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APPENDIX 2: NOTES OF LOCAL MEETING 

 

Lewisham Gateway Drop In Session Notes (28/02/2018) 

A drop in session took place on the 28/02/2018 at the Lewisham Methodist 
Church Hall between the hours of 7.00pm and 9.30pm. Council Officers were 
present and took notes on the comments being made/questions being asked 
of the Applicant Team relating to the following topics:  

Affordable Housing:  

C: We should be building Council Homes on Council Land. 

Q: Why is the Developer entitled to make 20% profit before they have to provide 
affordable housing?  I have looked into the accounts of the company and it 
says that they made 18% profit and that this scheme was a major contributor 
to that profit.   

A: The developer is entitled to make a 20% profit before they provide affordable 
housing.  

C: This is ridiculous.  No other industry expects a 20% return on an investment.     

A: The London Plan makes provisions for this. 

C: The Council rejected the previous application on the grounds of affordable 
housing.  The application only proposes 20% - not enough.  And this is to be 
provided from our/taxpayers money. 

A: The costs of delivering infrastructure changes – the changes to the road layout 
have proved much higher than originally thought.  It is not viable to deliver any 
affordable housing so the developer has sought other forms of funding.  The 
HIF funding is from Central Government and is intended to ensure that sites 
like this one do not gets stalled as a result of infrastructure costs.  The s106 
money is money from Loampit Vale. At Loampit Vale the development 
originally provided some on site affordable housing but the s106 included a 
review mechanism that required the viability of the scheme to be reviewed 
once the development was occupied.  The uplift in values meant that the 
scheme could deliver a £9.6M contribution that was ring-fenced to be spent on 
the provision of affordable housing in the borough.  The Council consider that 
it is appropriate to use this money to increase the provision of affordable 
housing at this site. 

Q: I have looked into the figures and have tried to reconstruct the economics.  
There is insufficient information because the viability assessment is 
confidential. 

A: The viability assessment is being reviewed for the Council independently and 
that report will be publically available. 

Q: It appears that all the affordable housing is publically funded, £200, 000 per 
unit and the developer pays nothing. 



 

 

A: This is not the case, the developer will cover the cost of building the units.  You 
could not build the units for £200,000. The £200,000 will be used to the cover 
the difference between the units being sold for market sale and the units being 
let at London Living Rent levels into perpetuity.  

C: the application documents do not make it clear that the developer is making 
any contribution, glad that this has been qualified. 

Q: the 2006 application included a review mechanism, will the current application 
secure the same. 

A: this will still be part of the s106 agreement for the current application.  

C: This approach to creating housing is not helping to solve the housing crisis but 
actually adding to it.  

C: There should be an aspiration for 50% of the housing units to be truly 
affordable. 

Highways/Transport 

Station Road provides a poor quality of space, there is a queue of buses and taxis 
outside of the station, the air quality is poor from idling engines and it takes a 
taxi 10-15 mins to get to the station.  Buses trying to get through Station Road 
from Greenwich are delaying journeys for local residents now that they are 
routed past the station.   

A: The developer wanted to omit this access road to the station but the 
Council/TfL insisted on this route.  The east/west pedestrian route and 
confluence place will provide a better route to the station.  This is to be opened 
at the end of 2018. 

C: The crossing on Rennell Street does not provide long enough for those with 
impaired mobility to cross and the refuge half way across does not feel 
protected. 

A: the layout originally proposed 2 crossings over Rennell Street but these were 
omitted at the request of TfL. The current application does not provide an 
opportunity to change this. 

Height:  

C: The CGIs are not honest as they do not represent the full height of the bigger 
blocks.  

A: There are a full series of views in the Environmental Statement that show the 
site from all angles in near and far views. 

C: The buildings are too high. 

Design:  

Q: Not much detail about design.  Is this an outline application? 



 

 

A: The application is a s73 application to amend the original outline application 
approved in 2009.  Details of the appearance of the buildings and matters 
such as materials and landscaping will form part of the reserved matters 
applications which will be submitted later if this application is approved. 

C: The design of Phase 1 is poor, it is a soulless carbuncle.  The Council should 
be using the land to provide Council Housing  

C: Prefer the indicative design of Phase 2, block D has texture.  All units should 
have big balconies. Some people like that busy buzz that will happen on the 
ground floor. 

C: Escape stairs should be external as this is safer in the event of a fire. 

Mix of Uses:  

C: The development needs to make a bold statement in terms of providing 
something cultural or trendy that will attract people.  Something needs to be 
done about Lewisham Market – it is so tatty, perhaps it needs a cover?  Street 
Feast at the model market attracts people to come into Lewisham – this is the 
type of thing we need.   

