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Dear Sir 

Draft New London Plan 

 

Please find attached our Society’s comments on, support of and objections to, the Draft New London Plan. 

The Society represents the residents of the Telegraph Hill Conservation Area in the borough of Lewisham as 

regards planning, amenity, conservation and transport issues.  The Conservation Area contains 

approximately 2,800 households. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Chairman 

The Telegraph Hill Society 

M G Bacchus 
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General objection 

The London plan appears to be driven by a desire to accommodate all projected London population 

growth within its current boundaries.  We strongly question this approach, particularly as the 

proposals prioritise this need over the needs of existing Londoners, as we set out more fully in our 

detailed objections to individual policies. 

First, government economic policy sets out a need to regenerate the rest of the UK.  This may, 

together with Brexit, lower the need for additional housing in London, below that currently 

anticipated in the draft plan.  Even if it does not, the Mayor could reduce the need for increasing the 

burdens on the existing London infrastructure by working with other Mayors throughout the UK to 

assist in the revitalisation and increase the attractiveness of their offerings. 

Second, we see no need to preserve the whole of the Green Belt. 

Third, with the advent of new rail infrastructure, there is significant opportunity to develop 

considerable additional new housing outside the Green Belt. 

Overall therefore, we believe that the draft plan is based on an incorrect premise and therefore 

results in a number of flawed policies, some of which are contradictory and many of which will result 

in loss of existing heritage and loss of amenity, and quality of life, to London’s existing residents. 

Our objections, support and comments on individual policies are set out below reflecting the above 

overall general objection. 

GG1 Objection 

The policy should include a reference to the city’s heritage, in particular the heritage aspects of its 

built environment and the need to value and preserve that heritage. 

Much of London, particularly its Victorian housing stock and public buildings together with the open 

spaces (both private and public,  parks and gardens) in which they are set , is highly attractive and 

provides the reason why London is such a desirable city to live in (see para 1.2.7).   Policies of 

“legibility, permeability, inclusiveness” and new housing cannot be permitted to destroy this.  It is 

important therefore that the preservation of these features is given as much prominence as A to F in 

the proposed policy. 

GG2 Objection 

Policy GG2B:  Those involved in planning and development should not, as a matter of policy, be 

required to promote higher density development  

Higher density is not always appropriate nor desirable, particularly in areas of Inner London where 

population pressure is already high.  The policy needs to be written in a more flexible manner. 

Policy GG2C is weak and contradictory 

The policy should require the retention of those aspects of what is valued about existing places; 

“strengthening London’s distinct and varied character” could easily be read as including disparate 

new buildings which are out-of-keeping with the well loved nature of an area:  this would certainly 

make the area “varied” but at the risk of destroying what is valued.  As drafted the policy makes no 

reference to actually keeping valued character.    We would re-write this as “understand what is 
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valued about existing places and preserve these values whilst seeking to achieve growth where 

necessary”. 

Policy GG2D:  We do not believe that the protection of the Green Belt is desirable. 

Much of the Green Belt is of low quality land and can be built upon with detriment.  Retaining the 

Green Belt, as this proposed plan requires, imposes higher housing requirements on areas which are 

already reaching capacity and which, particularly in Inner London, will be to the detriment of existing 

residents.  We cannot see, for example, how building on garden space in Inner London whilst 

retaining Green Belt in Outer London (to which many Inner London residents have no access 

whatsoever)  can be said to improving the quality of life of those living in inner London.  The 

proposed approach of retaining the Green Belt is therefore divisive (benefiting Outer Londoners to 

the detriment of Inner Londoners) and conflicts with GG1. 

GG4 Objection 

Policy GG4D:  We strongly oppose this policy to the extent that “small sites” can be read to include 

building on back gardens and “infill” sites in Inner London (other than existing brown field sites). 

Gardens in Inner London make a significant contribution to the character of London (said to be one 

of the greenest cities in the world); they promote inclusiveness by making inner London homes 

attractive to those who would otherwise live in the suburbs or the countryside; they provide space 

for urban wildlife; they add “lungs” to the city removing pollution; and, above all, they make London 

a desirable place to live. 

To take the specific example of our own Conservation Area in Telegraph Hill SE14, which is a 

Victorian development by the Haberdashers’ Livery Company, there are many back gardens which 

could potentially be built upon.  This would wholly and irreversibly damage the character of the 

area: not only in terms of appearance but , over a period of time, in terms of the mixed demographic 

of the area.  It would set neighbour against neighbour and lower the enjoyment of their properties 

(and hence the quality of life) for those whose stay rather than those who choose to profit from 

building over their gardens. 

We cannot comment on the position in outer London where, we feel, the lower existing housing 

density may make “small sites” development less controversial and less damaging overall, but in 

Inner London a policy allowing back garden development will be  divisive and detrimental. 

