
Comments London Plan 2017 
 
General Approach – format and content 
The new London Plan is not a strategic plan for London it is, as stated in the 
document, intended as a blueprint. It has therefore over reached its statutory 
purpose and role. It is over detailed and prescriptive. It has left very limited 
scope for the local plans of the boroughs to properly reflect local priorities and 
address issues important for their areas eliminating any room for local 
distinctiveness. It totally removes the need for local plans other than to insert 
local place names…. “to join up the dots/colour in the spaces”. 
 
No-one is arguing for a return to the Nicholas Ridley approach in the 1989 
version of RPG3 but it should be far more concise and sharply focused with 
proper strategic directions and appropriate policies expressed in a strategic 
way. It should be more comparable in form and clarity to the approach taken 
by the 1996 version of Strategic Planning Guidance for London – RPG3.   
 
The new London Plan claims that it is more accessible and user friendly than 
before. However, this is far from the case. The extent and plethora of detail 
means that anyone approaching development in London will face an unusable 
morass of different tiers and levels of planning policies. This will consist of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, the 500 odd pages of the new London 
Plan, a borough local plan and in some cases a neighbourhood plan.  
 
The new London Plan should be rejected as not fit for purpose and required  
to be streamlined in the extent and detail of its coverage and policies to be 
expressed in a strategic form. 
 
General Approach – planning for growth 
The underlining assumption and basis of the Plan is that it should 
accommodate growth. It embraces a total demand led approach. There is no 
visible indication of considering other options such as constraining and limiting 
growth in varying degrees. Instead meeting a market led demand is cloaked 
with the slogan of “good growth” (defined in paragraph 1.07). 
 
Like perhaps no other city in Europe London dominates the country in respect 
of its economy and most aspects of social and cultural life. This overwhelming 
historic and ever growing dominance over many years has resulted in an 
overheated London economy and housing market with public transport and 
other infrastructure that cannot simply cope. 
 
This has led to totally unrealistic targets for housing, the delivery of which are 
not supported or justified by the allocated sites in the SHLAA or any realistic 
yield from small sites, house conversions, change of use or windfall sites. The 
pursuit of these targets is going to take place by increasing the contribution 
from outer London boroughs and rammed through by the removal of 
numerical density guidance (Policy D6), presumption in favour of residential 
development (Policy H2D) and the acceptance of the destruction of local 
character of areas to accommodate this growth (Policy H2 B(1)). This overall 
approach is entirely unjustified and unacceptable. 



 
Substantial amounts of housing have been delivered in London over the past 
10 years but an insufficient proportion of this has been to meet genuine 
housing needs. Instead much of such housing has stayed vacant, been used 
for corporate accommodation, pseudo apart hotels, air bnb and investment. 
This has can be seen from much of the development that has taken place 
along the Thames riverside particularly in the boroughs of Wandsworth, 
Lambeth, Greenwich and other parts of east London. 
 
There is a total absence of the analysis of how housing need has been 
addressed through the development that has taken place and the policy 
implications from this. For example there has been no assessment of the 
effectiveness of Opportunity Areas in delivering their objectives yet even more 
are being proposed. 
 
In this context it is worth looking at the example of the Nine Elms/Battersea 
Opportunity Area and assessing what it has achieved in contributing to 
meeting housing needs. The EIP should specifically examine this in respect of 
for whom the housing being delivered is being provided, the type of 
environment that is being created and the impacts this area is having on 
adjoining communities as this is an example in practice of the likely effect of 
the new London Plan’s policies. 
 
The questions are whether this is a worthwhile approach to roll out elsewhere, 
whether the creation of an area dominated by tower blocks of flats ranging in 
height from at least 12 storeys to 50 storeys with a sterile environment 
alienated from adjoining communities is a price worth paying in pursuit of 
unrealistic housing targets. The Isle of Dogs and Canary Wharf estate still 
demonstrate graphically what happens when an area is developed which has 
a ‘them and us’ boundary line between the ‘new’ and the surrounding ‘original’ 
community. 
 
It is important therefore to use somewhere like the Nine Elms Opportunity 
Area as a project to assess how the fundamental approach of good growth 
proposed in the new London Plan would work including having a policy 
without density figure guidance. For in reality the density guideline figures in 
the current London Plan were set aside when individual developments on the 
various sites in this Opportunity Area were considered. Instead a so-called 
design led approach was applied. It is totally unclear how a design led 
approach as advocated in the new draft Plan will lead to anything of quality 
being achieved, nor how the current heat island of London will be reduced or 
even kept at current levels. 
 
