
massing in this location of the site creates what may be considered a typical London street scene.  

9.157 Similarly, there are a number of windows within the properties at the southern end of Eardley Crescent 
which would see an improvement in the sunlight when compared against a replicate, mirrored massing. 

9.158 Given the unique characteristics which define the site and the large number of windows which experience 
an improvement in sunlight, the level of compliance noted in this assessment is considered to be excellent.  

9.159 As was the case for the Existing Baseline, Table 9-7 identifies that where breaches in BRE Guidance do 
occur, these predominately relate to winter sunlight as opposed to total sunlight.  For the reasons mentioned 
above, this is not uncommon when undertaking developments in central London locations and particularly 
so when there are windows with largely unobstructed views of the sky dome which give rise to 
uncharacteristic baseline conditions.  

9.160 In order to understand the nature of the impacts to those windows which exceed the BRE Guidelines (196 
remaining windows), the detailed technical analysis for each window has been tabulated and is presented in 
Table D in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 4.2.  

9.161 Table D identifies the number of windows per property, the number which meet guidance and the number 
which do not. An impact assessment has then been made in respect of total sunlight. The same exercise 
has been repeated for winter sunlight. Where the impact to a window is considered negligible, it has been 
coloured ‘Green’, coloured ‘Yellow’ when Minor Adverse, ‘Blue’ when Moderate Adverse and ‘Purple’ when 
Major Adverse. Where a gain is noted, this has been coloured ‘Green’.  

9.162 In relation to total sunlight, 109 out of the 196 windows which exceed the BRE Guidance would either retain 
at least 25% APSH, experience no more than a 20% alteration form their existing value or experience an 
improvement in total sunlight. Interestingly, the properties at 43-49 Philbeach Gardens which currently look 
out over an open site would no longer experience a reduction in total sunlight which exceeds BRE Guidance 
which illustrates that the height of the block adjacent to these properties is representative of a massing 
expected on a typical London street scene.  

9.163 It may therefore be concluded that a total of 2,294 (2,185 meeting guidance + 109) out of the 2,381 (96.3%) 
windows analysed for total sunlight will either improve, remain unchanged or experience an unnoticeable 
change in total sunlight and the impact to these windows is therefore considered negligible.  

9.164 50 windows (2.1%) which have been coloured ‘Yellow’ in Table D are considered to experience a Minor 
Adverse impact in relation to total sunlight. These properties are again located around 5-19 Eardley 
Crescent and 27-31 Eardley Crescent as the mirrored baseline has not been placed opposite these 
properties.  

9.165 24 windows (1%) are considered to experience a Moderate Adverse Impact and just 13 (0.5%) will 
experience a major alteration in their total sunlight. Interestingly, the windows within 44-48 Philbeach 
Gardens which previously experienced moderate and major impacts would in the large, experience 
negligible or minor adverse impacts which provide evidence that the proposed massing in this location of the 
site is representative of a typical London street scene.  

9.166 Where impacts in excess of minor adverse are noted, they remain in the same locations as the Existing 
Baseline, that being predominately around the southern end of Eardley Crescent.  

9.167 In relation to winter sunlight, 25 windows will experience a negligible impact in that they either retain 5% 
APSH or experience less than a 20% alteration form the existing value. A further 54 windows will experience 
a alteration in sunlight which deviates from the technical guidance offered by the BRE however it is 
considered unlikely that the alteration will have a material impact upon the sunlight amenity enjoyed by the 
occupants behind the fenestration.  

9.168 The Development Option (RBKC) Proposals in relation to the Mirrored Baseline will have a moderate 
adverse impact upon 94 windows and a major impact to 23 windows. It is therefore clear than when the 
impacts of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals, the number of windows experiencing moderate and 
significantly impacts has significantly decreased.  

 

Permanent Overshadowing  
9.169 The full details of the analysis results can be found ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 7.  A summary of the 

permanent overshadowing impact results for the surrounding properties for the Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals is summarised in Table 9-8 below. A permanent overshadowing assessment has been 
undertaken to a total of 104 rear gardens to the properties on Philbeach Gardens, Eardley 
Crescent and the Empress Place.   

9.170 Construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will result in an improvement to the level of 
permanent overshadowing to the following 10 (9.7%) of the amenity areas assessed; 

 
• 68 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 67 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 66 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 65 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 45 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 14 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 13 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 12 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 11 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 9 Philbeach Gardens.  

 
9.171 The overall effect of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals upon the gardens to numbers 68, 67, 66, 

65, 14, 11, 9 and 3 Philbeach Gardens is considered to be minor beneficial impact and the impact to 45 
and 12 Philbeach Gardens is considered to be Major Beneficial. 

9.172 74 of the gardens (71%) which are highlighted in ‘Green’ in Tables 9-8 show that they would experience an 
increase in permanent overshadow which is within the levels permitted by the BRE Guidance and the 
impact to them is therefore considered to be of negligible significance.  

 

Total 
windows  

meet BRE 
Guidelines 

% No. 
below 
winter  

No. 
below 
Total 

Winter 
Gains 

Total 
Gains 

Mirrored 
Baseline 2,381 2,185 91.8% 194 81 427 533 
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Mirrored Baseline  
         Table 9-7   Proposed Sunlight Summary by Property for Mirrored Baseline ‘v’ Development Option (RBKC) 

Proposals  

 
 
 
 
 

9.155 For the Mirrored Baseline which is considered by GIA to provide a more realistic representation of an urban 
environment than the partially undeveloped site, the number of windows which achieve the APSH criteria 
increases to 2,185 (91.8%). In accordance with the BRE Guidelines, the occupants of the properties would 
be unlikely to experience a noticeable change in the level of sunlight within their properties as a 
consequence of the construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals and the impact to them 
would be considered to be of negligible significance.  