If the policy is not altered to remove this element in its entirety, we would urge that the policy is re-

worded to protect gardens and other “small sites” within Conservation Areas. 

This policy is also contrary, to the extent that it allows development on green field sites in inner 

London, with policy proposal GG2D and G5 which promotes “urban greening” and G6 which seeks to 

promote biodiversity gains. 

GG5F Support 

We support the need to promote and support London’s rich heritage.  As noted above, we believe, 

that, as regards Conservation Areas, policy GG4 could be read as permitting the destruction of 

London’s environmental heritage.  The protection given to heritage needs to be more explicit in this 

plan. 
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Chapter 2:  General comment and objection 

In our view considerably more emphasis needs to be given to promoting offices, factories and other 

commercial premises close to where people live.   

Whilst policies promoting Growth Corridors and Opportunity Areas are welcome and much needed, 

a greater emphasis should be placed on a wider distribution of business premises and less emphasis 

on the Central Activities Zone.  Bringing employment and housing closing together would obviate the 

need for so much commuting, reduce the unproductive amount of time wasted commuting, reduce 

the demands on public transport (and hence the need for future investment therein) and reduce the 

need for car usage and ownership. 

SD1 Objection 

The policy should recognise within the requirements for Boroughs (B) the need for such development 

to be sympathetic to the area and to the surrounding areas affected by it. 

To take our specific example:  the Telegraph Hill Conservation Area lies directly on the edge of the 

New Cross/Catford opportunity Area; our neighbouring conservation area, Hatcham Park, lies within 

the area.   Whilst we welcome regeneration of the area, it could have very specific and detrimental 

impact on our area, particularly as regards the creation of new housing which, according to the 

proposal SD1B6 should “meet or, where appropriate, exceed the indicative guidelines”.   Evidence 

from other developments in Deptford, for example, suggest that where new housing is built without 

sufficient parking, this causes overspill onto existing residential areas (despite what the Mayor would 

like, people still require cars) and causes significant loss of amenity to existing residents.  There are 

also many examples where new high rise developments, where not necessarily inappropriate for the 

immediate zoned site, have caused significant loss of amenity and desirability in respect of the 

surrounding area. 

SD2/SD3 Objection 

We do not believe the Plan should aim to accommodate all of London’s growth within its boundaries 

without intruding on its Green Belt (as set out in 2.3.1). 

Whilst these policy can only be advisory as the Mayor has no statutory remit outside Greater London, 

we believe the policy should explicitly look to working with other authorities to increase housing 

outside London and look to the creation of new communities outside the Green Belt to reduce the 

requirement for housing within London in this plan. 

The advent of Crossrail and Crossrail 2 will mean that London workers will have the ability to 

commute further distances, often at shorter commuting times than can be achieved by those living 

within Greater London itself.   Recognising that the increase in housing within London projected in 

this plan will damage (to a greater or lesser extent) the quality of life and appearance of London as a 

city, it would seem sensible to look to building on or outside the Green Belt.  If the Mayor wishes to 

retain the Green Belt (although we object to this policy) then utilising the new rail infrastructure to 

increasing housing outside the GLA boundaries would seem both sensible and desirable. 
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We further note that the Government’s policy as regards economic development for the UK involves 

the relocation of employment to other parts of the country.   We question therefore whether the 

London Plan should even be seeking to address all of the projected growth for London.  A London 

policy which explicitly does not cater for all projected growth will assist in ensuring that employment 

resources are diverted outside of London, again reducing the impact on London and Londoners.  

Figure 2.14 Comment 

We would question whether the projected average annual gross migration flows 2016-2041 are now 

correct.  This is not what we hear from the Mayor’s office and others about the impact of Brexit and 

the potential impact of recent changes in the Government’s economic strategy both of which are 

seeing the move of employment away from London.   

SD10  Support and comment 

We strongly support a policy which requires that proposals within Strategic and Local Areas for 

Regeneration should require locally-sensitive policies and that they should contribute to the renewal 

of town centres.  We would point out however that this leads to a conflict in the plan, explained in 

the following paragraph which needs resolution. 

New Cross Gate is defined as an Area for Strategic Regeneration and a District Shopping Centre.  It 

currently has one large supermarket run by Sainsbury’s PLC.  The TfL proposal for the Bakerloo 

extension includes a CPO on this site which would then close as a store.  Whilst transports links 

would be improved by the construction of the line the removal of the store would damage the 

viability of the district shopping centre and potentially remove New Cross Gate entirely from this 

category entirely:  the Bakerloo line extension would, as currently proposed, be in conflict with 

policy SD10 which requires stakeholders to contribute to the renewal of town centres. 