Specific issues  
 
Intensification 
 
Although the general thrust of making the best use of vacant or underused 
land is laudable the wording and justifications of various policies make it clear 
that there is a presumption in favour of development anywhere and 



everywhere, including the curtilages of existing housing, which can only be to 
the detriment of the environment, the living quality of existing and new 
residents and of the open gardens and wildlife of many areas of London. 
Many people like living in parts of London which have distinct characteristics 
or indeed in the suburbs because of their architecture or open character, 
plethora of trees or open spaces, you have written a Town Cramming charter 
which will only serve to drive more and more of the economically active to live 
in the Home Counties and beyond which will be to the detriment of the vitality 
of London as a whole. The justification to Policy H2 in paras 4.2.5 onwards 
will be used by developers as a stick to beat all LPAs and to justify extremely 
high density, unaffordable rubbish housing which is unlikely to appeal to 
anyone but an investor and will not meet housing need at all. LA housing 
waiting lists are dominated by families, yet the mix advocated by the London 
Plan is for predominantly small units on the premise that larger units are 
occupied by people who share!! If you are aiming to get a better share of 
affordable housing procured in the next 10 to 15 years how is this going to 
satisfy the real housing need as demonstrated by LA waiting lists or 
encourage the economically active who have children to stay in London and 
contribute to society if you allow all developers to get away with high density 
high rise one bed flats whose only open space is a green or brown roof. 
  
Loss of Open Space 
 
It is appalling that despite a laudable aim of wanting London to be a National 
Park City and to increase the green cover in London to 50%, in the next 
breath the Plan implies it is fine to build on open spaces if the development 
puts in a few street trees, puts in a bit of landscaping or includes green roofs 
as the green space coverage will not be lost!! This is semantics, more people 
means a need for more USABLE open space, green roofs are not accessible, 
usable open space. Our children are getting fatter and exercising less, you 
are condemning them to a future of less and less areas to play, particularly as 
all new schools are on constrained sites with virtually no play areas. This plan 
is prioritising housing growth at the cost of open space, health, and a liveable 
city. It is a strategic disaster predicated on continuing to prioritise the growth 
of London at the expense of the rest of the UK and all Londoners will be the 
poorer for the policies advocated in this plan. 
 
Protection of Employment Land and encouragement of small and medium 
sized enterprises. 
 
The general thrust of the policies is laudable, including trying to protect 
important last mile distribution centres and recognising and trying to protect 
areas used by the creative and small tech companies but the diagrams for 
how to build on the parking areas of industrial estates to get more housing are 
laughable, does anyone in City Hall really want to live in a one bed flat with 
two kids while looking at the side wall of a multi storey block of industrial units 
with ramps for lorries to access the upper floors a few metres from their front 
windows because of course no one is protecting outlook, privacy, noise or 
even daylight or sunshine any more as long as the ‘design’ is high quality. Get 
a grip and get some common sense into your thinking. 



The Proposals for Lewisham 
 
As a residents association in a conservation area which is within 800 metres 
of the boundary of our nearest town centre we are dismayed by the thrust of 
the housing policies which appear to advocate infill and back garden 
development and the development of small sites. Our area is characterised by 
wide streets of semi detached Edwardian villas with long gardens. We are 
already aware of approaches to house owners on the corners of the cross 
streets to sell parts of their gardens for development. This would lead to 
pressure for the development of high density blocks of flats which would 
entirely change the character of the conservation area. The London Plan 
policies would give the Council little scope to resist such development. 
 
