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Introduction

AECOM is commissioned to undertake Integrated ImpactAssessment (lIA) in support of the emerging
Lewisham Local Plan. Once in place, the Local Plan will establish a spatial strategy for growth and
establish the policies against which planning applications will be determined.

IIA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the likely effects of an emerging plan, and
alternatives, with a view to minimising adverse effects and maximising the positives. IlIA involves
undertaking the legally required Sustainability (SA) process alongside: Equality Impact Assessment
(EqlA), which is undertaken in order to discharge the Public Sector Equality Duty; and Health Impact
Assessment (HIA) to have regard to the health impacts promote the reduction of health inequality.

Central to the IIA process is preparation of an IlA Report for publication alongside the Draft Plan. At the
current time, an early draft version of the plan is published for consultation, with an ‘Interim’ SA Report
published alongside. This report is the Non-technical Summary (NTS) of the Interim IIA Report.

Structure of the Interim IIA Report/ this NTS

IIA reporting essentially involves answering the following questions in turn:
1) What has plan-making / llA involved up to this point?
- including in relation to reasonable alternatives’.
2) What are the IIA findings at this stage?
- i.e. in relation to the draft plan.
3) What happens next?

Each of these questions is answered in turn below. Firstly though there is a need to set the scene
further by answering the question: What'’s the scope of the lIA?

What'’s the scope of the IIA?

The scope of the IIA is reflected in a list of topics and objectives. Taken together, this listindicates the
parameters of llA, providing a methodological ‘framework’ for assessment.

The IIA framework is presented within the table below. This framework is an update on that previously
published for consultation in 2015, and comments are invited on this framework at the current time.

Table A: The IIA framework

. . . Minimise air, noise and other forms of pollution and address existing areas of

Air qualityand pollution ) . .
poorair qualityand other pollution.

Conserve and enhancebiodiversityand green infrastructure atall scales noting

in particular the strategic importance of the river corridors, green spaces and

otherlocal assets thatcontribute to the All London Green Grid.

Biodiversityand green
infrastructure

Avoid developmentin areas of flood risk, reduce existing flood risk where
possible andimplementwider measures to ensure thatcommunities are made
more resilientand able to adaptto the impacts ofclimate change.

Climate change
adaptation

Minimise per capita emissions ofgreenhouse gasses, including bysupporting
energy efficient buildings and generation of heat/power from low carbon
sources (notablydistrictheating /heatnetworks)

Climate change
mitigation
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Deliver new and upgraded communityfacilities to meetthe needs ofa growing

Accessibility population and address capadityissues.

Make provision for housing needs as far as possible, including in respect of

Housing genuinelyaffordable housing, and ensure high qualityliving environments.

Communities

— Support strong communities, equality of opportunity and good health; and
Widerissues L S . .
address existing areas ofdeprivation, exclusion, poor health and crime.
Support an inclusive economy by steering investmentto town centres and
Economy otheremploymenthubs and supporting the growth of priority sectors including
the cultural, creative and digital industries.

Historic environment, Conserve and enhance the historic environment; retain and reinforce the
heritage, characterand distinctive character and identity of Lewisham’s neighbourhoods and
culture townscapes and supportLewisham’s thriving and evolving cultural identity.

Make bestuse of land through directing new development to brownfield land
and sites, supporting higher densitydevelopmentwhere appropriate; minimise
waste by supporting a circulareconomy; and address contaminatedland.

Land and natural
resources

Ensure an effective and efficient transport network by minimising the need to
Transport travel and supporting modalshifttowards walking, cycling and public transport,
including bysupporting majorinfrastructure upgrades.

Plan-making / SA up to this point

An important element of the required IIA process involves assessing ‘reasonable alternatives’ in time to
inform development of the draft proposals, and then publishing information on reasonable alternatives
for consultation alongside the draft proposals.

As such, Part 1 of the main report explains work undertaken to develop and appraise a ‘reasonable’
range of alternative approaches to the allocation of land for development, or growth scenarios.

Specifically, Part 1 of the report —
1) Explains the process of establishing the growth scenarios
2) Presents the outcomes of appraising the growth scenarios

3) Explains reasons for establishing the preferred option, in light of the assessment
Establishing growth scenarios

Growth scenarios were established following a step-wise process, whichis summarised in Figure A.

