
We write on behalf of Wimbledon East Hillside Residents' Association (WEHRA) to express our 
concerns with many of the proposals described in your draft London plan.    
 
WEHRA represents 800 households in Wimbledon. We are members of the Union of Wimbledon 
Residents' Associations (UWRA), who jointly represent about 19,000 stakeholders in the London 
Borough of Merton.   Wimbledon is described as the 'economic heart' of Merton, by council leader 
Stephen Alambritis, yet the man has never run - or, to our knowledge, even worked for - a large, 
successful, international business.  Merton Council's views sadly do not necessarily reflect our views, 
and it would be wise to take heed of our comments, given from the people who actually make 
Wimbledon work. In many cases we have an entirely different, equally valid view to your own.  
 
It is clear this document has 'grand vision' - and yes, any plan needs big, wide vision. This document 
is quite naiive in our view, because it does not allow for scenario planning, as we leave the 
European Union, as the world is turning to environmental concerns (the 'new terrorists' are mostly 
white collar people - those that continue to ravage the planet and its finite, precious resources: air and 
water).  The National interest is swiftly shifting from a London-centric economy/focus to a more 
German SME model, with many important cities and regions, many mid-sized businesses, not just 
one big city with its own DNA focussed on all things financial: making money from money. Just look at 
the papers and social media every day, talking about 'should I stay in London or should I go?' You 
cannot ignore that London may have reached peak human occupancy levels, and perhaps it should 
accept that, at least for one of likely scenarios in drafting this new Plan. 
 
The problem with the proposals is, they are at their heart, not sustainable.  Humans are creative 
individuals, they need - most importantly - a warm bed, clean air and drinking water to live, and they 
need to live in humane social conditions.  London is headed in a direction that will be unable to 
provide these basic life-giving things to survive an increasingly unpredictable future.   
 
The air quality proposals are white-wash; you must make clean air a number one priority, not just 
list some ideas you think might make things a bit better 'in the future.'  (For example, Merton is trying 
to force thru planning right now a new Concrete Batching plant from Cappagh/Express Concrete that 
is located in a pollution Hot Spot, with an HGV on the road every minute of the working day, tearing 
up roads, belching pollution and driving at just over 30 mph, endangering pedestrians and showing no 
regard for the local residential population.  The site is just six metres from the Wandle River, and 
metres from a primary school.  Merton is looking for loopholes to allow this application to be 
approved, when they should be doing the right thing, be HONEST about the environmental issues of 
air pollution, noise, light pollution and water pollution and disregard for and of degradation of the 
Wandle River Valley - a site specifically identified to become regenerated as a wonderful green 
corridor (to mirror the Lea Valley plans now underway).   
 
Your new plan should be giving firm guidelines and high penalties, unless this sort of greedy 
application is REFUSED. The new plan should not just itemise a bunch of guidelines that councils can 
use to dodge these incredibly serious environmental issues.   
 
Another big concern is the view on housing, and especially housing that ordinary people 
require.  This is a tremendous problem now, and a dilemma to you all, because you look at the 
problem from only one perspective: making more growth for London; making more money for 
London.    
 
London has grown from small villages and over time, the villages merged to become London.   The 
'village' aspect is the real reason London thrives, not the fact that is a 'big city' but that it is a highly 
complex organism of long, rich and deep heritage, diversity and character.  To try to 'improve' this for 
the next generation by laying blanket 'rules' over the city and greater London you will suffocate the 
very air that makes London so appealing.   
 
At the NLA Yolande Barnes talked about how '(the draft plan) does make sense if you see this 
Plan as an attempt to start urbanising the suburbs.'  The entire premise lies on a conditional:  IF 
YOU SEE THE PLAN as urbanising the suburbs.  It is these suburbs real people wish to live in; we do 
not want to live in central London, and the suggestion greater London communities will become more 
and more like London, with taller buildings, more density and less public open space is absurd.  
 



The housing target is set at an ambitious 66,000 a year, and yet no-one has been able to achieve 
anything like. The housing target set for our area of Merton is a massive 13,280, and one of the 
highest in all London.  This is far too high for our area, and there are no clever ideas or advice to 
hand, for how this might be achieved, without great loss to our treasured green spaces or by building 
on already badly polluted if dated industrial land that is going to be very difficult to 'clean up' let alone 
be able to live on.  The goals must be removed or revised to respect the precise communities where 
such ambitious new housing would be suitable (if there are any!).  Maybe Merton should build an 
outpost in Cornwall, and build a 'province' where housing is readily available, and move some of those 
needing housing out there.     
 

The draft Plan describes how we will have to sacrifice 'local character' in order 
to achieve these ambitious build targets.   Local character is what defines us as 
individuals, and that is like saying you will tell us next time how cut our hair, or how 
to dress.   This is a poor rationale and unacceptable. 
 
We urge the authors to re-think this entire section, including three basic scenarios:  yes, you can keep 
your naive proposals as one of them. The second scenario would be that London has reached 'peak 
density for London - and all that London stands for'  and that your projections are reduced to zero 
housing needs, assuming people are no longer rushing to come to London to live/work.  The third 
scenario is that central London's population begins to shrink.   From what we read, this is a very real 
possibility.  The northern cities, the southwest, Dundee and Margate (!)are all being touted as great 
places to go instead of London to live, work, or start up a new business.   Rather than try to force the 
market to behave to benefit LONDON, you need to consider the requirement for a SUSTAINBLE 
FUTURE for the UK, and that may entail reducing London's presence in proportion to the rest of 
the country. 
 