9.156 In addition, a total of 427 windows would see an improvement in the amount of winter sunlight they receive 
and 533 windows will see an improvement in their total sunlight. Importantly, the properties to the south of 
St Cuthbert’s Church on Philbeach Gardens (which currently look out over the undeveloped portion of the 
site) would all see improvements in sunlight, particularly total sunlight. This is an important conclusion as it 
demonstrates that the massing of development plot WV01 would allow for a greater level of sunlight 
availability than a replicate massing of the Philbeach Gardens street. This provides evidence that the 
massing in this location of the site creates what may be considered a typical London street scene.  

9.157 Similarly, there are a number of windows within the properties at the southern end of Eardley Crescent 
which would see an improvement in the sunlight when compared against a replicate, mirrored massing. 

9.158 Given the unique characteristics which define the site and the large number of windows which experience 
an improvement in sunlight, the level of compliance noted in this assessment is considered to be excellent.  

9.159 As was the case for the Existing Baseline, Table 9-7 identifies that where breaches in BRE Guidance do 
occur, these predominately relate to winter sunlight as opposed to total sunlight.  For the reasons mentioned 
above, this is not uncommon when undertaking developments in central London locations and particularly 
so when there are windows with largely unobstructed views of the sky dome which give rise to 
uncharacteristic baseline conditions.  

9.160 In order to understand the nature of the impacts to those windows which exceed the BRE Guidelines (196 
remaining windows), the detailed technical analysis for each window has been tabulated and is presented in 
Table D in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 4.2.  

9.161 Table D identifies the number of windows per property, the number which meet guidance and the number 
which do not. An impact assessment has then been made in respect of total sunlight. The same exercise 
has been repeated for winter sunlight. Where the impact to a window is considered negligible, it has been 
coloured ‘Green’, coloured ‘Yellow’ when Minor Adverse, ‘Blue’ when Moderate Adverse and ‘Purple’ when 
Major Adverse. Where a gain is noted, this has been coloured ‘Green’.  

9.162 In relation to total sunlight, 109 out of the 196 windows which exceed the BRE Guidance would either retain 
at least 25% APSH, experience no more than a 20% alteration form their existing value or experience an 
improvement in total sunlight. Interestingly, the properties at 43-49 Philbeach Gardens which currently look 
out over an open site would no longer experience a reduction in total sunlight which exceeds BRE Guidance 
which illustrates that the height of the block adjacent to these properties is representative of a massing 
expected on a typical London street scene.  

9.163 It may therefore be concluded that a total of 2,294 (2,185 meeting guidance + 109) out of the 2,381 (96.3%) 
windows analysed for total sunlight will either improve, remain unchanged or experience an unnoticeable 
change in total sunlight and the impact to these windows is therefore considered negligible.  

9.164 50 windows (2.1%) which have been coloured ‘Yellow’ in Table D are considered to experience a Minor 
Adverse impact in relation to total sunlight. These properties are again located around 5-19 Eardley 
Crescent and 27-31 Eardley Crescent as the mirrored baseline has not been placed opposite these 
properties.  

9.165 24 windows (1%) are considered to experience a Moderate Adverse Impact and just 13 (0.5%) will 
experience a major alteration in their total sunlight. Interestingly, the windows within 44-48 Philbeach 
Gardens which previously experienced moderate and major impacts would in the large, experience 
negligible or minor adverse impacts which provide evidence that the proposed massing in this location of the 
site is representative of a typical London street scene.  

9.166 Where impacts in excess of minor adverse are noted, they remain in the same locations as the Existing 
Baseline, that being predominately around the southern end of Eardley Crescent.  

9.167 In relation to winter sunlight, 25 windows will experience a negligible impact in that they either retain 5% 
APSH or experience less than a 20% alteration form the existing value. A further 54 windows will experience 
a alteration in sunlight which deviates from the technical guidance offered by the BRE however it is 
considered unlikely that the alteration will have a material impact upon the sunlight amenity enjoyed by the 
occupants behind the fenestration.  

9.168 The Development Option (RBKC) Proposals in relation to the Mirrored Baseline will have a moderate 
adverse impact upon 94 windows and a major impact to 23 windows. It is therefore clear than when the 
impacts of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals, the number of windows experiencing moderate and 
significantly impacts has significantly decreased.  

 

Permanent Overshadowing  
9.169 The full details of the analysis results can be found ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 7.  A summary of the 

permanent overshadowing impact results for the surrounding properties for the Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals is summarised in Table 9-8 below. A permanent overshadowing assessment has been 
undertaken to a total of 104 rear gardens to the properties on Philbeach Gardens, Eardley 
Crescent and the Empress Place.   

9.170 Construction of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will result in an improvement to the level of 
permanent overshadowing to the following 10 (9.7%) of the amenity areas assessed; 

 
• 68 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 67 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 66 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 65 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 45 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 14 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 13 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 12 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 11 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 9 Philbeach Gardens.  

 
9.171 The overall effect of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals upon the gardens to numbers 68, 67, 66, 

65, 14, 11, 9 and 3 Philbeach Gardens is considered to be minor beneficial impact and the impact to 45 
and 12 Philbeach Gardens is considered to be Major Beneficial. 

9.172 74 of the gardens (71%) which are highlighted in ‘Green’ in Tables 9-8 show that they would experience an 
increase in permanent overshadow which is within the levels permitted by the BRE Guidance and the 
impact to them is therefore considered to be of negligible significance.  

 

Total 
windows  

meet BRE 
Guidelines 

% No. 
below 
winter  

No. 
below 
Total 

Winter 
Gains 

Total 
Gains 

Mirrored 
Baseline 2,381 2,185 91.8% 194 81 427 533 
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9.173 The following 6 gardens (5.8%) highlighted in Yellow will experience a modest increase in overshadowing 
beyond the BRE Guidance;  

 
• 49 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 33 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 25a Philbeach Gardens; 
• 16 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 6 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 5 Philbeach Gardens. 

 
9.174 In the Existing Baseline, the rear gardens to 25a and 16 Philbeach Gardens experience shadow in excess 

of the BRE upper shadow threshold (87.56% & 72.87% respectively) and are therefore sensitive to further 
alterations in shadow. The relative increase in shadow is not significant however owing to the high exiting 
shadow, the increase caused by the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals technically exceeds the BRE 
Guidance.  