Figure A: Establishing growth scenarios

Strategic issues and options
Context and f )
Local Plan Area-specific scenarios —> Growth scenarios for assessment
objectives \ T J/
Site-specific issues and options
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The first step was to consider strategic issues/options (‘top down’ factors) in respect of:

e  Housing quantum —there is a need to provide for the London Plan target and also plan mindful of
the Local Housing Need (LHN) figure, which is significantly higher.

e Broad distribution — specifically issues/options relating to: opportunity areas; regeneration aresas;
town and district centres; transport corridors; delivering strategic infrastructure; density / building
heights; changing employment needs; respecting / enhancing local character and the local
environment; and climate change.

The second step was then to give ‘bottom-up’ consideration to: A) site options available and hence in
contention for allocation; B) the approach to assigning an indicative use mix to each allocation; and C)
the approach to assigning an indicative density to each allocation. The conclusion was that (C) stands-
out as associated with a strategic choice to explore further as a ‘variable’ across the growth scenarios.

The penultimate step involved exploring area-specific scenarios — see Table B. Combining these area-
specific scenarios led to six borough-wide growth scenarios for assessment — see Table C and
subsequent maps.

Table B: Area-specific scenarios

Potential for growth over-and-above the baseline scenario’

Bakerloo Line Extension (BLE) Phase 1 would enhance the Public
Lewisham Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) potentially leading to modest
additional developmentopportunity (c.10%).

BLE Phase 2 would enhance PTAL potentially leading to modest

A21 corridor I . o
Central additional developmentopportunity (c.10%).
The baseline approach to density seeks to strike a balance between
PTAL, regeneration objectives and constraints to tall buildings andis
Catford the emerging direction of travel from the Catford Town Centre
Masterplan; however, there is potentially the option of delivering a tall
buildings clusterand, in turn,a c.20% upliftin homes delivered.
New Cr. ; BLE Phase 1 would enhance PTAL potentially leading to modest
ewtross area additional developmentopportunity (c.10%).
North
Elsewhere -
East -
BLE Phase 2 would enhance PTAL and could lead to significant
Bell Green/ Lower additional development opportunity, potentially leading to a ¢.200%
Sydenham (BGLS) uplift in development densities. It is also considered appropriate to
South explore a ¢.100% uplift.
Elsewhere -
West -

! Baseline describesa scenario whereby the Local Planisadoptedwith a ‘baseline’ approachto assigningindicative densities
to site allocations(also support for small windfall sites). It doesnot describe a ‘no plan’scenario.
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Table C: Growth scenarios

m Location for growth over-and-above the baseline’
1

2

N/a
) Catford (20%)

New Cross (10%); Lewisham (10%);
3 New Cross (10%); Lewisham (10%); Catford (20%)

New Cross (10%); Lewisham (10%); A21 (10%); Catford (20%); BGLS (100%)
P2

New Cross (10%); Lewisham (10%); A21 (10%); Catford (20%); BGLS (200%)

There are several key points to note:

Akey defining feature is the BLE assumption assigned to each of the scenarios. “No BLE” is the
baseline assumption, but there is alsoa need to explore scenarios involving BLE Phase 1, which
would extend to Lewisham, and BLE Phase 2, which would extend to Hayes via Lower Sydenham
via potential stations at Ladywell and Catford. It is recognised that the three BLE scenarios mean
that the six scenarios are not all directly comparable (i.e. the six scenarios might alternatively be
presented as three sets of directly comparable scenarios).

Scenario 1 is the baseline scenario, i.e. a scenario whereby a ‘baseline’ approach to assigning
indicative densities to site allocations (also support for small windfall sites). The assumption, for
the purposes of assessment, is that the uplift in homes under Scenarios 2 to 6 would be achiewed
by assigning higher indicative densities to certain of proposed allocations. However, in practice it
is recognised that certainty regarding the BLE could lead to one or more new sites being made
available and ultimately identified as suitable for allocation (for example, through the greater
incentive for landowner(s) to assemble and deliver sites).

Broad areas are identified to deliver an uplift in homes under Scenarios 2 to 6, rather than specific
sites, recognising that work has not been completed to identify specific sites that might be suited
to higher density. The exception to this rule is the BGLS area, where initial work has been
undertaken and served to confirm that all six of the proposed allocations in this area would be
suitable to delivering a significantly higher density under a BLE P2 scenario, with maximum site-
specific uplifts ranging from ¢.200% to ¢.350%.

