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The Telegraph Hill Society was not invited as a participant in this matter and had believed 
that the Petts Woods Association, which was allocated this matter, would be able to 
incorporate our views.  We now understand that they have withdrawn and we therefore 
submit our further comments on this policy.  These should be taken in conjunction with our 
original submission dated 25 February 2018. 
 
Whilst this submission is prepared by the Society and refers to our area by way of 
illustration, we have taken into account discussions and comments received by a number of 
other conservation, amenity and residents societies in its preparation.  Specifically, we have 
found general concern over the proposals for relaxing rules on residential conversions and 
on infill and back garden development and extensions. 
 
GENERAL 
 
We accept the need to provide for additional housing but strongly object to elements of the 
proposed plan which: 
 

(a)  allocate a significant proportion of demand provision to inner London suburbs 
which we believe are least able to stand the strain, particularly as regard green space 
and  

(b) give too much weight to accommodating potential Londoners within London’s 
current boundaries and insufficient weight to the quality of life of existing 
Londoners. 

We believe that the plan should focus more on areas which already have low housing 
density and that consideration should be given to building on part of the Green Belt (we 
shall give evidence on this on matter M65).  If the Plan’s emphasis was so changed, then 
policy H2 could be more easily modified to remove its adverse impacts on the residents and 
environment of inner London. 
 
We note in this context that 4.2.2 states that the proposals are meant to assist in increasing 
“housing provision in accessible parts of outer London to help address the substantial 
housing need in these areas” however there is no distinction drawn in policy H2 between 
what is appropriate in inner London, with its lack of access to green space or the Green 
Belt, and what is appropriate elsewhere. 
 
ANSWERS TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 
 
c) Has adequate consideration been given to the cumulative impacts of this policy on, 
amongst other things, infrastructure, affordable housing provision and the character 
of some neighbourhoods as referred to in paragraph 4.2.5?  
 
We strongly support the change to policy H2F to include designated heritage assets and 
their settings however the policy should make clear that designated heritage assets include 
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Conservation Areas and that it is not restricted to those features protected by Article 4 
directions1.  We have assumed that to be the case in this submission.  
 
We object to the exemption in H2F1 which retains the presumption in favour of residential 
conversions in conservation areas and do not believe adequate consideration has been given 
to the impact of such conversions.  Lewisham Council, in its current plan, has a general 
presumption against flat conversions as the effect of past conversions had been to: 
 (a) provide poorer quality homes than new build could provide and 
 (b) remove family homes from the market, particularly those for larger 
   families. 
Prior to the introduction of this policy, in our Conservation Area, we saw over 50% of what 
were single family homes in many roads converted into mainly 1 or 2 bed-flats (see 
diagram).  The immediate effect was to drive up the price of the remaining houses.  The 
longer term effect was to price younger families out of the local housing market:  having 
bought flats when single or young couples, they could no longer afford to live in the area 
when they had children.  The demographics of the area changed from that family residences 
to a more transient population of younger people less invested in the community and 
elderly people who had either always lived in the area or who could now afford to buy.  
 
Since the change in Council policy, the position has started to reverse but our experience 
suggests that a presumption towards flat conversions will led to further reductions in family 
accommodation in inner London.  Far from meeting the objective on 4.2.2 of “diversifying 
the sources … type and mix of housing supply”  relaxation of controls over flat conversions 
will lead to a lack of diversity, type and mix as small scale developers take advantage of the  
opportunities for profit from subdivision.   
 
Our experience also suggests that many flat conversions are designed with minimum room 
sizes.  This leads to additional pressure for property extensions by those flat owners which, 
in itself, cumulatively affect the character of an area, whether protected or not.  
 
Residential extensions are one of the most contentious areas within domestic planning.  
They give rise to serious disagreements between neighbours, reduce the amenity of 
neighbouring properties and destroy valuable green space, particularly in inner London.  
We shall be giving evidence on the latter point in our submission on matter M64 but note 
here the contradiction which remains between this and Policy G5 despite the attempt to 
square the circle at H2HB (we refer further to this below). 
 
More generally, it is the aggregated effect of small open areas such as gardens which give 
London the appearance (and the appeal) it has.  It is not, and should not be, like central 
Madrid or central Rome.  As we argue below, intensive development of these small spaces 
impact adversely on the appearance of, and quality of life in, inner London.  The Plan’s 
emphasis on developing such small sites is wrong and we challenge the general assumption 

                                                 
1 Suggested changes to policies are underlined.  If accepted consequential changes to supporting text would 
be required and our submission indicates the areas to be addressed in this. 
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in H2A that small sites (other than brownfield sites) should play a much greater role in 
housing delivery within inner London. 
 
