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Dear Ibrahim, 
 

Re: Proposed Development of Latimer Road – Preliminary Daylight, Sunlight & Overshadowing Assessments   

 
Introduction and Instructions  
 
You have instructed GIA to undertake an indicative assessment of the potential Daylight, Sunlight and 
Overshadowing impacts which may occur as a result of the proposed development for the site at Latimer Road 
in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (‘RBKC’), London.  
 
This study has been undertaken based on four massing permutations which are illustrated within the visual 
assessment document within Appendix 01. Option A is reflective of a massing model issued to GIA by RBKC on 
the 12th November 2020. Options B, C and D are variations or enhancements of the RBKC massing which have 
been produced by GIA for the sole purpose of this exercise. The four massing options assessed are hereafter 
referred to as: 
 
Option A – RBKC Massing (Total GEA = 10,382.7 sqm) 
Option B – RBKC Massing +3.08m @ ground level (Total GEA = 14,765.8 sqm) 
Option C – RBKC Massing +3.08m @Setback level (Total GEA = 13,260.4 sqm) 
Option D – RBKC Massing (GIAs Enhanced Scheme) (Total GEA = 12,900.6 sqm).  
 
Methodology and Approach  
 
BRE Guidelines 
 
In the absence of official national planning guidance/legislation on daylight and sunlight, the most recognised 
guidance document is published by the Building Research Establishment and entitles ‘Site Layout Planning for 
Daylight and Sunlight – A Guide to Good Practice’, Second Edition, 2011; herein referred to as the ‘BRE 
Guidelines’. 
 
The BRE Guidelines are not mandatory and state that they should not be used as an instrument of planning 
policy, however in practice they are heavily relied upon as they provide a good guide to approach, methodology 
and evaluation of daylight and sunlight impacts. 
 
Whilst the BRE Guidelines provide numerical guidance for daylight, sunlight and overshadowing, these criteria 
should not be seen as absolute targets since, as the document states, the intention of the guide is to help rather 
than constrain the designer. The Guide is not an instrument of planning policy, therefore whilst the methods given 
are technically robust, it is acknowledged that some level of flexibility should be applied where appropriate. 
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Modelling  
 
For the purpose of this preliminary review, GIA have utilized our bespoke Daylight and Sunlight software within 
the VU.CITY platform and used automated generative processes to enable us to immediately understand where 
any sensitive areas surrounding the site may be. We have used a generic window placement tool which indicates 
the potential change in daylight and sunlight condition to neighbouring building facades. It should be noted that 
this approach does not include refining context details like roof overhangs or individual balconies, however, it is 
considered to be sufficient for a high-level understanding where potentially onerous impacts may occur and 
what the likely performance of the scheme will be against the pertinent BRE criteria for daylight and sunlight.  
 
Daylight and Sunlight Technical Methods 

 
I. Daylight   

 
We have identified the key residential receptors which are located on the eastern alignment of Latimer Road. To 
understand whether there is a potentially adverse change in light condition to the relevant neighbouring 
properties, we have adopted the Vertical Sky Component (VSC) daylight methodology.  
 
The VSC considers the potential for daylight by calculating the angle of vertical sky at the centre of each of the 
windows serving the residential buildings which are orientated towards the site. This is a more simplistic 
approach and it could be considered as a “rule of thumb” to highlight whether there are any potential concerns 
to the amenity serving a particular property. 
 
Section 2.2.7 of the BRE guidelines states that ‘If this VSC is greater than 27%, then enough skylight should still 
be reaching the window of the existing building. Any reduction below this level should be kept to a minimum. If 
the VSC, with the new development in place, is both less than 27% and less than 0.8 times its former value, 
occupants of the existing building will notice the reduction in the amount of skylight’. A window is therefore said 
to be BRE compliant if it continues to enjoy 27% VSC in absolute terms, or if the change in VSC is less than 20% 
from the existing value. 
 

II. Sunlight  
 

The BRE Guidelines recommends the use of the Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (‘APSH’) method of assessing 
the potential loss of sunlight to existing buildings and is used to assess only those receptors which face within 90 
degrees due south of the development. APSH is a measure of sunlight that any given window may expect over 
a year period.  Similarly, to the VSC test, the BRE suggests that sunlight enjoyment to an existing building is likely 
to be adversely affected if it undergoes a change of more than 20%, amongst other criteria. 
 

III. Overshadowing (open spaces) 
 
In addition to the assessment of neighbouring building facades, GIA have also considered the potential 
overshadowing affect that the proposed development has upon the south facing garden adjoining the residential 
property located to the north of the development site. We have used the overshadowing methodology as set out 
in the BRE Guidelines, denoted as Sun Hours On Ground (‘SHOG’). 
 