With regards to total quantum of new homes the assumption is that Option 1 (the lowest growth
option) would meet and modestly exceed the target established by the new London Plan (as
currently understood),? whilst Option 6 (the highest growth option) would significantly ‘close the
gap’ between housing supply and LHN, as understood from the Lewisham Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (2019); however, it is not possible to assign housing quantum figures to each
of the alternatives with any certainty.

It is also worth reiterating that the growth scenarios vary in respect of the number of homes
delivered through proposed allocations only. The growth scenarios do not vary in respect of
delivery of homes through windfall sites, which is an important source of supply. The proposed
Local Plan approach to supporting anincrease in housing supply at windfall sites, includingthrough
sensitive suburban intensification, is held constant across the growth scenarios and hence not a
focus of the assessment within Table D; howewer, it is discussed further within the subsequent
section that presents an assessment of the Draft Local Plan as a whole.

%i.e. the housing targets set out in the “London Plan Examination in Public Panel Report — Panel Recommendations October
2019”. Having considered the Panelreport and recommendations, the London Mayorissued an Intend to Publish version of the
London Plan, which was sent to the Secretary of State alongside withresponsesto the Panel'srecommendations, and a decison
is pending.
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Scenario 1: No BLE; baseline approach to densities
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Scenario 3: BLE P1; uplift at New Cross and Lewisham (10%)
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Scenario 5: BLE P2; uplift at New Cross and Lewisham (10%), Catford (20%) and BGLS (100%)
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Assessing growth scenarios

Summary alternatives assessment findings are presented within the table below. Within each row (i.e.
for each of the topics that comprise the IIA framework) the columns to the right hand side seek to both
categorise the performance of each option in terms of ‘significant effects’, using red (significantnegative
effect), amber (moderate or uncertain negative effect), no colour (no significant effect), light green
(moderate or uncertain positive effect) and dark green (significant positive effect) and also rank the
alternatives in order of performance, where one (also highlighted by a gold star) is best performing.
Also, ‘ =" is used to denote where it not possible to differentiate the alternatives with any confidence.

Table D: Growth scenarios appraisal (rank and effect categorisation)

No BLE BLE Phase 1 BLE Phase 2
Scenario | Scenario | Scenario | Scenario | Scenario | Scenario
1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6:
- Catford N’ Cross N’ Cross N Cross N’ Cross
Lewisham | Lewisham | Lewisham | Lewisham
Catford A21 A21
Catford Catford
Topic LSBG LSBG+

Air qualityand other
pollution

Biodiversityand green
infrastructure

Climate change
adaptation

Climate change

mitigation
Accessibility

[}

0

= .

g Housing

(S

[e]

O

Other issues

Economy

Historicenvironment,
heritage, characterand
culture

Land and natural
resources

Transport
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Discussion

The appraisal matrix above shows a mixed picture, with Scenario 1 performing well in certain respects
and higher growth scenarios that assume the BLE performing wellin other respects. Scenario 2 which
would involve an upliftin homes over-and-above Scenario 1 withoutthe BLE is found to perform poorlyin
respectofall llAtopics other than ‘Housing’. Having made these initial points, setoutbelowis a discussion
underthe eleven topic headings thatcomprise the IIA framework:

Air qualityand other pollution

There are currently six AQMAs in Lewisham, comprising a blanket AQMA covering the north of the
Borough (north of the A205 South Circular) together with AQMAs along majorroads in the south. Higher
growth at Catford in the absence of BLE P2 (Scenarios 2 and 4) would see new housing at densities
considerably above that which application of the London Plan Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) standard methodologywould suggestis appropriate, which potentiallygives rise to
a concern in respectof generation of private car movements; however, growth would be delivered in the
context ofthe Catford Town Centre Masterplan, which is exploring means of enhancing walking and cycling
opportunities in the area andmaximising the town centre offer (therebyminimisingneed to travel). Notably
realignment of the South Circular (A205) will address existing issues of severance and pollution, and
another key opportunityis in respect of improving public access to the Waterlink Way by repairing the
existing breakin the path and extending the route to join with the River Pool Linear Park; a higher growth
strategy could potentiallyassistwith achieving these objectives. With regards to BGLS, there is cautious
support for a higher growth scenario (Scenario 6) from an air quality perspective. PTAL would be high
given BLE P2 and there could be potential to deliver a new town centre with a considerable offer, which
could go somewaytowards addressing current poor accessibilitylocally, which is associated with high car
dependency. Growth could also facilitate investment in walking / cycling infrastructure (with major
interventions to improve permeabilityacross the Bell Green Gyratory, including through redevelopment of
the Stanton Square Locally Significant Industrial Site ), the urban realm, river re-naturalisation / greenspace
and links between greenspaces (notably the Pool River, Beckenham Place Park, Sundridge Park and
Crystal Palace Park), helping to address existing issues thatserve to dissuade people from walkingand
cycling and, in turn, supporting reduced car movements and improved air quality. With regards
scenarios involving marginallyhigher growth at New Cross, Lewisham and the A21 corridor, there are
limited implications in respectofair quality, recognising thatthe upliftin densities would be in response to
an increase in PTAL following the BLE. The A21 corridor, between Lewisham and Catford, is associated
with a notable opportunity in respect of supporting walking / cycling, with the ambition being both to
enhance the principal north-south route and develop a complementary network of legible, safe and
accessible routes, including cycling Quietways, that link with it to enhance connections between
neighbourhoods and destinations, including open spaces; however, it is difficult to conclude that a
marginallyhigher growth strategywill have a significantbearing.

