
Response to the London Plan from The Bexley Natural Environment 

Forum 

 

In general we find the London Plan an ambitious document, which whilst looking to 

address the many problems that London faces over the coming years does still leave 

a lot of questions.  These revolve in the main around financing the works and how 

each Local Authority will be monitored and judged to be following the directions and 

ideas that are expressed and led by the Plan.   

 

We obviously have concern over the volume of new building that will occur and the 

impacts that this will have over the Natural Environment.  Whilst we acknowledge 

that the plan has made efforts to mitigate some of these impacts and has expressed 

many good intentions into protecting and enhancing the green spaces and green belt 

of London, we cannot help but be guided by recent history and wonder as to how 

much credence will be given to these essential elements by developers and planners 

once the ‘crunch’ comes.  Additionally, how can these developers be made to put the 

environment at the head of the Agenda, rather than being an afterthought? 

 

Being a very expansive document covering a large number of issues, we have 

therefore kept our response to only a few of the areas covered, namely the overall 

Plan, Environmental Issues, Transport and Sustainability.  However, I think it is fair 

to say that many of the comments could easily apply to other sections of the Plan 

and will be referred to as such. 

 

From the introductory comments that introduce the Plan in Chapter 1, we are 

generally concerned as to the level of construction that will take place and whilst we 

can appreciate the Mayor’s efforts to release areas of land across the capital, we find 

it hard to believe there will be enough to accommodate all the required housing and 

supporting infrastructure.  We are pleased to see that the plan acknowledges that a 

significant amount of new infrastructure is required to make the Plan workable.  It is 

also understood that much of this needs to be in place before new housing 

commences, but how can we ensure that this will in fact be the case. 

 

BNEF has a number of individual comments on the Plan Introduction:- 

 

1.01 – We strongly support the concept of car free developments.  However, how will 

you ensure that this happens?  Already in the London Borough of Bexley a town 

center development with very good public transport links, is being proposed 

with 210 parking spaces.  What measures will the Mayor of London take to 



monitor such proposals and bring Local Authorities to account if they do not 

comply with elements of the London Plan? 

 

1.2.5 – We do not believe that Brownfield sites should be so easily dismissed as 

unimportant and therefore ripe for development.  Many Brownfield sites are 

important for biodiversity and need to be regarded as such.  We suggest that a 

register of such sites is compiled and then evaluated for its wildlife value. 

 

1.4.3 – BNEF supports the proposal for affordable housing, but again how does the 

Mayor plan to ensure that these are provided for under the Plan. 

 

Generally we are mindful of the good intentions that are expressed in the Policies, 

particularly GG! And GG3.  However, we again need to ask the question as to how 

monitoring will occur.  We also believe that much is going to rely on the general 

population making radical changes to their lifestyles.  It was apparent from the 

roadshow that I attended that the General Public wanted more infrastructure 

projects, i.e. hospitals, schools, but would be less willing to use public transport to 

get there.  We are unsure as to whether the Plan is robust enough to ensure the 

necessary changes will induce people to make more use of public transport.   

 

BNEF comments on the section dealing with Spatial Development Patterns uses 

Bexley as an example of further discussion and planning is required.  We 

acknowledge that in Section 2.1.10 you describe the need for dedicated public 

transport within Opportunity areas.  However, with Bexley’s opportunity area a 

greater linkage to outside transport links across the borough and cross borough is 

also required prior to any other development.  In Lewisham, we mote that there are 

planned extensions to the Bakerloo line, yet a vast amount of new housing is being 

put in place before any infrastructure improvements. 

 

Equally, BNEF is pleased to see that Public Transport river crossings are planned for 

the Bexley Opportunity Area.  However, as alluded to previously these need to have 

definite planned extensions into the heart of Bexley to facilitate better infrastructure 

need to be in place before the Plan goes ahead.  We remain totally opposed to any 

other river crossings, which would only add to the overload of traffic and pollution 

across the borough. 

 

Section 2.1.51 – 53 refers to the Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area.  

It is good to see that a review of the open spaces is to occur,(which we anticipate will 

happen across the whole of the borough).  However, there is already a proposal 

(backed by the Mayor), to build on a large open green space adjacent to a local 



nature reserve, and for which the land is totally unsuitable.  Therefore, it would 

appear that the aim to maintain open spaces is under threat even before the plan 

become operational.  If this is any indication, we can take no comfort that our green 

spaces will be protected in the future. 

 

Chapter 8 Natural Environment – BNEF acknowledges that the Plan accepts that our 

Natural Environment provides numerous opportunities and benefits to local 

communities, far beyond which are often recognised. We appreciate that the Plan 

has the overall commitment to make London 50% green by 2050.  However, we still 

feel that a greater emphasis needs to be put on protection, conservation and suitable 

sympathetic management of London’s green space, particularly when considering 

the wildlife and biodiversity.  Too much ‘greening’ of a development project is often 

devoted to the use of non-native plant species or strange exotics, because they are 

attractive and which have no benefit to native wildlife.  We would therefore, like to 

see included a strong commitment to the use of only native species in new projects. 

 

We are encouraged to see that more tree planting is proposed, but again would like 

to see a greater commitment to native and locally sourced trees. 