SD10 Objection 

New Cross/New Cross Gate is stated in Annex 1 as an area for medium residential growth with 

transport capacity to support this.   This is not currently the case as regards New Cross Gate and the 

policy with supporting Annexes  (or the definition of the area) needs amending appropriately. 

The lines through New Cross Gate station (Southern and TfL  Overground franchises) are currently at 

capacity with trains often impossible to board during the rush hour.  Any increase in housing stock in 

New Cross Gate of the order anticipated (as contrasted with the area served by New Cross station) is 

wholly dependent on the funding and development of the Bakerloo Line extension. 

D1 A 7 Objection 

This policy is not wide enough and we would suggest that “open” be replaced by “outdoor”. 

As drafted the policy seems to refer only to the need for communal spaces.  Whilst these are to be 

welcomed, one of the specific features that make London attractive and different from many capital 

cities are its private gardens.  Whilst tower blocks are desirable housing for some, private gardens 

are desired by others and the policy should be sufficient widely drafted to encourage a mixture of 

dense accommodation with communal garden spaces and housing with private gardens. 
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D1 B Support, but with reservation (minor objection) 

We strongly support this policy particularly of what we take to mean is a requirement that 

development should be of a scale, appearance and shape which is appropriate for the character of 

the area.  However, the word “responds” is capable of being misunderstood.  An inappropriate 

response is still a “response” and we would suggest that “responds” should be replaced by 

“reflects”.   

We note and strongly support the need for design which respects and enhances heritage assets and 

architecture features that make up the local character. 

D2 G Objection 

1. The design scrutiny proposals should require the inclusion of the involvement of borough residents  

not merely independent experts.  

Residents groups and conservation and amenity societies should have an important voice in 

influencing design proposals.  This would help to ensure that development is supported by the 

community, is inclusive, and conforms with policy GG1.  It would also help planners and experts 

understand the existing character and context of the area as suggested in para 3.2.2. 

2.  The proposals should also require that residents are consulted and involved in any pre-application 

discussions that a Borough planning team may have with developers. 

The planning process is unfairly weighted against existing residents who have a stake in their 

community in that planning officers undertake pre-application discussions with developers before 

the official planning process starts and that potentially affected residents have no input into the 

discussion at that stage.  This can lead to the consequence that, by the time the development comes 

to planning committee, the planning officers are committed to discussions they have had and act as 

advocates for the scheme rather than as impartial advisers.  To be equitable and fair, London 

planning policy should require that local residents are made aware of any proposed pre-application 

discussions and are invited to take place in similar discussions. 

D3 Objection 

The words “achieve the highest standards” should be replaced by “achieve high standards, taking 

into account the other policies within this plan”. 

Whilst we are highly supportive of policy as regards larger new developments, the plan is also urging 

small scale developments.  A small scale development in some areas, particularly if the plan were to 

apply to heritage areas, may not be able to conform with the “highest standards” whilst still meeting 

the other design criteria.    For example, step free access may not be achievable on a single house 

infill site in a row of Victorian terraces without severely compromising the integrity of the 

appearance of the terrace.  

“Highest standards”, whilst ideal, also set a hurdle which could be exceptionally expensive and which 

will add to the cost of property or even make a smaller development unviable.   Meeting the “needs 

of all Londoners” does not mean that all properties need to meet the needs of every single individual 

Londoner.   It should mean appropriate housing in the appropriate quantity in the appropriate 

places. 
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3.4.11 Objection 

The site layout and design should also consider the need for recharging of electric vehicles. 

Whilst we understand the Mayor’s desire to limit car usage, many residents will continue to need 

cars for everyday use.  Electric vehicles are seen to be more environmentally friendly than petrol or 

diesel vehicles and should be encouraged, however usage in London is severely restricted by the fact 

that the majority of properties (in Inner London over 80%) are flats or terraced houses with no 

garages or off-street parking, making the use of an electric vehicle impractical.  Whilst steps are 

being taken to rectify this with on-street units, providing sufficient of these will add significantly to 

on-street clutter.  New developments should therefore be required to be planned with need to 

provide sufficient electric vehicle charging points. 

D6A Objection 

This policy should make clear that the capacity of the site needs to be determined taking into account 

all the policies in the Plan,  local area plans and other material planning considerations. 

Whilst this should be self-evident and is referenced in para 3.6.1, it should be made explicit in the 

policy. 

3.6.3 Objection 

1.  The capacity of future public transport services should not be a consideration unless the proposed 

development is not to be completed until after the future services come on line  

See our comments on SD10 above.  If new development were allowed now at New Cross Gate, for 

example, because of the future capacity of the Bakerloo Line, the existing transport provision would 

be under extreme stress and might well fail.  In this context we note and support para 3.6.4 but 

suggest it does not go far enough. 