In conclusion, there is support for Scenarios 5 and 6, which would see BLE P2 alongside an upliftin
developmentdensities at Catford and BGLS, and there is a degree of concern associated with support for
higher development densities at Catford in the absence of BLE P2 (Scenarios 2 and 4). There is
insufficientevidenceatthis stage to enable a conclusion of significant negative effects, butthis is tentative.

Biodiversityand green infrastructure

As discussed, the assumption is thathigher growth under Scenarios 2 to 6 would be achieved via higher
densities at the same package of sites that would deliver Scenario 1, as opposed to through additional
allocations, which potentiallyserves to reduce concerns in respectof higher growth scenarios conflicting
with biodiversityand greeninfrastructure objectives. However, certain concerns still remain, recognising
that higherdensitydevelopmentcan mean less space available within site boundaries for gre en and blue
infrastructure. This is particularly a concern on account of the fact that the central spine and transport
corridor that would see incrementally higher growth under Scenarios 2 to 6 is also a river valley,
associated with the Rivers Ravensbourne and Pool, and is associated with a network of linked
greenspace; indeed, itis identified as a strategic green infrastructure corridor by the All London Green
Grid Framework. Issues associated with higher growth in proximity to the river corridors are discussed
further below, butsuffice to sayhere thatthere are issues associated with certain sites atLewisham, along
the A21 corridor, at Catford and atBell Green. However, on the other hand, growth can supportinvestment
in greeninfrastructure, e.g. a high growth strategyat BGLS could supportthe aspiration to delivera South
EastLondon Green Chain Regional Park, which would skirtthe southernedge ofthis area;and growth at
Catford will be expected to maximise opportunities to deculvertand naturalise the River Ravensbourne.
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In conclusion, itis appropriate to highlightlower growth scenarios as preferable, given the inherentissues
associated withintensification along river corridors (also inproximity to railwayembankments and cuttings,
which are often designated as a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation, SINC) althoughthere ismuch
uncertainty in light of growth related opportunities, e.g. river re-naturalisation. Also, there is uncertainty
on the basis thatlower growth in Lewisham couldlead to increased pressure for housing elsewhere. For
these reasons significantnegative effects are not predicted.

Climate change adaptation

Interms offlood risk, whichis a primaryconsideration, itis again importantto note thatthe central transport
corridor that would see incrementally higher growth under Scenarios 2to 6 is also a river valley and, in
turn, is associated with significantareas of flood risk, with certain proposed allocations at Lewisham, along
the A21 corridor, Catford and at BGLS intersecting the flood risk zone. At Catford the key site to consider
is Wickes and Halfords, Catford Road, whichis located between the Catford and Catford Bridge railway
lines with the River Ravensboume cutting diagonally through the site to the north in a covered channel.
The majorityofthe site falls withinflood risk zone 3, and itwould certainlybe the case thatresidential uses
will not be acceptable at ground level, and there could be downstream flood risk benefits associated with
revealing and deculverting the river; however, significantconcerns associated with intensification remain.
At BGLS the eastern part of the proposed Bell Green Retail Park site, which would deliver a significant
proportion ofthe additionalgrowth under Scenarios 5 and 6, intersects fluvial flood risk zone 2, as s ociated
with the adjacentPool River, and small partofthe WorsleyBridge Road Locally SignificantIndustrial Site
proposed allocation intersects the flood risk zone (including zone 3), with the site notably falling between
the railway line and the railway (in a similar fashion to the Wickes and Halfords site at Catford). At
Lewisham and along the A21 corridor several sites intersect the flood risk zone, although itis important o
recall thata higher growth strategyhere (Scenarios 3 to 6) would involve onlyan assumed 10% uplift. The
two adjacentConnington Road proposed allocations are notablyassociated with the River Ravenbourne,
and redevelopment would see development of land currently used for carparking (and hence not
wulnerable to flooding); however, the river is culverted here and hence associated with a very narrow flood
risk zone. Two further proposed allocations - Silver Road and Axion House; and Ladywell Play Tower —
are also stronglyassociate with the river corridor/ flood zone, including significantareas offlood zone 3;
however, both sites are near committed, with an application having beensubmitted for the former site and
pre-application discussions underway in respect of the latter site.

