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2nd March 2018 
 
 

RE: DRAFT LONDON PLAN DEC 2017 

 

Waterloo Community Development Group (WCDG) is a charity led by the local community to help 

improve the quality of life in Waterloo, particularly through consultation and engagement with the 

local community on development plans and proposals, making representations as appropriate.  

 

Much of the draft Plan is highly commendable, and is a considerable improvement on the existing 

London Plan in addressing the city’s existing problems and needs in future years. We will only 

comment on those parts of the Plan about which we have concerns or objections. Our comments are 

in no particular order of priority. 

 

We would like to be involved in the Examination in Public or other form of Inspection of this draft 

London Plan. 

 

Policy G4 D. We object to this paragraph, which does not appear to be in accord with the NPPF. 

The wording would allow development of part of a piece of open space in any area demarked as not 

deficient, provided that better quality provision is provided on the remaining open space. This 

surely cannot be the intention? Furthermore, there would likely be proposals where the needs 

assessment doesn’t show an area as deficient in open space, but if the proposal to build on some 

open space without equivalent replacement in terms of quantity would tip the neighbourhood into 

an area of open space deficiency. Again, this isn’t the intention, surely? London’s communities 

need the patchwork of open spaces  

 

 

NPPF para 74 states 

“Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should 

not be built on unless:  

● an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings or land to 

be surplus to requirements; or  

● the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better 

provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or  

● the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for which clearly 

outweigh the loss.” (my emphasis) 

 

This policy would be acceptable if the words “and quantity” were added. 

 

Policy SD4 F We object that the wording isn’t sufficient to protect smaller CAZ retail clusters, such 

as Lower Marsh in Waterloo. The policy should refer explicitly to the use of the sequential test, 

especially with regard to out-of-centre development of town centre uses. 

 

Policy SD4 K Should continue “and enhanced, including through additional residential and social 

infrastructure” 
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Policy SD5 C (4) and D should include Waterloo OA in the list of exceptions at C4, and be 

included in the list at D. Waterloo is a very strong residential area with much scope for 

enhancement of residential – for example, the development at the Shell Centre site is delivering 900 

additional homes as well as employment capacity for 6,000 people. 

 

Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas, B (9) this should add “throughout the stages of preparation, 

including first scoping” 

 

Policy SD6 commentary 2.6.2 town centres are not appropriate for ‘resident-led’ development – 

this approach will lead to disaster on many town centre sites which financially return far less than 

other town centre uses. Mixed-use development is fine, but don’t encourage resident-led! We have 

lost many employment and retail sites in the Waterloo Opportunity Area and VNEB because of the 

over-riding impact of financial return of resident-led. 

 

Policy D8 The policy doesn’t refer to clusters and seems to encourage standalone tall buildings (at 

C(b) for example  – these are often a disaster locally, very unhelpful development both in local 

social and economic terms, but also in terms of townscaping, and impact on views. The policy also 

fails to reference the LVMF – it should do so.  

3a) Environmental impact should include the impact on the neighbouring area, not merely around 

the building 

D) Public Access: tall buildings are largely vertical gated communities which sterilize the 

immediate area: public access is the best antidote. The policy should be clear that publicly-

accessible areas will be a requirement of prominent tall buildings. 

 

Policy H2 All viability information needs to be made publicly accessible 

 

Policy H10 A ballot or tenants should be required for all estate regeneration schemes. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Michael Ball 
Director 
 