We do need planning laws changed.  We need express permission to b allow some 
experimentation with different, more socially suited housing models.  (Traffic & Highways have 
experimental orders; planning should have the same.)   
 
For example, might the student housing formats be able to be built, for young singles, or 
couples?  The co-living model is taking off, but our borough is ignorant of this, and won't make 
exceptions in planning decisions, even though they break many other planning rules as and when it 
suits them.  What about innovations such as OWCH (older women' communal housing) that can not 
only provide brilliant housing, it solves other social problems such as elder care, mental health 
problems caused by loneliness and so on.   The plan must include hearty encouragement for 
developers and smaller companies to use their creative energy to try new, hopefully better solutions 
to these very basic problems.  
 
On Sustainability.  The western world is changing from a profit-based economy to one of sustainable 
growth, respecting environmental impacts and the need to ensure health and well being of its 
citizens.   The London plan does not place sustainability at the heart of the Plan, and this is a great 
shame. 
 
Trees, Wildlife, Habitat.  The National Park City is a grass roots initiative, and one that will set an 
example to the world, of how to treasure trees and their contribution not just visually, but 
environmentally.  The proposals are not the Mayor's idea, and a 10% increase in cover is 
welcomed.  The city already has a 50% tree canopy, and increasing it is wonderful news.  But it must 
not just be 'trees of quality' (G6: 8.6.5).  We use nearly all our trees because some tree company is 
paid what is really just a bribe, to write a letter saying the tree is 'diseased'.  All trees could go, if you 
keep that sort of language in the Plan.    
 
Also there is a suggestion that 'a wide variety of wildlife habitats' is important (8.6.2).  Again, this 
needs to be made much more clear: Wildlife Habitat is essential and we don't need poorly trained 
Council staff determining if an existing habitat is part of their ideal 'wide variety' or not.  Each and 
every time a back garden is cleared and a concrete pad is poured, we sacrifice biodiversity in London 
forever. You need to charge a hefty  'wildlife tax' for the loss of this precious wild space, and donate it 
to The Tree Council, the Woodland Trust or the Forestry Commission, to ensure that funds and 
people are able to replenish London's biodiversity if not in London, elsewhere.  (It is unsettling that at 



the same time you are proposing these things, the Mayor is sending out tweets and messages 
urging people to 'pave over every speck of land' in London for new bedrooms ....) 
 
Zero Carbon: London should be aiming for zero carbon starting TODAY, NOW.  Each and every new 
build - whatever it is - should be zero carbon.  BREEAM Excellent.  Stop allowing bargaining chips to 
be traded, and force developers to get going on protecting our natural resources, and become 
advocates for a better, more sustainable city.   Even New York is beating London, because all new 
buildings are low energy, low carbon footprint.  (please see our checklists we use here in Wimbledon 
for developers to become better environmentalists) 
 
Water:  In our area we urge developers to put in water storage tanks and to use rainwater to wash 
footpaths, water green spaces and for diverting this water away from sewers and into green 
spaces.  Did you know that 30% of the water in Thames Water drains is from rainwater, and that if we 
could just run rainwater pipes underground to disperse the water, they wouldn't need to replace all the 
Victorian pipes so quickly.  Put another way, London could free up 30% of space in the drainage 
system, just by using rainwater locally instead of sending it down the sewers.  
 
Public Realm:  It is disappointing so little intelligence is granted, to plan for good public spaces.  In 
an age when homes are smaller and smaller, we need carefully curated public spaces that provide 
places to rest and compose oneself, to wait for a meeting or work to begin, to breath some fresh air, 
to be refreshed by a beautiful copse of trees or a spring bloom, or gosh, to hear birdsong.    
 
The plan needs to encourage community ownership and wellbeing, linking the design, installation and 
plantings for each and every public space - from the very small, to the larger spaces.  Companies are 
starting to use outreach, but there are still far too many cold, hostile so-called public spaces (More 
London?!) that contain more signs for what you cannot do, than for what you may enjoy/do 
there.  This is not really a 'public space' is it?!  It is a planning gesture, coldly executed and without a 
heart or soul. 
 
For Merton Specifically:  We need any and all conservation areas, locally listed buildings and 
heritage assets to be coveted and protected, not destroyed or damaged beyond recognition.    
 
For Merton Specifically: Wimbledon town needs to be high quality offices, small upmarket corporate 
HQs and performance venues, shops and related businesses that complement the broad positioning 
as a place for Creative and Performing Arts & Education/Lifelong Learning and good Health and 
Well-being.  Wimbledon is an historic, heritage-rich place on the world stage.  It is generally 
upmarket, well connected literally (public transport) and socially, environmentally. Wimbledon is a 
successful, thriving community that provides - and has provided over many centuries - social, cultural 
and environmental initiatives that are shared generously with the whole Borough, with wider London, 
the UK and the world.   We must allow the London Plan to dilute or diminish this core 
positioning.  What Wimbledon is, what it stands for, has developed organically, without any 
political or outside outside influence.  Let's not break what doesn't need fixing. 
 
There are a great many issues that need addressing line by line, but we are a Residents' Association 
with limited resources, hence this position paper on the things we find most important to us. 
 
Thank you for respecting our views, and incorporating the spirit of these concerns into the 
next draft Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Leigh Terrafranca, on behalf of Wimbledon East Hillside Residents' Assn (WEHRA) 