9.175 5 and 6 Philbeach Gardens only fractionally exceed guidance in that 41.93% and 40.29% respectively of the 
area will receive no direct sunlight on the 21st March.   

9.176 42% of the garden of 33 Philbeach Gardens will receive no sunlight on the 21st March which is only 
fractionally beyond the BRE upper shadow criteria and the garden to 49 Philbeach Gardens will be in 
shadow to 49% of its area.  

9.177 The overall effect of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals upon the areas listed above is, therefore, 
considered to be of minor adverse significance.  

9.178 The following 4 (3.7%) garden areas highlighted in Blue will experience an increase in permanent 
overshadowing beyond BRE Guidance;  

 
• 29 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 18 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 17 Philbeach Gardens; 
• 1 Philbeach Gardens. 

 
9.179 In the Existing Baseline, 17 and 18 Philbeach Gardens experience shadow in excess of the BRE upper 

shadow threshold (65.68% & 61.69% respectively) and are therefore sensitive to further alteration. The 
Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cause an absolute increase in overshadowing to 17 Philbeach 
Gardens is 16.16% and 17.42% to 18 Philbeach Gardens.  

9.180 The rear garden of 29 Philbeach Gardens will receive no direct sunlight on the 21st March to 53.24% of it 
area and 1 Philbeach Gardens will experience a 39% increase in the area of the garden which will no longer 
receive direct sunlight on the 21st March. The overall effect of the Development upon the areas listed above 
is, therefore, considered to be of moderate adverse significance.  

9.181 There are 10 gardens (9.7%) where the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cause a material 
increase in the level of overshadowing. The impacted properties are located within19-28 Philbeach 
Gardens. The percentage change in the sunlit area between the Existing Baseline and Development Option 
(RBKC) Proposals range between 50-74% are therefore beyond the permissible 20% increase. The overall 
effect of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals upon the areas listed above is, therefore, considered to 
be of major adverse significance. 
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Table 9-8     Permanent Overshadowing Impact Results for the Surrounding Properties for the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals 
  

Garden/Amenity Area Assessed % Shadow in Existing Baseline % Shadow for Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposal  

% Change in sunlit area between Existing 
Baseline and Development Option (RBKC) 

Proposal  

Impact Assessment  

70 Philbeach Gardens 8.99 8.99 0.00% Negligible 
69 Philbeach Gardens 36.41 36.41 0.00% Negligible 
68 Philbeach Gardens 55.66 51.9 -8.48% Minor Beneficial 
67 Philbeach Gardens 36.87 24.42 -19.72% Minor Beneficial 
66 Philbeach Gardens 35.44 20.19 -23.62% Minor Beneficial  
65 Philbeach Gardens 14.44 12.72 -2.01% Minor Beneficial  
64 Philbeach Gardens 28.53 28.53 0.00% Negligible 
63 Philbeach Gardens 22.55 22.55 0.00% Negligible 
62 Philbeach Gardens 34.57 34.57 0.00% Negligible 
61 Philbeach Gardens 23.17 23.17 0.00% Negligible 
60 Philbeach Gardens 5.85 5.85 0.00% Negligible 
57-59 Philbeach Gardens 8.84 8.84 0.00% Negligible 
49 Philbeach Gardens 9.2 49.4 44.27% Minor Adverse 
48 Philbeach Gardens 7.68 34.44 28.99% Negligible 
47 Philbeach Gardens 5.57 22.79 18.24% Negligible 
46 Philbeach Gardens 5.54 22 17.43% Negligible 
45 Philbeach Gardens 58.44 24.41 -81.88% Major Beneficial  
44 Philbeach Gardens 5.02 19.15 14.88% Negligible 
43 Philbeach Gardens 0 22.37 22.37% Negligible 
42 Philbeach Gardens 4.98 18.73 14.47% Negligible 
41 Philbeach Gardens 4.77 13.47 9.14% Negligible 
40 Philbeach Gardens 3.84 3.84 0.00% Negligible 
39a Philbeach Gardens 4.75 5.54 0.83% Negligible 
39b Philbeach Gardens 6.51 6.51 0.00% Negligible 
38 Philbeach Gardens 3.57 5.3 1.79% Negligible 
37 Philbeach Gardens 6.15 16.24 10.75% Negligible 
36a Philbeach Gardens 6.74 26.34 21.02% Negligible 
36b Philbeach Gardens 0 32.52 32.52% Negligible 
35 Philbeach Gardens 0.15 2.93 2.78% Negligible 
34 Philbeach Gardens 10.9 32.4 24.13% Negligible 
33 Philbeach Gardens 8.1 42.9 37.87% Minor Adverse 
32 Philbeach Gardens 0 24.45 24.45% Negligible 
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 11.9 34.98 26.20% Negligible 
29 Philbeach Gardens 13.61 53.24 45.87% Moderate Adverse 
27-28 Philbeach Gardens 13.99 62.32 56.19% Major Adverse 
26 Philbeach Gardens 14.43 57.43 50.25% Major Adverse 
25a Philbeach Gardens 87.56 90.78 25.88% Minor Adverse 
25b Philbeach Gardens 22.29 63.35 52.84% Major Adverse 
24 Philbeach Gardens 22.72 76.11 69.09% Major Adverse 
23 Philbeach Gardens 26.3 81.3 74.63% Major Adverse 
22 Philbeach Gardens 21.11 75.06 68.39% Major Adverse 
21 Philbeach Gardens 38.89 79.16 65.90% Major Adverse 
20 Philbeach Gardens 64.44 84.46 56.30% Major Adverse 
19 Philbeach Gardens 53.75 78.67 53.88% Major Adverse 
18 Philbeach Gardens 61.69 79.11 45.47% Moderate Adverse 
17 Philbeach Gardens 65.68 81.84 47.09% Moderate Adverse  
16 Philbeach Gardens 72.87 79.79 25.51% Minor Adverse 
15 Philbeach Gardens 55.16 58.85 8.23% Negligible 
14 Philbeach Gardens 63.49 55.69 -21.36% Minor Beneficial  
13 Philbeach Gardens 62.03 52.46 -25.20% Minor Beneficial  
12 Philbeach Gardens 72.34 49.47 -82.68% Major Beneficial  
11 Philbeach Gardens 43.08 39.14 -6.92% Minor Beneficial  
10 Philbeach Gardens 0 0 0.00% Negligible 
9 Philbeach Gardens 51.68 48.2 -7.20% Minor Beneficial 
8 Philbeach Gardens 22.29 33.88 14.91% Negligible 
7 Philbeach Gardens 10.94 30.76       22.25% Negligible 
6 Philbeach Gardens 11.96 40.29 32.18% Minor Adverse 
5 Philbeach Gardens 25.74 41.93 21.80% Minor Adverse 
4 Philbeach Gardens 2.64 32.28 30.44% Negligible 
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Table 9-8     Permanent Overshadowing Impact Results for the Surrounding Properties for the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals 
  