We note that this is referenced in policy T4D which states that if “no firm plans and funding exist for 

an increase in capacity to cater for the increased demand, planning permission may be contingent 

on the provision of necessary public transport and active travel infrastructure” but, as written SD10, 

and this paragraph do not reflect that policy and are at odds with it. 

2.  Public transport access is not a relevant criterion.  Public transport connectivity is.   

If the transport links do not connect with where people need to go, they should not be taken into 

account.  This is particularly relevant in South London where almost all transport links are radial 

rather than east-west.  East-West journeys remain particularly difficult and can often not be 

achieved by public transport without travelling into central London and  out again.  Car usage will 

remain a necessity for many until this issue is addressed. 

3.  “Town Centre” in this context needs to exclude District, Local and Neighbourhood Centres.    

District, Local and Neighbour Centres do not provide the range of shops which will allow residents to 

dispense with vehicular transport – in particular they commonly do not have supermarkets.  Whilst it 

may, eventually, be the case that the majority of Londoners rely on home deliveries by the large 

supermarket chains, at present this not the case, and cannot be expected to be so for some time. 

D7 Support 

We support the proposals in this policy. 
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D8 Support 

We support this policy and in particular D8C1d which require that proposals for tall buildings should 

take account of, and avoid, harm to, the significance of London’s heritage assets and their settings. 

D12 & D13 Support but suggest extension 

The Agent of Change principle is supported as regards the responsibility for noise, but we would 

suggest that it could equally as well be applied to all areas of a proposed development such as loss of 

visual amenity, light pollution etc. 

As regards noise, one of the major concerns as regards the sub-division of properties into flats has 

been the impact of the noise on neighbouring properties:  it is almost inevitable in these 

circumstances that living accommodation of one of the converted properties will be next to a 

bedroom of an unconverted property next door and this can give rise to high levels of tension 

between neighbours.  The Agent of Change principle should be accepted to apply in these 

circumstances as much as it does when industrial uses are situated next to residential units. 

H1A Objection and Table 4.1 

We believe that the policy of providing for all housing growth without looking outside London on 

utilising the Green Belt will be strongly detrimental to the quality of life in inner London.   

We further challenge the results of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment , and 

therefore the targets, set in table 4.1. 

The levels of new build within Inner London should be reassessed with a change in policy as regards 

to where new housing can be planned in order to reduce the impact on Inner London.  We note, and 

find surprising, for example, that there is a lower target for, inter alia, Bexley (12,450), and 

Richmond (8,110) than Lewisham (21,170) despite those boroughs being clearly substantially larger 

and with a lower existing housing density.  Again, we feel that these proposals are to the detriment 

of those living in Inner London whilst benefiting those in the Outer London suburbs who 

demographically already appear to have a better quality of living.  The targets therefore run contrary 

to the overall claim of the Mayor in the introduction to make London “better for all”. 

We further believe, from anecdotal evidence in our borough (Lewisham), that demand is falling with 

the consequences of Brexit and  that table 4.1 needs to be reassessed. 

H1B2a objection 

For our objection as regards the reference to “planned public transport access levels” see our 

comments on 3.6.3 above.   

“Planned” is an inappropriate measure and connectivity rather than access levels is the correct 

determinant. 

H1B2e objection 

For our objection to this policy see GG4 above and H2 below. 
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H2 objection (and in particular H2D1d) 

We strongly object to this policy as regards its capacity for allowing development in back gardens 

and on other non-brown field infill sites in Inner London.  We therefore repeat in full the text of our 

objection to GG4 above.  We make further specific objections in the paragraphs below 

Gardens in Inner London make a significant contribution to the character of London (said to be 

one of the greenest cities in the world); they promote inclusiveness by making inner London 

homes attractive to those who would otherwise live in the suburbs or the countryside; they 

provide space for urban wildlife; they add “lungs” to the city removing pollution; and, above all, 

they make London a desirable place to live. 

To take the specific example of our own Conservation Area in Telegraph Hill SE14, which is a 

Victorian development by the Haberdashers’ Livery Company, there are many back gardens 

which could potentially be built upon.  This would wholly and irreversibly damage the character 

of the area: not only in terms of appearance but, over a period of time, in terms of the mixed 

demographic of the area.  It would set neighbour against neighbour and lower the enjoyment of 

their properties (and hence the quality of life) for those whose stay rather than those who choose 

to profit from building over their gardens. 

We cannot comment on the position in outer London where, we feel, the lower existing housing 

density may make “small sites” development less controversial and less damaging overall, but in 

Inner London a policy allowing back garden development will be divisive and detrimental. 

If the policy is not altered to remove this element in its entirety, we would urge that the policy is re-

worded to protect gardens and other “small sites” within Conservation Area, 

This policy is also contrary, to the extent that it allows development on green field sites in inner 

London, with policy proposal GG2D and G5 which promotes “urban greening” and G6 which seeks to 

promote biodiversity gains.  We also note that it is difficult to reconcile this proposal with the 

Mayor’s stated intention in para 8.4.3 to have a “long-term target of making more than 50 per cent 

of London green by 2050”. 