Section 3.3.17 of the BRE Guidelines states; “It is recommended that for it to appear adequately sunlit throughout 
the year, at least half of a garden or amenity area should receive at least two hours of sunlight on the 21st March. 
If, as a result of new development, an existing garden or amenity area does not meet the above and the area 
which can receive two hours of sun on the 21st March is less than 0.8 times its former value, then the loss of 
sunlight is likely to be noticeable. If a detailed calculation cannot be carried out, it is recommended that the centre 
of the area should receive at least two hours of sunlight on 21st March”. 
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Discussion of results  
 
GIA have reviewed and assessed four separate massing proposals for the development site at Latimer Road. A 
brief description of the massing options and summary of the analysis is provided below. The full assessments 
can be found within Appendix 01 of this letter.   
 
Option A – RBKC Massing (Total GEA = 10,382.7 sqm) 
No Obvious Risk  

 
When assessed against the VSC methodology for daylight and the APSH methodology for sunlight, Option A 
produced BRE compliant results for both assessments in that the change in daylight or sunlight will be within the 
20% recommendation of the BRE guide and therefore considered to be negligible. This suggests there will be 
little to no planning risk from a Daylight & Sunlight perspective for this Option.  

 
Option B – RBKC Massing +3.08m @ ground level (Total GEA = 14,765.8 sqm) 
Low Risk 

 
This option seeks to enhance the scheme by increasing the massing by one additional floor across the totality of 
the Latimer Road development, increasing the height by 3.08 meters (i.e. a reasonable floor height) at ground 
floor level.  
 
When assessed against the VSC methodology for daylight a small number of windows on the ground floor will 
experience a VSC reduction between 20%-30%, against a BRE target value of 20%. When assessed against the 
APSH methodology for sunlight, a small number of windows at the southern end of Latimer Road will see similar 
changes in APSH values to that of the VSC results.   
 
It is relevant to note that the impacts are contained within the ground floor, of which each dwelling will have at 
least one non-habitable entrance way which would inevitably be discounted from any future technical report.  
 
Such impacts are not unexpected when one considers the low-rise nature of the existing site conditions, which 
lead to an arguably uncharacteristically high starting point. Although BRE transgressions will occur for both 
daylight and sunlight assessments, they are considered to be relatively minor in nature and would be considered 
to carry a low planning risk for this option.   

 
Option C – RBKC Massing +3.08m @Setback level (Total GEA = 13,260.4 sqm) 
Low Risk 

 
This option seeks to enhance the scheme by increasing the massing by one additional floor across the totality of 
the Latimer Road development. Rather than doing so at ground level (as per Option B) we have increased the 
height by 3.08 meters at the upper set back level. The outcome of this assessment is virtually identical to Option 
B.  

 
Option D – RBKC Massing (GIAs Enhanced Scheme) (Total GEA = 12,900.6 sqm).  
Low Risk  

 
The fourth massing option further enhances Option A by increasing massing in areas which take into account 
opportunities from a Daylight & Sunlight perspective. In some areas this would involve increasing the height yet 
setting back sections of the scheme that may be more imposing on neighbouring properties.  
 
Although Option D will increase the development area by approximately 2,600 sqm (from Option A), there will 
be minor changes in VSC and APSH from the existing, similar to that of Options B and C (i.e. impacts which are 
mainly on ground level which are between 20%-30%, with majority of the windows either remaining BRE 
compliant or experiencing minor adverse changes between 20%-30% from the existing scenario. 
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Overshadowing 
 
In addition to the assessment of neighbouring building facades, GIA have also considered the potential 
overshadowing affect that all four massing options have upon the south facing garden that adjoins the 
residential property to the north of the development site. We have used the overshadowing methodology as set 
out in the BRE Guidelines, denoted as Sun Hours On Ground (‘SHOG’). 
 
As seen within our SHOG analysis provided within Appendix 01 of this letter, the garden located to the north will 
continue to enjoy at least two hours of direct sunlight on the 21st March to 99% of the area (against a 50% target) 
when assessed against all four massing options and will comfortably meet BRE criteria for this assessment.  
 
It should be noted that these results are slightly overstated as trees and boundary fences have been excluded 
from our model, therefore the true existing scenario with these in place would impede the access of sunlight and 
alter both the existing and proposed results.  The pertinent point being that the proposed development will not 
materially change the existing access to sunlight.  

 
Conclusion  
 
GIA have undertaken indicative assessments of the potential Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing impacts 
produced by four separate massing options for the proposed development at Latimer Road. It is clear from our 
analysis shown in Appendix 01 that all windows on the facades facing towards the proposed site will either meet 
BRE guidelines or experience minor adverse changes from the existing scenario. The outcome of the Sun Hours 
on Ground (“SHOG”) assessment indicates that the garden located to the north of the site will comfortably satisfy 
the BRE criteria for this assessment and experience a minimal loss of sunlight.  
 
GIA believe that the negligible to minor impacts created by the four massing options upon the neighbouring 
properties are considered to be within the intention and application of the BRE guidelines and therefore should 
be considered acceptable from a Daylight and Sunlight perspective. 
 
Yours sincerely  
For and on behalf of GIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kevin Francis  
Partner  
Kevin.Francis@gia.uk.com 
 
 
Encl. Appendix 01 – Daylight, Sunlight & Overshadowing Analysis  
 

 



Appendix 01 
Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Analysis  
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