Garden/Amenity Area Assessed % Shadow in Existing Baseline % Shadow for Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposal  

% Change in sunlit area between Existing 
Baseline and Development Option (RBKC) 

Proposal  

Impact Assessment  

70 Philbeach Gardens 8.99 8.99 0.00% Negligible 
69 Philbeach Gardens 36.41 36.41 0.00% Negligible 
68 Philbeach Gardens 55.66 51.9 -8.48% Minor Beneficial 
67 Philbeach Gardens 36.87 24.42 -19.72% Minor Beneficial 
66 Philbeach Gardens 35.44 20.19 -23.62% Minor Beneficial  
65 Philbeach Gardens 14.44 12.72 -2.01% Minor Beneficial  
64 Philbeach Gardens 28.53 28.53 0.00% Negligible 
63 Philbeach Gardens 22.55 22.55 0.00% Negligible 
62 Philbeach Gardens 34.57 34.57 0.00% Negligible 
61 Philbeach Gardens 23.17 23.17 0.00% Negligible 
60 Philbeach Gardens 5.85 5.85 0.00% Negligible 
57-59 Philbeach Gardens 8.84 8.84 0.00% Negligible 
49 Philbeach Gardens 9.2 49.4 44.27% Minor Adverse 
48 Philbeach Gardens 7.68 34.44 28.99% Negligible 
47 Philbeach Gardens 5.57 22.79 18.24% Negligible 
46 Philbeach Gardens 5.54 22 17.43% Negligible 
45 Philbeach Gardens 58.44 24.41 -81.88% Major Beneficial  
44 Philbeach Gardens 5.02 19.15 14.88% Negligible 
43 Philbeach Gardens 0 22.37 22.37% Negligible 
42 Philbeach Gardens 4.98 18.73 14.47% Negligible 
41 Philbeach Gardens 4.77 13.47 9.14% Negligible 
40 Philbeach Gardens 3.84 3.84 0.00% Negligible 
39a Philbeach Gardens 4.75 5.54 0.83% Negligible 
39b Philbeach Gardens 6.51 6.51 0.00% Negligible 
38 Philbeach Gardens 3.57 5.3 1.79% Negligible 
37 Philbeach Gardens 6.15 16.24 10.75% Negligible 
36a Philbeach Gardens 6.74 26.34 21.02% Negligible 
36b Philbeach Gardens 0 32.52 32.52% Negligible 
35 Philbeach Gardens 0.15 2.93 2.78% Negligible 
34 Philbeach Gardens 10.9 32.4 24.13% Negligible 
33 Philbeach Gardens 8.1 42.9 37.87% Minor Adverse 
32 Philbeach Gardens 0 24.45 24.45% Negligible 
30-31 Philbeach Gardens 11.9 34.98 26.20% Negligible 
29 Philbeach Gardens 13.61 53.24 45.87% Moderate Adverse 
27-28 Philbeach Gardens 13.99 62.32 56.19% Major Adverse 
26 Philbeach Gardens 14.43 57.43 50.25% Major Adverse 
25a Philbeach Gardens 87.56 90.78 25.88% Minor Adverse 
25b Philbeach Gardens 22.29 63.35 52.84% Major Adverse 
24 Philbeach Gardens 22.72 76.11 69.09% Major Adverse 
23 Philbeach Gardens 26.3 81.3 74.63% Major Adverse 
22 Philbeach Gardens 21.11 75.06 68.39% Major Adverse 
21 Philbeach Gardens 38.89 79.16 65.90% Major Adverse 
20 Philbeach Gardens 64.44 84.46 56.30% Major Adverse 
19 Philbeach Gardens 53.75 78.67 53.88% Major Adverse 
18 Philbeach Gardens 61.69 79.11 45.47% Moderate Adverse 
17 Philbeach Gardens 65.68 81.84 47.09% Moderate Adverse  
16 Philbeach Gardens 72.87 79.79 25.51% Minor Adverse 
15 Philbeach Gardens 55.16 58.85 8.23% Negligible 
14 Philbeach Gardens 63.49 55.69 -21.36% Minor Beneficial  
13 Philbeach Gardens 62.03 52.46 -25.20% Minor Beneficial  
12 Philbeach Gardens 72.34 49.47 -82.68% Major Beneficial  
11 Philbeach Gardens 43.08 39.14 -6.92% Minor Beneficial  
10 Philbeach Gardens 0 0 0.00% Negligible 
9 Philbeach Gardens 51.68 48.2 -7.20% Minor Beneficial 
8 Philbeach Gardens 22.29 33.88 14.91% Negligible 
7 Philbeach Gardens 10.94 30.76       22.25% Negligible 
6 Philbeach Gardens 11.96 40.29 32.18% Minor Adverse 
5 Philbeach Gardens 25.74 41.93 21.80% Minor Adverse 
4 Philbeach Gardens 2.64 32.28 30.44% Negligible 
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Garden/Amenity Area Assessed % Shadow in Existing Baseline % Shadow for Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposal  