H2D Objection 

Existing and proposed Conservation Areas must be excluded from this policy.  In particular, within 

Conservation Areas these should be a presumption against infill developments, the demolition and 

redevelopment of existing buildings and the redevelopment or upward extension of flats and non-

residential buildings. 

We are also highly concerned about the impact of residential conversions and residential extensions 

both on Conservation Areas and more generally.  There should be no presumption in favour of them 

and Councils should be allowed to look at each proposal on its individual merits having regard to the 

other policies in the Plan. 

These proposals have the potential to destroy the heritage of London’s Conservation Areas (many of 

which, including the Telegraph Hill and Hatcham Park Conservation Areas in SE14, lie within 800m of 

a Tube or railway station or within a town centre boundary).  Our Conservation Area, for example, is 

defined by the uniform nature of the buildings built by the Haberdashers’ Livery Company in the 

mid-1800s.  Infill development and extensions (even additional rooflights) will damage the special 

nature of the area and will fail to protect London’s heritage assets. 
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Residential conversions should not be regarded as a panacea.  In Telegraph Hill the Council as part of 

its last review, banned further residential conversions for three over-riding reasons once 

approximately 50% of the properties in the area had been so converted.  Firstly, they were damaging 

the diversity and viability of the area – an area which had once been mostly family homes was 

becoming an area of single people, young couples and student flats with residents, once they had 

children, having to move out of the area. The pressure by developers for flat conversions was also 

pushing the price of the remaining family homes above the reach of most.  The existing, long-

established community was suffering accordingly.  Second, they were reducing the availability of 

large family homes which the Council had identified as a need for the demographics of this part of 

the borough.  Thirdly, the demand for flats could be better serviced by building new flats which 

would be of a higher quality than the conversion of Victorian properties could ever manage.  

These considerations are as important now as they were then – indeed we have seen, since the 

introduction of this policy, a stabilisation of the number of families remaining in the area. 

If the Mayor is really concerned about retaining diverse and vibrant communities, the Plan should 

not mandate consideration of converting housing stock into flats. 

Residential extensions are also of concern.  They are one of the most contentious areas of dispute 

between neighbours.   They use up garden space (see our objection to H2 generally above),  reduce 

privacy, increase the feeling of being overlooked, overshadow neighbouring gardens and reduce 

light.  Many extensions, particularly to Victorian properties, require rooflights to increase the lighting 

within the property:  these are, in our experience, a major source of complaint from neighbours who 

then find bright light shining up into their rooms at night from the extension.  Many extensions also 

require the demolition of a significant amount of the existing property which, in a Conservation 

Area, is of considerable concern as regards the long term heritage aspects of those properties.  Even 

where, as in our Conservation Area, there is an Article 4 direction in place as regards the public 

realm, the level of destruction caused by extensions is such as to lead us to believe that ultimately 

Conservation Areas may become mere facades where everything of interest has been destroyed 

except for that which can be seen by the passing pedestrian.   

Again, if the Mayor is really concerned about protecting London’s heritage, the Plan should explicitly 

exclude Conservation Areas and heritage buildings from these proposals and leave conversion and 

extension to the discretion of the Local Plan which can better assess the need for such intervention. 

H2F Objection 

In addition to the 7 categories set out in this clause, the presumption in favour of small housing 

developments should not be applied to: 

 8.    Locally listed buildings 

 9.   Conservation Areas. 

See the above paragraphs for the reasoning behind this objection. 

H2G Objection 

This will not always be practical as regards very small units particularly where they need to retain or 

merge with existing Heritage Assets. 

See our objection to D3 above. 
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Table 4.2 Objection 

We challenge the results of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment , and therefore the 

targets, set out in table 4.2 

As for Table 4.1 we find surprising that the target for Lewisham for small development sites is 8,290 

whilst outer London boroughs often have lower targets (Haringey 6,260, Kingston 6,250).  The 

amount of garden space (for example) in those boroughs must be considerably higher than that in 

Lewisham.   

4.2.9 Objection 

We do not believe that loss of existing biodiversity and green space can be properly mitigated by 

suggestions such as the installation of green roofs or street trees. 

Whilst green roofs might provide suitable habitat for birds and insects, they cannot provide for 

ground species such as hedgehogs.   The diversity of such roofs, separated from the urban 

landscape, is considerably more limited than that provided by gardens. 

In our experience there is also great reluctance for street trees to be planted even to replace existing 

lost street trees (and certainly not to replace trees destroyed by residential extensions or garden 

developments).  Amongst others, the Council is concerned about the effects of subsidence and the 

potential of being sued, TfL object on the grounds of obscuring the view of drivers or interfering with 

buses and the utility companies object over the fear of root damage to their equipment.   

