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Lee Manor Society Response to consultation on the Lewisham 

Local Plan 

Introduction  

Our comments relate directly to the 60-page Local Plan document though we note the 

existence of its ‘supporting documents’, the Sustainability Appraisal (28 pages plus 

appendices) and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan Framework (111 pages).The new local plan 

is much shorter than the Core Strategy document it replaces which ran to 190 pages but we 

assume the new plan will grow in length as it is refined and appendices added. 

The Lee Manor Society’s main focus is on the built heritage and green landscaping of the Lee 

Manor Conservation Area and Lee more generally. So matters of urban design and 

conservation are of particular interest to us. But issues including housing, transport, 

employment and retailing have an impact on the streetscape and on the quality of life in 

neighbourhoods across the borough. So we have an interest in commenting on them. We are 

responding in the form of this letter rather than ticking the boxes in the questionnaire 

provided.  

We note that the new local plan is intended to set planning policy for 15 years from 2018-

2033. This is five years longer than the existing Core Strategy. We welcome this apparent 

shift to longer-term thinking which may reduce the burden on conservation societies such as 

ours and on council planners. There is a risk though that future changes in national and 

London-wide planning policies may put Lewisham’s plan in conflict with these policies and 

require amendments. It is to be hoped that we can move away from a Maoist-style state of 

‘permanent revolution’ in planning policies. Effective implementation of policies already in 

place – sadly, sometimes lacking - is more cost-effective and is of greater value in preserving 

Lewisham’s built and green heritage. 

Housing 

The plan points to the need for even more housing in Lewisham and London generally than 

previously predicted. This will increase pressure to build tall and to squeeze houses onto 
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vacant plots. Tall buildings should be limited to town centres (Lewisham and Catford). 

Building tall in smaller district centres adjoining low-rise residential areas such as Lee Green 

(the Leegate centre) should be resisted. 

 Existing policies restricting the building on back gardens, back land and infill sites should be 

maintained to prevent the erosion of the character of conservation and other cohesive 

neighbourhoods by the pepper-potting of new dwellings. 

We note with regret that recent changes to ‘vacant building credits’ (page 16 para 6.11) will 

allow developers to avoid making an affordable housing contribution to schemes so will 

reduce yet further the amount of affordable housing that is built. We urge the council to do all 

in its powers to resist this development. The publication of developers’ viability calculations 

that are used to support reducing the provision of affordable housing, offered as an option in 

the questionnaire, should be required. 

Employment 

We have commented in previous consultations that Lewisham appears too ready to accept its 

role as a dormitory borough with a low level of local employment. This appears once again to 

be the case. In addition, public sector jobs make up a large chunk of the total. Cuts in 

government spending are putting these jobs under pressure. Yet Lewisham still gives too little 

weight to developing a policy aimed at attracting private business. To state (page 23 para 7.5) 

that “as more people arrive to live in the borough this will inevitably generate an increase in 

economic activity and hence more local jobs will be created” is more a display of hope over 

experience than a statement of policy.  Lewisham does single out the arts as a focus of job 

creation but it should carry out further analysis of sectors where the borough has strengths 

and seek to develop them. A general job-creation policy – and even that is not currently on 

offer – risks shooting at too many targets and missing them all.  

We would not object to the conversion of marginal and unattractive employment sites to 

housing but sufficient space must be retained for employment. The small scattered sites such 

as garages, builders’ yards and small workshops referred to in the questionnaire provide vital 

local services and contribute to the diversity of our streets. They should be protected and not 

swept away in a misplaced desire to ‘tidy up’ the environment or provide additional housing.  

No mention is made of tourism yet this is an industry that creates many jobs in, for example, 

Greenwich and large parts of central London. This appears to reflect a belief that Lewisham 

lacks anything of interest to the visitor. Neighbouring Greenwich may have a more obvious 

appeal but there are places of historic and other interest in Lewisham such as the Horniman 

Museum, Deptford Town Hall, Boone’s Chapel, the Manor House, Lee and the Thames 

Riverside at the soon to be developed Convoy’s Wharf. Lewisham is on the main route into 

central London for coaches from the Continent. It needs to market its attractions.  

 

 



Retail 

We believe, in general, that council policies to retailing should be flexible enough to 

accommodate rapidly changing shopping patterns including the move online and the switch 

away from one-a-week shopping in large supermarkets to more regular shopping in smaller 

convenience stores. This may lead to a loss of shops on marginal sites but policies should be 

aimed at maintaining the vitality of shopping centres and smaller shopping parades.  (But see 

our comments on design issues relating to shop conversions.) 

We support the council’s policy of limiting the numbers of new betting shops and hot food 

take-away shops in both larger shopping centres and smaller parades. 

With regard to the redevelopment of Catford Town Centre,  we believe that incremental 

improvements rather than comprehensive redevelopment should be considered. 

Comprehensive redevelopment can be very destructive of the existing character of an area 

and have a knock-on impact on other nearby shopping centres.  It can sweep away many of 

the physical and social assets of the existing area that are prized by local residents.  

Transport 

Lee continues to suffer from poor north-south links to Greenwich. There is no direct bus 

connection with the Thames riverside. The provision of such a bus link, often discussed but 

never implemented, would provide a boost to social and economic activity in the area. It is 

difficult to imagine that in 2015 two neighbouring parts of south-east London are still so far 

apart in public transport terms. To the south, connections to Grove Park and beyond could 

also be improved. This lack needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency. 