% Change in sunlit area between Existing 
Baseline and Development Option (RBKC) 

Proposal  

Impact Assessment  

3 Philbeach Gardens 1.71 21.03 19.66% Negligible 
2 Philbeach Gardens 6.33 17.66 12.10% Negligible 
1 Philbeach Gardens 31.6 58.7 39.62% Moderate Adverse 
75 Eardley Crescent 69.75 69.8 0.17% Negligible 
73 Eardley Crescent 90.4 90.4 0.00% Negligible 
69 Eardley Crescent 33.76 33.85 0.14% Negligible 
67 Eardley Crescent 7.17 7.34 0.18% Negligible 
65 Eardley Crescent 19.47 19.65 0.22% Negligible 
63 Eardley Crescent 36.25 36.54 0.45% Negligible 
61 Eardley Crescent 31.87 31.95 0.12% Negligible 
59 Eardley Crescent 38.2 38.41 0.34% Negligible 
57 Eardley Crescent 38.77 39.07 0.49% Negligible 
55 Eardley Crescent 41.9 42.22 0.55% Negligible 
51-53 Eardley Crescent 21.37 21.44 0.09% Negligible 
49 Eardley Crescent 27.25 27.37 0.16% Negligible 
47 Eardley Crescent 52.59 52.78 0.40% Negligible 
45 Eardley Crescent 49.72 49.78 0.12% Negligible 
41-43 Eardley Crescent 17.87 17.98 0.13% Negligible 
39 Eardley Crescent 23.68 23.94 0.34% Negligible 
37 Eardley Crescent 16.93 16.93 0.00% Negligible 
33-35 Eardley Crescent 12.94 13.28 0.39% Negligible 
31 Eardley Crescent 28.4 28.93 0.74% Negligible 
29 Eardley Crescent 34.69 34.97 0.43% Negligible 
27 Eardley Crescent 39.57 39.57 0.00% Negligible 
25 Eardley Crescent 48.53 49.3 1.50% Negligible 
23 Eardley Crescent 56.4 57.15 1.72% Negligible 
21 Eardley Crescent 71.52 73.18 5.83% Negligible 
19 Eardley Crescent 22.83 24.75 2.49% Negligible 
17 Eardley Crescent 14.34 17.11 3.23% Negligible 
15 Eardley Crescent 28.53 32.23 5.18% Negligible 
13 Eardley Crescent 23.5 25.53 2.65% Negligible 
11 Eardley Crescent 22.09 23.84 2.25% Negligible 
9 Eardley Crescent 9.98 15.96 6.64% Negligible 
7 Eardley Crescent 21.04 27.39 8.04% Negligible 
5 Eardley Crescent 19.77 27.44 9.56% Negligible 
3 Eardley Crescent 27.04 37.07 13.75% Negligible 
1a Eardley Crescent  20.26 44.12 29.92% Negligible 
Prince of Wales PH 67.7 67.73 0.09% Negligible 
7 Empress Place 55.46 55.53 0.16% Negligible 
9 Empress Place 82.78 82.88 0.58% Negligible 
11 Empress Place 82.92 83.13 1.23% Negligible 
13 Empress Place 61.93 62.09 0.42% Negligible 
15 Empress Place 60.44 60.53 0.23% Negligible 
17 Empress Place 77.13 77.32 0.83% Negligible 

 
Transient Overshadowing  

9.182 The drawings in 9.8 of ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 8 show the transient overshadowing comparison 
between the Existing Baseline and that with the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals maximum 
parameters in place for the suns highest, lowest and mid height altitude, namely 21st June, 21st December 
and 21st March, respectively at hourly intervals.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

9.183 Table 9-9 below shows the sunset and sunrise times for each of 21st March, 21st June and 21st December.  
It also shows the maximum altitude of the sun and the time at which the sun reaches the altitude of 10° 
which is the altitude at which the BRE Guideline specifies overshadowing as sunlight can effectively be 
disregarded when it is lower than this altitude. 
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  9-30 

Table 9-9     Sun Altitude Dates and Times 

London, UK - Greenwich Mean Time (accurate to nearest 10 minutes) 

 Sunrise Time 
Time at 10 

degrees altitude 
rising 

Maximum 
altitude 

(degrees) 
Time at 10 ° 

altitude setting 
Sunset 
Time 

21 June 03:50 05:10 62.4 19:00 20:10 

21 March 06:10 07:10 39.4 17:10 18:10 

21 December 08:10 09:50 15.6 14:10 16:00 
 

9.184 As can be seen in the transient overshadowing drawings in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 8, the 
shadows cast by the extant buildings of the Existing Baseline are shown in green, whilst that of the 
Development Option (RBKC) Proposals are shown in blue.  Shadows cast by the existing buildings 
surrounding the Site are shown in grey. 

9.185 A comparison of the shadow cast by the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals with the Mirrored Baseline 
has not been considered.  

9.186 The images have an ambient background light level in accordance with that found at the various times of 
year, dates of year and times of day.  Therefore, the images appear quite dark when the sun’s altitude is 
beneath the 100. 

9.187 On 21st March the sun reaches an altitude of 100 at around 7.10am and falls beneath 10° after 5.10pm in 
the evening. Therefore, the overshadowing situation at these early morning and late evening situations can 
effectively be disregarded. 

9.188 There are four principle sensitive areas in shadow terms: 
 

• Rear Gardens of Philbeach Gardens;  
• Rear Gardens of Eardley Crescent and; 
• St Cuthbert’s Church ; 
• Brompton Cemetery. 

 

Rear Gardens of Philbeach Gardens  

9.189 March 21st- between the hours of 7am and 12pm, there will be little by way of additional shadowing to the 
rear gardens of the properties on Philbeach Gardens. Between 1pm and 4pm, additional shadow will be 
cast by the townhouse development plot WV02 to the properties around on the southern end of the terrace. 
Development Plot WV01 will also cause additional showing to 40-49 Philbeach Gardens however this is not 
unsurprising given that these properties look out over an entirely unobstructed landscape which is 
uncharacteristic of an urban location.  By 5pm, the majority of the gardens are in shadow in the Existing 
Baseline however some increase is noted from the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals. By 6pm, the 
shadows of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals reflect those of the Existing Baseline.  