The proposals for mitigation are inadequate and do not reflect real life.  In practice the Mayor’s 

proposals for infill/garden development and extension will damage biodiversity. 

4.2.11  Objection and/or addition 

This paragraph should either be deleted or extended to include the following wording:  “Where the 

conversion of larger homes into flats is leading to the sustained loss of homes for families, boroughs 

are encouraged to resist this process.” 

As explained above in our objection to H2, our borough has found that the conversion of houses into 

flats was reducing the availability of homes for families and was detrimental to the viability of the 

local communities and to the wider inclusiveness of the area.  The area was in danger of becoming a 

dormitory suburb for young people, couples without children and students.   

Policy S6  Support and suggestion for expansion 

We support this paragraph noting that the Council operated public toilets at New Cross, New Cross 

Gate and Brockley Station have all closed over the past few years, leaving none in the area. 

We would suggest that the policy should also be applied to redevelopment of TfL owned or operated 

sites:  most local railway stations once had public toilets but no longer do. 
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Policy E2 and E3 Support and extension of policy 

We strongly support these policies although they require extension and strengthening. 

The change in planning policy by central Government to permit conversion of offices to housing has 

seen considerable reduction in business space for small or start up businesses in New Cross/New 

Cross Gate.    We believe, anecdotally, that there is considerable demand from Goldsmiths’ students 

once they have qualified for artists’ and similar spaces within the area and yet there is a diminishing 

amount of such space available.  Many local residents who run small businesses are now finding 

space elsewhere, if they can, adding to the pressure on the transport infrastructure.    

Some additional new prime SME space has been built but this is unaffordable to start up 

cultural/artistic businesses who require older secondary or tertiary space. 

Wherever possible businesses should be encouraged to locate near where the employees/owners 

work to reduce such pressures.  This means building more live/work units and a better mix of 

housing/SME commercial space in close proximity. 

We note however that in order to protect existing SME business space from the government’s 

general development policies (and to protect any new space which is built), Councils may have to 

introduce Article 4 directions.  These can be costly to do and we would welcome inclusion of a 

statement in the Plan that the GLA will provide support to local Councils for this where justified. 

Policy E9  Support and comment 

We support this policy but note that, in New Cross Gate, there is a conflict between this policy (and in 

particular policy E9B4) and the requirements of TfL as outlined in our comments on SD 10 above.   

Policy HC1 comment and support for HC1C 

We wholly support the need to avoid harm to heritage assets which we note, from para 7.1.2 

includes Conservation Areas.  We believe however that there is a contradiction here with other 

policies which requires resolving with HC1C being paramount. 

We include elsewhere in this document our concern for the future of our Conservation Areas, 

particularly as regards their omission from policy H2F (see above). 

Policy HC1 Objection 

Although the detail in sections A through E of policy HC1  seek to mitigate the impact of development 

proposals on Conservation Areas and other heritage assets, the policy includes nothing about 

protecting additional areas identified as worthy of protection.  We believe such a policy should be 

explicit. 

As areas change, remaining assets which were once commonplace become rarer and worthy of 

consideration for protection.  In addition, some new buildings are so archetypical or unusual on 

construction that they too might be worthy of protection.  The current draft in HC1A refers to 

identifying (new) heritage assets but not to taking action to protect them once identified. 
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Policy HC3 Objection 

We believe the view from the top of Telegraph Hill Park in SE14 should be a Designated Strategic 

View. 

There are considerably fewer designated strategic views protected in South London (see figure 7.6) 

and yet the views from some points are spectacular.   The view from Telegraph Hill Park is  arguably 

one of the best and has historical connections as being the site of the Naval semaphore telegraph 

station which linked the Admiralty in London to the south coast during the 1700-1800s.  It was the 

first link in the chain after the Admiralty, with the next being Shooters’ Hill.  The view to Shooters’ 

Hill has long been obscured but the view over London to Westminster is still clear with Alexandra 

Palace and Wembley stadium visible in the North.  It seems perverse to those living in the area that 

the view from Alexandra Palace towards South London is protected but the reverse view is not.   We 

would be happy to take GLA or the Inspectorate staff on a tour. 

Policy HC5 Support 

We support policy HC5 as regard cultural and creative enterprises. 

We would note however that, in order to do this, provision of affordable workspace is critical.  See 

our comments on Policies E2 and E3 above. 

Policy G1A  Objection 

This policy should include garden spaces.   It should read “London’s green spaces and green features 

in the built environment, such as gardens, green roofs and street trees, should be protected.  

Features in new developments and in the public realm should be planned, designed and managed as 

integrated features of green infrastructure”. 