A: It is hoped that the introduction of the cinema will create a better night time 
economy and attract a variety of occupiers. 

C: The original mix included the college which would have brought a 
different/unique element.  

C: The mix is skewed towards residential.  Policy requirement is for mixed use 
development that extends the shopping centre. 

A: The development will provide a mix of uses that include residential, retail, 
cinema (leisure), co-living and co-working space in Block E.  The developer 
spent a year trying to get Lewisham Library to move to block E but in the end 
there was insufficient funding to achieve this.  There will be a series of cultural 
events in the public spaces across the site to attract people.  

C: This would be a good location for the library as the current library is on the 
fringe of the town centre. Especially as the function of a library is changing as 
it is used more of a local hub now to access local service. 

A: This was investigated but it was too expensive to move the library.   

C: There should have been more focus on revitalising the existing buildings in the 
area and promote a more organic approach to planning and development e.g. 
Franks Car Park in Peckham 

Co-Living:  

Q: The new London Plan requires a contribution towards affordable housing from 
Co-Living Accommodation. 

A: The London Plan is only at draft stage and therefore only carries limited weight 
so we wouldn’t look to secure a contribution on the basis of this policy.  The 
viability assessment carried out by the developer includes an assessment of 



 

 

the co-living and concludes that it is not possible to make a contribution 
towards affordable housing    

Q: It is not clear from the draft policy (Policy H18) whether any contribution would 
be spent off site so you could end up with a situation where an affordable 
housing contribution is made in relation to this development but spent 
elsewhere. 

A: The London Affordable Housing and Viability SPG strongly encourages 
affordable housing to be provided on site so perhaps there is a conflict in the 
drafting of the policy.  This will be ironed out through the consultation process 
on the draft London Plan.  

Q: Is there a demonstrable need for this type of accommodation in this location 
that you have researched? 

A:  There is definitely a need nationally for this kind of accommodation.  Find that 
this type of accommodation appeals to young professionals.  There is a strong 
social element provided the use is properly managed.  The units provided are 
smaller and provide shared spaces so the monthly cost of the units is less. 

C: It is unfair to expect people to live in a co living environment. It is basically 
student accommodation and will not work. 

Cinema:  

Q: Is there still a possibility of the development delivering a cinema? 

A: Yes, building C will deliver the cinema.  The developer have signed legal 
documents with a cinema operator today (28/2/2018) 

C: Along with the cinema there is another private gym.  It was felt that the area 
does not need another gym. 

Public Realm:  

Q: Will there be easy access for people through the development?  

A: Yes, there is a central spine route that will lead people between the train station 
and the town centre.  There will be a natural flow between the two. 

C: Would like to have seen St Stephen’s Place made bigger 

 A: The public realm will be managed in terms of its maintenance and there will be 
a series of pop up events and seating to encourage people to linger. 

Q: What about the size of the public open space – have looked through the 
application documents and it does not give a figure for the amount of open 
space.  

A: The applicant are populating a table that compares the 2009 approved 
scheme, the 2016 refused scheme and the current application and provides 
comparisons in terms of floorspace and areas proposed. 



 

 

 C: The original open space on the site Quaggy Park was not of a very high quality 
but it was bigger and not overlooked.  It is not about the quantity of the open 
space but its quality.   

C: The proposed park appears to be smaller than first expected.  

C: There should be more of an emphasis on protecting and attracting wildlife. 

C: Would like to see a focus on promoting the rivers that run through the site as a 
public space. Similar to what has been achieved with the Catford Green.  

C: Have concerns about overshadowing from Block C and that the units fronting 
Confluence place will be overshadowed – especially if these are cafes. 

C: The overshadowing diagrams in the ES are not as clear in the 2016 
application, even if you blow them up you cannot read them. 

C: The wind around the corners of the buildings in Phase 1 is bad, concerned that 
the application will make this worse. 

A: Mitigation measures will be put in place. 

Cycling 

C: The new road layout is not safe for cyclists. 

A: The application does not provide an opportunity to revisit the layout. 

Q: There was talk in the 2016 application about providing a Cycling Hub.  This 
should provide secure parking for those using the station and perhaps a 
servicing shop/coffee shop.  They did this in Hull for the Festival of Culture.   

Q: The Lewisham Town Centre Local Plan requires the provision of an east/west 
route through the town centre.  What is the point of having a policy if it does 
not get provided?  

C: Was unable to understand why there are very little provisions for cyclists 

C: If residents are discouraged to have cars again why was there little focus on 
cycle routes. The developers of Lewisham Gateway are doing very little to 
promote cycling.  
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