9.190 June 21st- between 6am-2pm, there is a very minor increase in shadowing to the gardens around the 
southern portion of the terrace however owing to the sun’s high altitude, this shadow is confined to the end 
of the gardens where the boundary fences are located. By 3pm, additional shadow is cast by development 
plot WV01 to the properties immediately to the east which continues to pass across the gardens for the 
remainder of the day. Between 3pm-6pm, additional shadow is noted to the gardens around development 
plot WV02 however a large proportion of the gardens continue to receive direct sunlight. By 7pm, the 
shadow cast by the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals is substantially similar to those cast by the 
garden fences.   

9.191 December 21st – at this time of year, even relatively modest obstructions can cause extensive shadows due 
to the sun not reaching above an altitude of 15.60. Therefore, noticeably longer shadows are expected to be 
cast during this period. In the Existing Baseline, a large proportion of the gardens are in shadow as a result 
of the existing site buildings and the boundary fences between each garden. The gardens of 1-34 Philbeach 
Gardens are in shadow as a result of the Existing Site buildings and therefore the Development Option 
(RBKC) Proposals has little by way of additional shadow to these properties. Between 11am-2pm, additional 
shadow is cast to 35-49 Philbeach Gardens however this is not unexpected at these properties currently 
have no obstructions to the access of direct sunlight. By 3pm, the shadows of the Development Option 
(RBKC) Proposals reflect those cast by the existing buildings and boundary fences.   

 

Rear Gardens of Eardley Crescent  

9.192 March 21st-between the hours of 7am and 1pm, there is no additional shadowing to the rear gardens of the 
properties on Eardley Crescent. Between 2pm-4pm, some minor additional shadowing occurs to the 
gardens at the southern end of the terrace however after this time, the Existing Site buildings cast a shadow 
to all of the gardens and therefore no additional shadow results from the Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals.    

9.193 June 21st- between the hours of 7am and 1pm, there is no additional shadowing to the rear gardens of the 
properties on Eardley Crescent. Between 2-3pm, the development plot WV05 which is located around the 
perimeter of the terrace starts to cause additional shadowing to the gardens however, it is generally 
restricted to the western portions of the gardens and thus close to the boundary fence. At 4pm, additional 
shadow is cast over the gardens on Eardley Crescent however by 5pm the shadow of the Development 
Option (RBKC) Proposals largely reflects that cast by the Existing Site buildings with the exception of the 
properties at the southern end of the terrace which will experience additional shadowing between 5-7pm.  

9.194 December 21st between 11pm-12pm, additional shadow is cast over the gardens at the southern end of the 
terrace. By 1pm, the boundary fences cast a shadow over the majority of the garden spaces around the 
southern end of the terrace and therefore the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals has little impact 
beyond the existing Baseline. 

 

 St Cuthbert’s Church  

9.195 March 21st –the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cause little by way of overshadowing to the 
church at this time of year. Some minor shadowing occurs between 2pm-4pm however this only slightly 
protrudes over the church building and grounds. By 5pm the shadow has passed.  

9.196 June 21st – the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will only cause a very minor increase in 
overshadowing of the church at 9pm when the sun has already set.  

9.197 December 21st there will be no additional overshadowing of the church in the morning hours however by 
1pm when the sun starts to set, additional shadow will be cast by the Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals until the sun sets. 

 

Old Brompton Cemetery  

9.198 March 21st the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cast no shadow over the Old Brompton 
Cemetery.   

9.199 June 21st – the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will only cause a very minor additional shadowing of 
the cemetery at 8pm however by 9pm, the shadow reflects that cast by the existing buildings.  

9.200 December 21st -the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cast no shadow over the Old Brompton 
Cemetery. 
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  9-30 

Table 9-9     Sun Altitude Dates and Times 

London, UK - Greenwich Mean Time (accurate to nearest 10 minutes) 

 Sunrise Time 
Time at 10 

degrees altitude 
rising 

Maximum 
altitude 

(degrees) 
Time at 10 ° 

altitude setting 
Sunset 
Time 

21 June 03:50 05:10 62.4 19:00 20:10 

21 March 06:10 07:10 39.4 17:10 18:10 

21 December 08:10 09:50 15.6 14:10 16:00 
 

9.184 As can be seen in the transient overshadowing drawings in ES Volume III, Appendix H, Annex 8, the 
shadows cast by the extant buildings of the Existing Baseline are shown in green, whilst that of the 
Development Option (RBKC) Proposals are shown in blue.  Shadows cast by the existing buildings 
surrounding the Site are shown in grey. 

9.185 A comparison of the shadow cast by the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals with the Mirrored Baseline 
has not been considered.  

9.186 The images have an ambient background light level in accordance with that found at the various times of 
year, dates of year and times of day.  Therefore, the images appear quite dark when the sun’s altitude is 
beneath the 100. 

9.187 On 21st March the sun reaches an altitude of 100 at around 7.10am and falls beneath 10° after 5.10pm in 
the evening. Therefore, the overshadowing situation at these early morning and late evening situations can 
effectively be disregarded. 

9.188 There are four principle sensitive areas in shadow terms: 
 

• Rear Gardens of Philbeach Gardens;  
• Rear Gardens of Eardley Crescent and; 
• St Cuthbert’s Church ; 
• Brompton Cemetery. 

 

Rear Gardens of Philbeach Gardens  

9.189 March 21st- between the hours of 7am and 12pm, there will be little by way of additional shadowing to the 
rear gardens of the properties on Philbeach Gardens. Between 1pm and 4pm, additional shadow will be 
cast by the townhouse development plot WV02 to the properties around on the southern end of the terrace. 
Development Plot WV01 will also cause additional showing to 40-49 Philbeach Gardens however this is not 
unsurprising given that these properties look out over an entirely unobstructed landscape which is 
uncharacteristic of an urban location.  By 5pm, the majority of the gardens are in shadow in the Existing 
Baseline however some increase is noted from the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals. By 6pm, the 
shadows of the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals reflect those of the Existing Baseline.  