We have already made reference as to why we believe that gardens are a vital part of the green 

infrastructure of, particularly, Inner London. 

As regards gardens see our comments on GG4, repeated in our comments on H2 and repeated again 

here for reference: 

Gardens in Inner London make a significant contribution to the character of London (said to be 

one of the greenest cities in the world); they promote inclusiveness by making inner London 

homes attractive to those who would otherwise live in the suburbs or the countryside; they 

provide space for urban wildlife; they add “lungs” to the city removing pollution; and, above all, 

they make London a desirable place to live. 

To take the specific example of our own Conservation Area in Telegraph Hill SE14, which is a 

Victorian development by the Haberdashers’ Livery Company, there are many back gardens 

which could potentially be built upon.  This would wholly and irreversibly damage the character 

of the area: not only in terms of appearance but, over a period of time, in terms of the mixed 

demographic of the area.  It would set neighbour against neighbour and lower the enjoyment of 

their properties (and hence the quality of life) for those whose stay rather than those who choose 

to profit from building over their gardens. 

We cannot comment on the position in outer London where, we feel, the lower existing housing 

density may make “small sites” development less controversial and less damaging overall, but in 

Inner London a policy allowing back garden development will be divisive and detrimental. 
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This policy is also contrary, to the extent that it allows development on green field sites in inner 

London, with policy proposal GG2D and G5 which promotes “urban greening” and G6 which seeks to 

promote biodiversity gains. 

The idea that “green roofs and street trees” are more in need of protection than gardens and the 

implication that they can replace and contribute as well to the well-being of Londoners is highly 

questionable to say the least.  Our comments on biodiversity are given in our objection to 4.2.9 and 

again repeated here for reference: 

Whilst green roofs might provide suitable habitat for birds and insects, they cannot provide for 

ground species such as hedgehogs.   The diversity of such roofs, separated from the urban 

landscape, is considerably more limited than that provided by gardens. 

In our experience there is also great reluctance for street trees to be planted even to replace 

existing lost street trees (and certainly not to replace trees destroyed by residential extensions or 

garden developments).  Amongst others, the Council is concerned about the effects of 

subsidence and the potential of being sued, TfL object on the grounds of obscuring the view of 

drivers or interfering with buses and the utility companies object over the fear of root damage to 

their equipment.   

The proposals for mitigation are inadequate and do not reflect real life.  In practice the Mayor’s 

proposals for infill/garden development and extension will damage biodiversity. 

We therefore strongly object to the limited wording of this policy. 

Policy G2  Objection 

We strongly object to this policy. We do not believe that the protection of the Green Belt is desirable 

and the consequences of its protection, if the Mayor persists in a policy of catering for the needs of all 

potential Londoners within the existing confines of the Green Belt, is detrimental to those living in 

Inner London. 

We set out the reasons for our objections in our comments on Policy GG2D as follows: 

Much of the Green Belt is of low quality land and can be built upon with detriment.  Retaining the 

Green Belt, as this proposed plan requires, imposes higher housing requirements on areas which 

are already reaching capacity and which, particularly in Inner London, will be to the detriment of 

existing residents.  We cannot see, for example, how building on garden space in Inner London 

whilst retaining Green Belt in Outer London (to which many Inner London residents have no 

access whatsoever) can be said to improving the quality of life of those living in inner London.  

The proposed approach of retaining the Green Belt is therefore divisive (benefiting Outer 

Londoners to the detriment of Inner Londoners) and conflicts with GG1. 

We note that, in para 8.2.2, there is a proposal that “The Mayor will work with boroughs and other 

strategic partners to enhance access to the Green Belt”.  This will have little or no impact on the lives 

of Inner Londoners who are most affected by the constraints that this proposal introduces.  The 

Green is an hour’s journey time away from their homes if, indeed, they can afford to travel to it.  
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Policy G4 Support and request for clarification 

We support this policy.   It is difficult to see however how Policy G4C can be implemented and the 

implications of it need to be reconciled with the remainder of this Plan. 

The requirement to provide additional housing within our borough together with the recognition 

that open space will be required for the residents of those properties (who are unlikely given the 

density of housing required to have significant private gardens) means that additional publicly 

accessible green and open space will be required.   However there is no indication how sufficient 

additional space can be provided given than much of the existing space which could be so used will 

be required for housing and where smaller sites are to be developed no such space would be 

available in the first place. 

To put this in context, with a population of approximately 275,000 people, a requirement to build 

21,170 new homes would suggest that at least a 10% increase in the amount of open green space is 

required in the borough:  the current parks being already heavily used.  We question whether there 

is scope for this and whether therefore the policy can practically be achieved.  If the Mayor’s office 

believes they can then more detail of how this is to be achieved should be set out in this policy. 