In conclusion, at this relativelyearlystage in the plan-makingprocess there is a need to flag an uncertain
risk of significant negative effects for all scenarios, and to highlight a particular concern associated with
higher growth scenarios, under which there could be less potential to leave areas atrisk of flooding as
greenspace. N.B.greenspacealsoserves to mitigate the urban heatisland effectand tall buildings must
counter high temperatures from solar gain.

Climate change mitigation

Matters relating to minimising the need to travel and supporting modal shift and, in turn, minimising per
capita greenhouse gas emissions from transport are a focus of discussion under other topic headings,
such thatthe focus here is on minimising per capita emissions from the builtenvironment. In this respect
a primary consideration is the need to support delivery of heat networks and maximise the number of
homes that are connected to a heat network (with a secondary consideration being the need to support
energy efficiencyand delivery of small scale and micropower generation). Deliveryof heatnetworks can
prove challenging and costly, hence there is greatest potential to deliver heat networks where there is a
concentration of growth and associated economies of scale. This serves to suggest meritin higher
growth scenarios, noting thatall ofthe growth locations in question, with the exception ofthe A21 corridor,
are associated with strategic sites (e.g. in excess of 500 homes) and/or site clusters that might feasibly
supportone ormore heatnetworks. However, there is much uncertaintyregardingthe potential to deliver
heat networks in practice. The New Cross Area Framework (2019) does not serve to suggest that this
area is suited to delivery of a heat network (the South EastLondon Combined Heatand Power Station is
presumablytoo far distantto the north) and Catford is subjectto constraints thatcould prove a barrier to
delivery of heat networks. At Lewisham work has been completed in the past to explore opportunities;?
however, it is not clear that a 10% uplift in development densities would increase the likelihood of
opportunities being realised. Higher growth at BGLS (Scenarios 5 and 6), on the other hand, represents
a clear opportunity, as this is a relatively uncons trained area and there will be the potential to link a mix of
uses including employment (therebyhelping to ensure a balanced heatdemand across the day).

®See
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In conclusion, it is appropriate to highlight Scenarios 5 and 6 as representing a particular opp ortunity.
With regards to effectsignificance, one hand there is a need to recognise the urgencyof supporting major
interventions in supportof climate change mitigation, as reflected in the Borough’s declaration of a Climate
Emergency; however, on the other hand, climate change mitigation is a global issue such thatlocal actions
can only ever have a limited impact. Having made these points itis considered appropriate to highlight
the bestperforming scenarios as giving rise to an uncertain moderately significant positive effect.

Communities (Accessibility)