9.190 June 21st- between 6am-2pm, there is a very minor increase in shadowing to the gardens around the 
southern portion of the terrace however owing to the sun’s high altitude, this shadow is confined to the end 
of the gardens where the boundary fences are located. By 3pm, additional shadow is cast by development 
plot WV01 to the properties immediately to the east which continues to pass across the gardens for the 
remainder of the day. Between 3pm-6pm, additional shadow is noted to the gardens around development 
plot WV02 however a large proportion of the gardens continue to receive direct sunlight. By 7pm, the 
shadow cast by the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals is substantially similar to those cast by the 
garden fences.   

9.191 December 21st – at this time of year, even relatively modest obstructions can cause extensive shadows due 
to the sun not reaching above an altitude of 15.60. Therefore, noticeably longer shadows are expected to be 
cast during this period. In the Existing Baseline, a large proportion of the gardens are in shadow as a result 
of the existing site buildings and the boundary fences between each garden. The gardens of 1-34 Philbeach 
Gardens are in shadow as a result of the Existing Site buildings and therefore the Development Option 
(RBKC) Proposals has little by way of additional shadow to these properties. Between 11am-2pm, additional 
shadow is cast to 35-49 Philbeach Gardens however this is not unexpected at these properties currently 
have no obstructions to the access of direct sunlight. By 3pm, the shadows of the Development Option 
(RBKC) Proposals reflect those cast by the existing buildings and boundary fences.   

 

Rear Gardens of Eardley Crescent  

9.192 March 21st-between the hours of 7am and 1pm, there is no additional shadowing to the rear gardens of the 
properties on Eardley Crescent. Between 2pm-4pm, some minor additional shadowing occurs to the 
gardens at the southern end of the terrace however after this time, the Existing Site buildings cast a shadow 
to all of the gardens and therefore no additional shadow results from the Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals.    

9.193 June 21st- between the hours of 7am and 1pm, there is no additional shadowing to the rear gardens of the 
properties on Eardley Crescent. Between 2-3pm, the development plot WV05 which is located around the 
perimeter of the terrace starts to cause additional shadowing to the gardens however, it is generally 
restricted to the western portions of the gardens and thus close to the boundary fence. At 4pm, additional 
shadow is cast over the gardens on Eardley Crescent however by 5pm the shadow of the Development 
Option (RBKC) Proposals largely reflects that cast by the Existing Site buildings with the exception of the 
properties at the southern end of the terrace which will experience additional shadowing between 5-7pm.  

9.194 December 21st between 11pm-12pm, additional shadow is cast over the gardens at the southern end of the 
terrace. By 1pm, the boundary fences cast a shadow over the majority of the garden spaces around the 
southern end of the terrace and therefore the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals has little impact 
beyond the existing Baseline. 

 

 St Cuthbert’s Church  

9.195 March 21st –the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cause little by way of overshadowing to the 
church at this time of year. Some minor shadowing occurs between 2pm-4pm however this only slightly 
protrudes over the church building and grounds. By 5pm the shadow has passed.  

9.196 June 21st – the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will only cause a very minor increase in 
overshadowing of the church at 9pm when the sun has already set.  

9.197 December 21st there will be no additional overshadowing of the church in the morning hours however by 
1pm when the sun starts to set, additional shadow will be cast by the Development Option (RBKC) 
Proposals until the sun sets. 

 

Old Brompton Cemetery  

9.198 March 21st the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cast no shadow over the Old Brompton 
Cemetery.   

9.199 June 21st – the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will only cause a very minor additional shadowing of 
the cemetery at 8pm however by 9pm, the shadow reflects that cast by the existing buildings.  

9.200 December 21st -the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will cast no shadow over the Old Brompton 
Cemetery. 
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Mitigation 
9.201 No mitigation measures are proposed as there is a high level of daylight, sunlight and shadow compliance 

and there are areas in which the scheme will improve the amenity for neighbouring properties against those 
areas where there is a more adverse affect.  It is felt that the proposed scheme is in balance, particularly 
given the inherent constraints upon developing the site in the form of its densely developed urban location 
and the unique characteristics the site demonstrates.  

 

Demolition and Construction 
9.202 The level of impact caused by the proposed development will vary throughout the demolition and 

construction phase, depending on the level of obstruction caused.  It will, however, almost certainly be less 
than the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals as the extent of permanent massing increases over time.  
Therefore, the impact of the completed development provides a worst-case scenario.  For this reason any 
mitigation for the proposed development will be included in the completed development section.   

 

Completed Development 
9.203 Throughout the design stage of the proposed development, mitigation measures have been adopted and 

incorporated into the design as and when the continual assessments highlighted any potentially adverse 
impacts.   

9.204 These mitigation measures included reductions in the height and massing of certain areas of the proposed 
development and the orientation and spacing of the buildings in order to maximise the daylight and sunlight 
amenity to the surrounding residential properties. 

 

Summary and Conclusions 
9.205 This chapter has considered the daylight, sunlight and shadow impacts arising from the Development 

Option (RBKC) Proposal upon the neighbouring residential buildings. The unique characteristics which 
define the site have been identified and the effects these have upon the ability for the neighbouring buildings 
to achieve compliance with the BRE Guidelines established.  

9.206 In relation to daylight, it is clear that the Development Option (RBKC) Proposal is able to demonstrate a high 
level of compliance with the BRE Guidelines. Where the impacts are assessed against the Existing 
Baseline, 96% of the rooms within the neighbouring buildings will experience a negligible impact. Where 
impacts are noted, 3% are considered to be minor adverse, 0.8% moderate adverse and just 0.2% major 
adverse. It should be noted that 795 (21.6%) of the windows analysed will actually see an improvement in 
daylight which is a significant achievement given the characteristics of the site.  

