
 

1 March 2018  

 

For the attention of Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London 

 

Dear Mr Khan, 

 

RE: Draft New London Plan 

 

The Wimbledon Society Planning and Environment Committee (WSPEC) would like to thank you for publishing 

an updated draft of the London Plan. The committee undertakes to review new planning applications in our 

Wimbledon Area of Benefit and to make comments to the Merton Council’s planners when the Society feels that 

an application has not adhered to the Council’s own planning policies, and/or could damage the appearance of 

the built environment when viewed from the public realm. In this capacity, the committee recognises the 

importance of the London Plan for the London borough to develop their strategies and the committee therefore 

wants to make the following comments as part of its response to the consultation on the draft.  

With over 500 pages, the draft London Plan is a very comprehensive and detailed strategy to the extent that it 

contains a multitude of considerations that London boroughs should take into account in deciding their own 

strategies. This can make it difficult for them to set their strategy within their own local context. The London Plan 

might improve if it focuses more on those issues that straddle one or more London boroughs.  

Linked to the above are the trade-offs between the various objectives, such as more houses, office space and 

green space. The draft Plan encourages all of these, but this is highly unlikely to be possible. We recommend 

that the draft puts more emphasis on identifying these trade-offs and helping the London boroughs to manage 

them. In this context, the housing targets and their impact on demand for schools, care homes and local 

transport infrastructure are particularly challenging to maintain heritage and local character. There is no 

indication how these targets could be achieved. Also, there are no alternative housing strategies to consider 

meaning the public is being asked to sign a blank cheque.  

The draft Plan is relatively silent on technological trends that may have a profound impact on the transport 

infrastructure and behaviour of people in London, such as automation, digitalisation and electrification. For 

example, the monitoring indicators in the draft are relatively fixed and could be adopted to take these trends into 

account.  Incorporating these trends into the London Plan will help to future-proof it.   

As mentioned above, the draft Plan contains a multitude of considerations for boroughs to take into account, but 

it provides little help to the boroughs, in particular funding to retain or improve heritage, culture or open space, 

such as Metropolitan Open Land. We would argue for a London-wide Heritage Grant scheme for small scale 

basic repairs to Heritage Assets. 

Naturally, the committee is interested in CrossRail 2 (CR2) and its impact on Wimbledon. Our assessment of 

the CR2 proposals is that some of the construction proposals (2015) will result in too much damage to the town 

and its environment and economy and we therefore consider them as unacceptable. We have offered 

alternative design lay-outs for the issues we highlighted to minimise wholesale acquisition and demolition of 

significant properties in Wimbledon Town Centre.   
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Moreover, the draft Plan has a focus on new build, but underplays the importance of retrofit in our view. The 

references to retrofitting in the draft mainly focus on energy efficiency and environmental issues. We believe 

that retrofitting goes beyond these.  

Finally, we offer some detailed comments on the draft in the annex to this letter 

We believe that the final London Plan can improve if these points are taken into account. Naturally, we are 

happy to elaborate on any of our point raised and to follow up any questions you may have.   

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Chris Goodair   

Chairman, Planning & Environment Committee, Wimbledon Society  
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ANNEX 

SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT 

 Support SD1 & SD9, encouraging the production of plans in a collaborative way with local communities 

 

DESIGN 

 D2: Design scrutiny should also include Daylighting and Privacy standards 

 D4: encourages resistance to dwellings that are significantly larger than the minimum standards set out in 

table 3.1. In practice, this will be unworkable: planning applications may set out the number of intended 

occupants, but the actual number may be different and the internal layout of buildings can be changed 

without permission. While we agree with the need for efficient use of land, some larger dwellings may be 

desirable, the high targets for new developments and housing mix should be enough to achieve this. 

   D7: The GLA should seek legal powers to allow Councils to install street lighting etc onto      

buildings, as is now the case in the City of London; this would minimise street clutter 

 D8: The current view protection corridors are not fit for purpose, and should be revised 

 D9: Basement Policy should generally preclude them under Listed and Locally Listed buildings, and under 

terraced/semi-detached properties because of the effects on neighbouring structures; and under housing on 

flood plains 

 D10: Vulnerable uses eg housing should not be built in flood zones 3A and 3B 

 D12: There should be proposals to install simple acoustic barriers along principal roads (for example the 

A3), the noise from which adversely affects a wide area including MOL 

 

HOUSING 

 H1: There is no indication of how these housing targets are to be achieved nor what effect there will be on 

local character. Also there are no alternative housing strategies to consider, so the public is being asked to 

sign a blank cheque 

 H2: Saying that Local Character will need to change over time allows development to ignore the spirit of the 

place: This Policy should specifically exclude Conservation Areas and Heritage Assets. 

 H2: A “general presumption in favour of development” is too open ended: the exclusions should include 

Conservation Areas, Locally Listed buildings and other Heritage assets, not only Listed Buildings 

 H15: There is a need for a Policy that prevents local care homes being closed and converted to lucrative 

housing redevelopment, which leads to local people having to move away from their locality 
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HERITAGE 

 HC1: There should be a London-wide Heritage Grant scheme for small scale basic repairs to Heritage 

Assets: if this were to be funded direct by HMG, then the eventual receipts from the normal taxation of 

(mainly smaller) building firms and VAT would make the scheme self funding 

 HC6: Restrictions are needed on the night time economy to protect local residents, particularly with the 

scaling down and de-localising of the Police service 

 

GREEN AND NATURE 

 G1: Back Gardens and privately owned trees should also be protected 

 G3: The Plan should emphasise that MOL has the same status as Green Belt 

 G7: Tree loss should be accompanied by a Policy of replacement “Tree Years”, where the combined age of 

the new trees has to match (or exceed) the age of the trees lost 

 G9A (& Si12):  There should be specific Proposals and funding to clean up the dreadful standards of local 

rivers (eg Hogsmill River, Beverley Brook, River Wandle) and bring them back to nature and public access 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

 Si1: There should be Proposals and funding supports to achieve proper Air Quality standards 

 Si3: There should be Proposals to put the overhead electrical grid underground in outer Boroughs 

 

TRANSPORT 

 T9: There should be support and funding for additional road bridges and pedestrianisation schemes, eg in 

Wimbledon Town Centre. 

  