 

Under Policy G6, C1 we note that you say that avoidance of adverse impacts to 

biodiversity should occur.  It is impossible for any development to not adversely 

impact wildlife areas and therefore stronger measures need to be put in place to 

mitigate these effects than currently exist.  Too many sites, particularly Sites of 

Importance for Nature Conservation, which have no legal standing, are allowed to be 

devastated or partially destroyed with only the minimum of recourse. 

 

In Point D we believe the word should be replaced by must, so giving more 

emphasis to the protection of sites.  Currently the sentiment is to weak and giving 

developers too much opportunity to ‘say’ they have given it consideration, but 

generally have no interest or desire to include such provisions.  Penalties need to be 

strengthened to insure that consideration is given. 

 

As a general comment, we believe that green space needs to be considered 

holistically on a landscape level across the whole of London and not on an individual 

site or even just individual borough level.  This would involve much cross boundary 

compliance, but would benefit from the GLA re-establishing a biodiversity group and 

insisting that boroughs form Biodiversity Partnerships with local groups and 

enthusiasts, who will often have more knowledge, experience than local council 

officers.  All too often these people are ignored both at the pre-planning and planning 

stages of a project. 

 



Again BNEF has only a couple of general comments on Sustainable Infrastructure. 

 

Policy SI 1 – BNEF fails to see how this can be achieved – more housing will 

unfortunately lead to more cars and therefore more pollution.  As previously 

mentioned it will take a drastic change in people’s attitudes and draconian measures 

to make people use public transport, the judicious introduction of more double yellow 

lines on bus routes would be a start. 

 

Policy SI  2 – If Developers cannot teach the desired levels of sustainability required 

by the Mayor, then they should be made to categorise and give solid reasons as to 

why, this should then be subject to individual and outside review.  Stiffer penalties 

need to be introduced as currently it is too easy for the developer to just report that 

they cannot reach the targets and pay into some fund, which they will undoubtedly 

claw back during the development process. 

 

Chapter 10 – Transport 

 

Whilst BNEF totally agrees with the objectives of the Mayor’s plan, we would like to 

know more about how this is to be achieved without a radical change in public 

attitudes and habits.  We fully support the aims of making public transport more 

accessible. 

 

There are too many comments that suggest planning permission ‘may be contingent 

on the provision of necessary public transport and infrastructure’.  The Plan needs to 

be more definitive in making Developers responsible either through Section 106 

measures or other financial contributions.  Developers need to be made more 

responsible for the outcomes of their proposals. 

 

We generally support the comments in 10.6.1, but it needs to be added that the 

dominance of the car is also becoming a significant barrier to bus movements.  The 

reduced parking provision must be increased to include reductions on on-street 

parking specifically on bus routes and in bus lanes.  Unfortunately this also revolves 

around the need of change in public habits. 

 

BNEF would again like to reiterate that we would be totally opposed to new River 

Crossings that were solely for cars or freight vehicles. 

 

 



Chapter 11 – Funding 

 

As we have previously stated whilst we find a lot within the Plan that is acceptable, 

we are very concerned as to how it can be funded.  We are pleased to see that the 

Mayor is looking to take more control of London finances, however, with Brexit 

looming, there must be concern that a number of financial sources may be lost.  

BNEF would support many of the interventions proposed, but would also like to see 

a number of Environmental Levies introduced, aimed at developers, multi nationals 

and large companies, who need to be made to see that improving the environment 

would be good for their businesses.  Our belief is that at present many of these only 

show ‘lip service’ to our environment. 

 

I line with curtailing traffic and car use, would the Mayor consider raising the 

congestion charge above inflation levels?  Could there also be a proposal to extend 

the congestion charging area further to the west and north where better public 

transport connections are available? 

 

BNEF supports the contents of Paragraphs 11.1.45 – 50, however, this would 

require an understanding from councils, both councillors and officers, as to the value 

that green infrastructure brings and the advantages accrued from such effects.  

Unfortunately, this is something that is sadly lacking at the current time, and one that 

I am afraid in my experience many councillors, in particular, show no interest in or 

making an effort to understand them. 

 

Chapter 12 – Monitoring 

 

It is all very well and good having a series of key performance indicators, but how will 

they be monitored.  This issue raises a number of queries which we believe that the 

Plan does not address. 

 

1) How is the GLA and the Mayor going to check whether individual Local 

Authorities are, for example, approving car free developments in town 

centers?  Are they going to take it on trust that councils aren’t maintaining 

the status quo and allowing excessive parking spaces in these areas? 

 

2) Will every planning decision be called in by the Mayor to ensure 

compliance with the aims and ideals of the Plan? 

 



3) Will the GLA have a biodiversity unit to check if all decisions will add to the 

green space and be of value to biodiversity? 

 

4)  How will the GLA ensure that within all developments locally sourced 

materials will be in use? 

 

5) How will the GLA ensure that all landscaping schemes adhere to the 

values of the plan and not use exotic and ornamentals as a ‘prettying’ 

scheme, rather than wildlife friendly? 

 

It would be a long affair to try and comment on all the schemes, aims and hopes of 

the new London Plan.  As with all such documents there is much to criticise and 

much to hope will bring some solutions to London’s future problems.  BNEF has tried 

to focus on a few key issues which we believe need to be addressed with or without 

a new London Plan.  We trust that they will help in guiding council particularly on 

environmental issues, one’s which are too frequently overlooked and ignored. 

 

 

Dr. Ray Gray (Chair Bexley Natural Environment Forum) 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 