There are localities in the Borough, particularlywhere deprivation is experienced, that could benefitfrom
the investment associated with new development, particularly in terms of delivering new and enhanced
infrastructure, includingcommunityinfrastructure, and employmentopportunities. Higher growthat BGLS
(Scenarios 5 and6) represents a particular opportunityin this respect, recognisingthatthis areafalls within
the defined Strategic Area of Regeneration that covers the south-eastern part of the Borough. A tall
buildings cluster could bring with it a new town centre, which could significantlyimprove the ability of
nearbycommunities to access services, facilities, retail and employment. The new communitywould also
benefitfrom excellent access to green and blue infrastructure, in the London context, with the Pool River
adjacent and Beckenham Place Park (which might potentially form part of a new Regional Park in the
future) a shortdistance to the south. One of the proposed allocations - Sydenham Green Group Practice
- does comprisean existinglarge health centre; however, itis assumed thatdevelopmentwould re-provde
and potentially help to supportthe improvementof health infrastructure linked to the public sector estate
programme. With regards to Catford, which is associated with a notable concentration of relative
deprivation, the proposal under Scenario 1 is to assign indicative residential densities to the four sites
within the Catford Town Centre Masterplan Area that accord with existing levels of public transport
accessibility, on the basis thatthis will be supportive of wide ranging regeneration objectives. There could
potentiallybe benefits associated with a higher growth strategy; however, this is highlyuncertain, as there
is aneed to considerthe town centre’s particular character andfunction, with its focus on civic and cultural
functions, and its relationship with Lewisham to the north. There are also notable opportunities as sociated
with the A21 corridor, between Lewisham and Catford, wherethe aimis to transform the main road corridor
and its immediate surrounds into a series ofliveable and healthyneighbourhoods with a distinctive urban
character. Particular opportunities include deliveryof cycling Quietways and better linking neighbourhoods
to open spaces such as Ladywell Fields, Lewisham Park and Mountsfield Park; however, itis difficult to
pinpointparticular opportunities associated with a higher growth strategy(i.e. a 10% upliftin homes).

In conclusion, numerous proposed allocations will deliver enhancements to community infrastructure
and/orimprovements to the urban realm and/orinfrastructurein supportofaccessibility, hence itis possible
to predictsignificant positive effects underall scenarios, albeitwith a degree of uncertaintyatthis relatively
stage in the plan-making. Scenarios 5 and 6 are identified as performing particularly well, but there
remains a degree ofuncertaintyregarding effect significance ahead of masterplanning for BGLS.

Communities (Housing)

Whilst there is uncertainty at this stage in the planning process regarding the cap acity of certain of the
proposed allocations, the assumption is that Scenario 1 would meet and modestly exceed the target
established by the draft New London Plan (as currently understood),? whilst higher growth scenarios
would ‘close the gap’ between housing supply and Local Housing Need (LHN), as understood from the
Lewisham Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2019).

In conclusion, itis appropriate to place the growth scenarios in an order of preference according to total
development quantum. With regards to effect significance, all of the scenarios would lead to moderate
significant positive effects on the basis thatthe London Plan targetwould be met, and itis appropriate to
highlight Scenario 6 as performing particularlywell, as itwould significantlyclose the gap to LHN.

N.B. the spatial strategy does also potentially have implications for other ‘housing’ related matters;
however, these are considered to be of secondaryimportance, relative to the matter of total housing
quantum. For example, there is a need to support new genuinely affordable housing in the Borough,
including within the defined Strategic Area of Regeneration, and it could also be the case that higher
density developmentleads to greater potential to achieve the Borough’s ambition of 50% affordable
housing at all strategic sites. There is also a need to question whether a more ambitious strategy, in
respectof total housing quantum, could lead to pressureto deliver more small flats rather than the mix of
homes recommended bythe SHMA (2019), althoughitis notpossible to draw clear inference.
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Communities 3 (otherissues)

Thereis a pressing need to reduce inequalityand address pockets of relative deprivation in the Borough,
and to positively seek to ensure equality of opportunity for those living in the Borough’s most deprived
areas. In order to tackle deprivation and ens ure equalityof opportunity, it will be necessaryto ensure all
Lewisham residents benefitfrom future investmentin new homes, jobs, town centre uses, and supporing
infrastructure, learning from and buildinguponsuccess stories ofrecentyears. There is a needto address
the wide-ranging determinants ofinequality, deprivation and alsohealth in a more integrated way, including
with a focus on Lewisham'’s children and young people. Issues (and opportunities) are particularly acute
within the Strategic Area of Regeneration, with the currentdraft policy for this area stating:

“In order to tackle inequalities and the environmental, economic and social barriers that contrib ute fo
deprivation and the need for regeneration in this area, stakeholders and development proposals should
seek opportunities to:

- Significantly improve transport accessibility in the area, particularly by: i. Enhancing provision of and
access to high quality public transport infrastructure, including bus services; ii. Addressing b arriers to
movementby enhancingthe network of pedestrian and cycle routes connecting to transport nodes, town
and local centres, schools and training facilities, and employmentlocations;

- Plan positively for social infrastructure to meet local needs, particularly community facilities and
services catered to children and young people;

- Supportthe vitality and viability oftown and local centres, helping to ensure they make provision fora
wide range of accessible shops and services;

- Improve the environmental quality of neighbourhoods, including by reducing and mitigating pollution
along main roads and junctions.”