We have noted the housing targets for Lewisham , 21,170 for the 10 year 
target or 2117 per annum of which 829 is meant to be on small sites. We have 
also noted that Boroughs are meant to be preparing area wide design codes 
to promote good design, especially on small sites. Given the lack of resources 
in Boroughs,  LBL has been promising a design guide for extensions and 
alterations to dwellings for over a year now, such guidance is unlikely to 
emerge at any time soon. We also have little faith in a design review process 
being all that effective. Design review even at it’s best is only advisory, and in 
our experience it is rare for panels to actually openly advocate refusal on the 
grounds of poor design, this coupled with both a London Plan advocating 
development at all costs ( eg ‘decision making has to change from preserving 
what is there to encouraging and facilitating ‘ ) and a government with the 
same mindset there is no longer any sense that the local community and its 
views, a desire to retain local distinctiveness or quality, or even any notion of 
approaching new development with the eminently sensible approach of ‘ does 
this meet local needs, will it fit in its context or neighbourhood, is it well 
designed, does it make a positive contribution to the neighbourhood and the 
townscape, if I was a single person/young mother/elderly disabled person 
would I want to live there/feel safe/feel joy at my surroundings’ has any place 
in the town planning and development process at all, it has all boiled down to 
a set of totally unrealistic targets predicated on accommodating unfettered 
market led growth. The London Plan should be managing growth. 
We consider the housing targets for Lewisham to be unrealistic and will lead 
to poor outcomes for existing residents as well as unwarranted pressure on 
local services as well as public transport. 
 
Bakerloo Line Extension Opportunity Area 
 
We have noted the proposal, not yet costed,designed or funded to extend the 
Bakerloo Line to New Cross , then Lewisham and then possibly to Catford 
and Bromley. This appears to have given rise to the proposed above 
Opportunity Area. We have also noted that Lewisham Council is expected to 
produce a Framework Plan, working with local communities. We are not 
aware of any work being done on such a plan although there is some work, 
being led by transport, being done on Catford Town Centre we believe. It 
does not involve the Planning department and they have not been able to 
brief local groups as to content. As LBL is strapped for resources we are not 



sure how such a plan is to be produced. However we are most concerned to 
note that the draft London Plan actually gives targets for this Opportunity 
area, in advance of a framework Plan being produced of some 13,500 
residential units and 4000 jobs. The Plan then goes on to list potential 
development sites in Catford and indicating a capacity of some 2700 
residential units in these Town Centre sites. Unfortunately the Plan seems to 
suggest that this number of units can be accommodated without any 
improvements to public transport. Both Catford and Catford Bridge stations 
are seriously overcrowded at peak times and Catford station has a very poor 
level of service, half hourly trains after 9.15 with trains regularly late or 
cancelled. Catford bridge station has a slightly better level of service but I 
believe extra train paths are constrained by the junctions near Lewisham 
station which are at capacity. I am aware that Bexley could accommodate a 
significant number of new dwellings but that these are hampered by the poor 
level of train service which can not be improved because of the problems of 
these same junctions. Infrastructure improvements need to happen first. We 
have noted the recent reports in the press about people getting off buses and 
trains and back into their cars which is exacerbating the slowness of buses 
and making air quality worse. Catford also suffers from frequent traffic jams 
on the South Circular caused by the constraints of the railway bridges. Adding 
more residential units in the area , many of them on sites which have their 
access right next to the railway bridges will not help this situation. It is 
impossible to stop people having cars and driving them. As a residents 
association we suffer in our area from parking by commuters and council 
employees. Many of us end up with our cars blocked in our drives by people 
parking inconsiderately. One day it was a council traffic engineer. The council 
refuses to install a CPZ. Further development in Catford without controls or 
without significant improvements to trains and buses will only make the 
situation even worse  both for existing residents and businesses who battle 
with the pollution and the congestion every day. 
We were even more concerned to note that the Plan suggests that even these 
proposed high numbers for Catford could be increased if the Bakerloo line 
extension is proposed to come as far as Catford. We do not see that Catford 
should become a City of Towers, that is not it’s character and nor is it 
desirable to cram every site with towers of tiny flats for single people or worse 
with overcrowded families as they have no choice. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We are deeply concerned that the underlying assumptions about London’s 
growth are flawed, that the Plan is not strategic but extremely detailed and 
prescriptive, that the drive to accommodate huge numbers of residential units 
at any cost will be to the detriment of the environment, air quality, open space, 
jobs, transport, sustainability and the residents of London and that this Plan 
does not seek to work with Government and the regions ( especially those in 
the north ) to manage Londons growth and direct growth more evenly across 
the country. In addition the Plan does not adequately address the existing 
transport and infrastructure needs of our area by providing a programme of 
properly costed and designed proposals, just a ‘build the residential’ and hope 
we get some better transport at some point. 



We trust that the denizens of City Hall will actually do some hard thinking and 
consider modifying this plan before proceeding to examination and adoption 
or are we to hope that Brexit will decimate the City when all the financiers 
move off to Europe and London will have to think again about what it wants to 
be.  
Kind Regards 
Kate Richardson 
Chair Culverley Green Residents Association 