9.207 Where rooms experience alterations in daylight which are of greater significance than minor adverse, they 
are located within the properties on Philbeach Gardens and Eardley Crescent which look out over the 
undeveloped portions of the site. Furthermore, they are almost exclusively located within the basement and 
ground floor rooms within these properties where the baseline daylight conditions are below guidance, and 
in many cases significantly below guidance. As such, they are sensitive to any alteration in massing as 
small absolute changes in daylight are at times, disproportionately and somewhat misleadingly reflected as 
a high percentage alteration. Furthermore the room’s low level locations and inherent architectural features 
inhibit their ability to strictly adhere to the methodologies specified within the BRE Guidelines. 

9.208 For the Mirrored Baseline, 99% of the rooms within the neighbouring buildings will experience a negligible 
adverse impact. 0.8% of the rooms would experience an alteration in daylight which is considered to be of 
minor adverse significance and just 0.2% moderate adverse. No major adverse impacts are recorded when 
the Development Option (RBKC) Proposal is assessed against this more realistic baseline.  

9.209 In relation to sunlight for the Existing Baseline, a total of 326 windows assessed (13.7%) would see an 
improvement in their total sunlight hours. The properties benefiting from increased total sunlight can 
predominately be found within the properties on Philbeach Gardens and Eardley Crescent which are within 
close proximity to EC1.  

9.210 87.4% of the windows will satisfy both the total and winter APSH criteria and are therefore full compliant with 
the BRE Guidelines. The levels of compliance with both the total and winter sunlight have been determined 
to establish the times of year when the impacts are occurring. In relation to total sunlight; 

 
− 93% of the windows will experience a negligible adverse impact; 
− 4.5% of the windows will experience a minor adverse impact; 
− 1.9% will experience a moderate adverse impact and  
− 0.6% will experience a major adverse impact  
 

9.211 In relation to winter sunlight; 
 

− 249 (10.5%) windows would see an improvement in their winter sunlight hours  
− 89% of the windows will experience a negligible adverse impact. 
− 3.2% of the windows will experience a minor adverse impact   
− 6.1% of the windows will experience a moderate adverse impact and  
− 0.7% will experience a major adverse impact 

 
9.212 When assessed against the Mirrored Baseline, a total of 533 windows (22.4%) would see an improvement 

in their total sunlight hours. 91.8% of the windows will satisfy both the total and winter APSH criteria and 
would therefore be fully compliant with the BRE Guidelines.  The level of compliance with the total sunlight 
requirement will be as follows;  

 
− 533 windows will see an improvement in their total sunlight hours 
− 96.3% of windows will experience a negligible adverse impact;  
− 2.1% will experience a minor adverse impact 
− 1% will experience a moderate adverse impact and  
− 0.5% will experience a major adverse impact. 

 
9.213 In relation to permanent overshadowing, the Development Option (RBKC) Proposals will reduce the 

overshadowing to 9.7% of the rear gardens assessed and the impacts to them are therefore beneficial. In all 
cases, the improvements in shadow are recorded within the properties on Philbeach Gardens and are 
principally located around the EC1 building. With regards to the remaining gardens,  

 
− 71% of the gardens will experience a negligible impact;  
− 5.8% will experience a minor adverse impact 
− 3.7% will experience a moderate adverse impact and  
− 9.7% will experience a major adverse impact. 

 
 



Earls Court Project Application 1  |  Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea  |  Environmental Statement Volume I  |  June 2011 Properties222

9 Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Planning Application 1 - RBKC 
 

 

  9-32 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 
9.214 In addition to the assessment of Development Option (RBKC) in isolation, this Chapter considers the 

potential for cumulative impacts arising from the following scenarios are considered:  
 

• SCENARIO 1: Development Option (RBKC) PLUS other consented schemes within 1km;  
• SCENARIO 2: Development Option (RBKC) PLUS the Seagrave Road Development Proposals, PLUS 

other consented schemes within 1km;  
• SCENARIO 3: Development Option (Site Wide) – The Earls Court Development Proposals, which 

constitutes the implementation of Planning Applications 1 and 2 for the Earls Court Site; 
• SCENARIO 4: The Earls Court Development Proposals PLUS other consented schemes within 1km; 

and  
• SCENARIO 5: The Earls Court Development Proposals PLUS the Seagrave Road Development 

Proposals PLUS other consented schemes within 1km.  
 
9.215 Whilst a detailed technical analysis has not been undertaken for SCENARIO’s 1, 2, 4 and 5, it is GIA’s 

professional opinion that these scenarios will have a negligible impact upon the daylight, sunlight and 
overshadowing impacts to the neighboring residential buildings and amenity areas..  

9.216 As noted above, SCENARIO 3 constitutes the implementation of Planning Applications 1 and 2 for the Earls 
Court Site. The Development Proposals presented within each Planning Application and for which planning 
permission is sought, are collectively referred to as the Earls Court Development Proposals.  

9.217 In relation to SCENARIO 3, ES Volume III: Appendix H presents the details of the impact assessment work 
undertaken of The Earls Court Development Proposals. The ‘Cumulative Impact Assessment’ section within 
this ES Chapter however, presents a summary of the results and conclusions of the assessment work.   

9.218 The impacts recorded under SCENARIO 3 are substantially similar to those presented for the Development 
Option (RBKC) Proposals. The location of the development plots which are located outside of the 
Development Option (RBKC) Site are positioned a sufficient distance away from Philbeach Gardens, 
Eardley Crescent and the eastern terrace of Empress Place to have any meaningful impact upon the 
daylight, sunlight and overshadowing to these properties. Whilst there are likely to be some minor 
alterations within the numerical assessment results, the additional impact of SCENARIO beyond the 
Development Option (RBKC) Proposals is likely to be of no greater than a minor adverse significance.   

References  
Ref. 9-1 Building Research Establishment (BRE) Handbook ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight 1991 
Ref. 9-2 British Standard BS8206 Part II 2008 
Ref. 9-3 Applications Manual Window Design of the Chartered Institute of Building Services Engineers (CIBSE) 
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