Policy G4:  Additional policy requirement 

The Plan should provide targets for open space provision based on a per capita requirement. 

The Plan sets out housing requirements and minimum room sizes.  Given the acknowledgement in 

para 8.4.3 that the “creation of new green and open space is essential”, the Plan should set out 

minimum targets for open space. 

8.5.1  Objection 

The first sentence is misleading.  It should read “The inclusion of urban green measures in new 

development will provide more green cover than if they were not provided”.  

Whilst it is true and self-evident, that the inclusion of green measures will provide more green cover 

than if they were not, the proposals for back garden, infill and similar developments will use up 

more green cover than they can provide.  It follows therefore that new development will result in a 

loss of green cover, which is why the Plan has to justify “mitigating” measures. 

Table 8.2 Objection 

The table of urban  greening factors omits gardens. 

Gardens should be included. 

G7 Support 

We support this policy. 

Trees are important to the urban environment for the reasons set out in the Plan.  However they are 

constantly under threat from garden and infill development, from those worried by potential 

subsidence (especially from insurers), from TfL who see street trees as an obstruction to traffic 

safety and from utility companies worried about damage to their services.  The greater protection 

that can be given to existing trees the better. 
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G8 Objection 

Policy G8A1 should include reference to the use of garden space for the production of food. 

Private gardens, as well as allotments, are used for the production of food.  This should be 

encouraged where possible in Development Plans. 

T6 and T6.1 Objection 

Car-free development is currently unrealistic and is detrimental impact on surrounding areas.  

Elements that need to be taken into consideration in designing the level of car-parking required 

include not only well-connected public transport links but also the following: 

1. Whether the transport links provide all the necessary connections that residents will need 

2. The current capacity of the transport links 

3. The availability of local shopping provision including, within reasonable walking distance, at 

least one major supermarket 

4. The availability of local amenities such as schools, banks, post-offices and leisure facilities 

5. Expected demographics of the residents. 

People currently use cars for many reasons.  In South London east-west travel by public transport is 

currently extremely difficult often requiring travel into London and back out or two or more changes 

of buses.  Journeys which can be made in 15 minutes by car can often take 30 or 45 minutes by 

public transport, longer on Sundays and often totally inaccessible at night.  Elderly people, even if 

not disabled, and parents with children often cannot carry heavy shopping over long (500m plus) 

distances.  Some people who work from home or at live work units will need transport to visit 

suppliers or customers or to carry goods.  Children are often placed at schools well beyond their 

local area.  Leisure facilities have progressively become more centralised (in our area both public 

library and the swimming baths have closed in order to provide “better” facilities elsewhere) 

necessitating more travel and additional time commitment.  

Some of this will change with further investment in public transport and better planning, some 

demand will reduce with the use of delivery services by supermarkets and others, car-sharing and 

car-share schemes can be encouraged, the creation of more working space close to housing will also 

help both in the demand for cars and for public transport.  To suggest however that, at present, car-

free developments should be the starting point even at well-connected public transport sites is 

wholly unrealistic. 

What happens, in our experience of even small local developments, is that the residents of these 

developments still buy cars.  They then park in surrounding areas with a detrimental impact on the 

residential amenity of those already living there.  Councils have then sought to mitigate this by 

creating CPZs which then add to the financial burden of the local residents.  None of this detrimental 

impact or financial cost to local residents is borne by the developer or the residents of the newly 

built properties – it is all borne, unfairly, by existing residents. 

Measures to reduce car usage should be phased in proportionately over the period of the Plan as 

circumstances change so that existing Londoners are not disadvantaged. 
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Table 10.3 

We note that according to Table 10.3 Inner London Activities Zone have a maximum parking 

provision set at car-free.  We believe this is wholly inappropriate for the New Cross/Catford 

Opportunity Area and the absence of parking at developments within that area would have a 

considerable detrimental knock-on effect in the Telegraph Hill and Hatcham Park Conservation Areas 

for the reasons outlined immediately above in our objection to T6. 

T6.1G/T6.5G Objection 

Whilst we support provision of car-parking for registered disabled people, it needs to be recognised 

that there is a considerable proportion of the population, particularly in the elderly, who whilst not 

registered disabled, cannot walk (or cycle) long distances and cannot be expected to carry heavy 

shopping over those distances.  The disabled planning policies as regards car usage needs to cater for 

such persons. 

Section T generally 

Further consideration as regards developments, cycle routes and sustainable streets needs to be 

given to the consequential impact on surrounding areas. 

In addition to the issue of parking referred to in our objection to T6 above, in our experience 

changes to the transport infrastructure including the requirements of new developments often have 

an impact on the usage of roads across a wide area.  Traffic can be diverted, either intentionally or 

by accident, from main roads onto residential roads with a significant loss of amenity to those areas.   

/Ends 
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