We welcome in principle proposals to extend the Bakerloo line to Lewisham and perhaps 

beyond. However, much of the route to be served by the new Tube line already carries heavy 

rail services. The Tube would take up capacity currently provided by overground trains and 

lead to a poorer service for present users of those services. There appears to be no attempt to 

extend light rail to under-served parts of the borough such as Lee/east Lewisham. We 

appreciate that the investment required is considerable and projected passenger numbers 

would need to be sufficient to justify the spending. But, as previously noted with regard to 

buses, this part of Lewisham (and neighbouring boroughs) is poorly served by public 

transport. Planners and councillors based in Catford should raise their eyes beyond the 

requirements of the busy town centres to the transport needs of the rest of the borough. 

Environment 

We note that the discussion document records that Lee Green (and other areas) is an area of 

‘open space deficiency.’ Manor House Gardens is a well-used and popular local park but 

Manor Park still suffers from a lack of profile and activity despite the admirable efforts of the 

new operators of the cafe in the park to inject vitality. The recent building of a bridge 

connecting the park with Longhurst Road has increased access and public use but the park’s 

somewhat hidden location behind terraced housing continues to be a problem. The park’s 



physical situation cannot be changed but any support the council can give to promoting 

activity in the park would be welcome. We continue to believe that a change of name, to 

prevent confusion with Manor House Gardens, would benefit the park. It was approved by a 

majority of respondents in a survey a few years ago but rejected on the dubious grounds that 

the majority in favour was not large enough. (No previous threshold had been set.) We 

believe a name change should be again considered.  

The redevelopment of Leegate may well be completed by the time the new planning regime 

comes into force in 2018 but we cannot refrain from remarking on the lack of good quality 

public open space in the scheme as currently proposed. To reduce by between two-thirds and 

three-quarters the amount of public open space in the current 1960s shopping centre makes 

no sense in an area the council recognised as lacking just such public space. Worse yet, the 

proposed public square will be sited alongside the highly polluted Burnt Ash Road. 

The proposed Local Plan states (p 35 Para 10.12) that ‘planning permission will not be 

granted where air quality impacts cannot be successfully mitigated against (sic).’ It is difficult 

to reconcile this statement with the proposed Leegate development where a large supermarket 

(alongside an existing Sainsbury’s) will draw in large volumes of extra traffic.  

Urban Design and Conservation 

We believe that, by and large, the council has in place policies aimed at maintaining and 

enhancing the character and quality of its conservation areas. The problem, as mentioned 

above, is in obtaining effective implementation of these policies. Issues such as front garden 

alterations (requiring approval under article 4 directions) and roof lights do  not always 

receive consistent treatment. The issue of backland and back garden development now 

appears to be being addressed effectively but needs careful monitoring given the pressure for 

more housing. 

The question of rear extensions to dwellings remains unresolved however and might best be 

addressed by means of a supplementary planning policy document setting out precisely what 

is permitted.  We agree with the Telegraph Hill Society that rear extensions, while not visible 

from the public realm, can have a considerable impact on back garden spaces. In conservation 

areas such as Lee Manor long back garden spaces created behind interlocking streets of 

terraced housing form an important part of the conservation area’s character. They do need to 

be protected. Several London boroughs already have in place policies to restrict the size and 

impact of rear extensions. Lewisham should adopt a similar approach to remove uncertainty 

for the home owner and to ensure that the architectural integrity of individual houses and the 

amenity of neighbours is protected.  

Changes in shopping habits put pressure on local shopping parades and can lead to empty 

premises. We would wish, where possible, for premises to remain as shops. But where 

conversion to other use such as housing is necessary the sensitive treatment of facades is 

necessary. Lewisham has in place supplementary guidance on the treatment of active shop 

fronts. It should draw up similar advice for conversions so that a degree of consistency and 



cohesion is retained. Consideration should be given to retaining glass frontages, stall risers, 

cornices and door openings.  

We welcome the statement (p39 para 11.1) that development schemes should create ‘a sense 

of place’ and ‘local distinctiveness’ while new buildings should ‘relate well to their context.’ 

We note that at (p40 para 11.9)  reference is made to ‘the challenge to achieve higher 

[housing] densities.’  This section goes on to say: ‘A high quality public realm will be critical 

to the success of these developments.’ We appreciate these fine sentiments and look forward 

to them being carried out in practice. They have been ignored in the current proposals for the 

Leegate redevelopment. 

We welcome in principle the proposal (p39 para 11.2) for ‘areas of special local character’ 

which have desirable characteristics but which are not fully-fledged conservation areas. We 

note the example given of Bellingham, an interwar estate designed along garden city lines. 

We have long believed that there are many parts of Lewisham with a distinctive character 

deserving of some protection. The advantages enjoyed by conservation areas should be 

spread more widely throughout the borough. However, thought does need to be given to the 

precise level of protection these areas would enjoy and how they would sit alongside existing 

conservation areas. Would they be a first step to full conservation area status?  

The creation of new neighbourhood areas in the borough adds a further layer to the mix of 

organisations seeking to protect their localities. We are concerned that such areas and the 

forums established to manage them could impact negatively on existing conservation areas. 

We will be commenting on this separately in our response to the neighbourhood forum 

consultation.  
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