Additional density where allowed also needs to be considered along with the provision of 
services such as schools and medical facilities.  In particular, in many parts of London, 
such as ours, where there is already a deficit of green space, provision of parks and other 
green space must be considered as a major factor. 
 
In our view therefore there should be no presumption either in favour or against residential 
extensions, conversions, demolition or infill development.  Such decisions must be left to 
local Councils to consider in the best interests of meeting both new housing requirements 
and the desires of existing residents (to whom they also have a responsibility).  Councils 
should also be free to make decisions as to whether housing demand is best satisfied by use 
of small sites or large sites. 
 
We would therefore: 

(a) modify H2A to state that “Small sites can play a role in housing delivery and 
borough should pro-actively support …” 

(b) delete H2A4A and table 4.2 which will force Councils into inappropriate site usage 
in order to meet targets; and  

(c) either the deletion of H2D2 and H2D3 and H2E or, modify the “presumption” to a 
need for Councils to “consider”. 

 
As we are arguing for the use of Green Belt to relieve some of the pressures on inner 
London, we further propose removal of the reference to “Green Belt” in policy H2F7A. 
 
d) Is the policy support for infill development within the curtilage of a house 
consistent with national policy in paragraph 53 of the NPPF which refers to resisting 
inappropriate development of residential gardens?  
 
We cannot reconcile the proposed policy with national policy or with Policy G5 in the draft 
Plan.  Nor can we reconcile it, certainly in inner London, with the Mayor’s stated support 
for making London “one of the greenest cities in the world”. 
 
As we will argue under matter M64, gardens are an important part of London’s 
environment and are particularly important in inner London where there is a lack of green 
space.  
 
Gardens provide environmentally friendly habitats for animals, they contribute to the 
removal of pollution from the atmosphere, provide a safe space for children to play and for 
adults to take exercise and for residents to grow their own vegetables rather than rely on 
shop produce.   More generally, they provide a pleasant sense of space which green walls 
or green roofs (the latter generally not visible from the public realm in any case) cannot. 
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Work by Create Streets and others (www.createstreets.org.uk) has shown that children are 
more likely to take exercise in a private garden than a local park and that gardens contribute 
significantly to the physical and mental health of residents. 
 
The caveat given in H2HB as regards infill or extensions is not consistent with Policy G5.  
To provide “no net loss of overall green cover” suggests that the whole roof of each 
development should be greened.  However such roof space provides for a limited range of 
plants, no trees of any size, a very limited range of animal life (mainly confined to birds 
and insects), little or no ability to allow gardening, and no leisure areas.  
 
Put simply, green roofs and green walls cannot provide the same benefits to physical 
health, mental health, or to the natural or urban environment as gardens. 
 
As stated above, in addition to the environmental impact of building on gardens, infill 
development creates disputes between neighbours, can overshadow other gardens making 
them less useful and less accessible, and can lead to damage to the appearance of an area (if 
not from the public realm, to the appearance of the property from neighbouring properties 
and the amenity of those properties). 
 
Policy H2 should be re-written in conformity with the NPF to resist inappropriate 
development on residential gardens and, where possible, strengthen the ability of Councils 
to resist garden and infill development in areas identified as having a deficit of green space. 
 
e) Are the qualifications at Policy H2 HA-HC justified in themselves and would they 
effectively eliminate the positive presumption for small housing developments?  
 
Allowing a “presumption” for small housing developments is not the correct approach.  If, 
however, that presumption remains, we would comment as below. 
 
We would support H2HA a),b),d) and e).  We do not support maximum residential parking 
standards as they push overflow parking onto other streets to the detriment of existing 
residential amenity.  We would delete H2HAc). 
 
We do not believe that H2HB is meaningful and is potentially harmful.  It will lead to 
developers putting forward inappropriate proposals on sites just to benefit from the 
exemption. For example, we would expect this to lead to highly incongruous proposals for 
green roofs or walls in Victorian streetscape streets.  We would prefer increased protection 
for gardens and other open space which would make this policy element unnecessary.  If, 
however, that is not done, this qualification should be rewritten to allow local councils 
assess all elements of a scheme in deciding whether or not it compensates for the loss of 
green space. 
 
We are also concerned that qualification H2HC will lead to over-intensive development 
proposals on small sites in order to ensure that the development benefits from the 
exemption.   We believe that the decision as to the correct housing density is not something 
which can be taken on a site by site basis, particularly for small housing developments, but 
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needs to be looked at on a borough-wide basis.  We suggest the qualification should state 
that small housing developments which do not make best use of the site, taking into 
account current and planned future housing needs in the Borough, should not benefit from 
the presumption, leaving it to the Council to determine what considerations should be 
included in “best”. 
 
Ends 
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