Access to high qualitycommunityinfrastructure (in particular educationand health)is criticaland hasbeen
discussed above under the ’Accessibility’ heading, as has the related matter of improving access to
transport infrastructure and improving the quality and permeability of the urban realm. As discussed, a
primaryobjective mustbe on addressing issues within the defined Strategy Area of Regeneration, noting
the links between relative deprivation and equality of opportunityfor groups with protected characteristics
underthe Equalities Act 2010. The Measuring Poverty Report(2019)found, amongstotherthings, that:
nearly half (46%) of people in families with a Black head of household and 37% of people in families with
an Asian head of household are in poverty, compared to 19% of people in a family with a White head of
household;and nearlyhalf(48%) of people in poverty — totalling 6.8 millionpeople —live in a familywhere
someone is disabled.* However, targeting growth and associated investmentto town centres, in particular
Catford town centre, is also a key consideration, discussed above.

Access to high qualityhousing, including family housing, affordable housing and specialisthousing, is also
key, and has been discussed above under the ‘Housing’ heading, noting that the provision of sufficient
high quality affordable housing is a key consideration when seeking to ensure equality of opportunity,
including amongst black and minority ethnic (BAME) groups who are more likely to experience housing
deprivation, overcrowding and homelessness than White British households.> Households with children
are also more likely to experience housing deprivation and this likelihood is increased for most ethnic
groups. The provision of specialist housing for disabled people and the elderlyis a particular challenge
nationally,including due to the ageing population.

Air and noise pollution is another matter discussed above with wide range health and wellbeing
implications. Beyond the matter of minimising car movements and resulting pollution (which is the focus
of discussion above), the recently published Health Equity in England: the Marmot Review 10 Years On
(2020) reporthighlights the importance of addressing unhealthy highstreets, and in particular air and noise
pollution, including on the basis that air and noise pollution lead to wide ranging indirectimpacts (as
opposed to headlinedirectimpacts including: impaired quality of life leadingto poor mental health, physical
stress, physicalinactivityand behavioural and psychological effects.®

‘See
°See:
°See
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Further key considerations relate to the Economy, which are a focus of discussion below. One key
consideration is avoiding loss employment opportunities in the light industry sector, where employes
mightfind itdifficultto work in alternative sectors, and ensuring opportunities to access “good qualitywork”,
which the Marmot Review 10 Years On (2020) reportdefines as being “characterised b y features including
job security; adequate pay for a healthy life; strong working relationships and social support; promotion of
health, safety and psychosocial wellbeing; support for employee voice and representation; inclusion of
varied and interesting work; a fair workplace; promotion of learning development and skills use; a good
effort-reward balance; support forautonomy, controland task discretion; and good work—life balance (136)
(137) (138). Poorquality work is essentially work with the opposite of these features.”

Beyond these considerations there are wide-ranging issues to be addressed bythe Local Plan;however,
it is a challenge to identify any that relate strongly to the spatial strategy. Other key issues can be
addressedthrough policyon matters such as use mixes in town/district centres, and through site specific
policies that deal with use mixes, infrastructure delivery and design. These matters are largely
independent of the spatial strategy, i.e. it should be the case that issues can be addressed and
opportunities realised underanyreasonablyforeseeable spatial strategy scenario.

As such, and in conclusion, the growth scenarios are judged to perform broadly on a par, on the basis
that there are so many cross-cutting issues ofrelevance. There is an argumentfor predicting significant
positive effects; however, taking a precautionary approach significant positive effects are not predicted.
Whilstgrowth scenarios performwellin terms of certain of the cross-cutting issues, there are also tensions.

Economy

By planning to meet employment needs the Local Plan can help to address the challenges facing high
streets, assistin growing key sectors and clusters, and ensure that there is a range of employment
opportunities available locally, including for those with lower education and skills levels, particularly within
the Strategic Area of Regeneration. Focusing on the growth scenarios, a primaryconsideration relates fo
the potential for a higher growth strategy to limitthe potential for effective mixed use redevelopmentof
existingemploymentsites. There is a need to exercise caution given evidence showing a need to secure
additional employment floorspace in Lewisham, noting a tight demand/supply balance in respect of
industrial land, and given recent experience in the north of the Borough, where regeneration has been
delivered in part through release ofemploymentland. There are several proposals to redevelop existing
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS), including two proposals at BGLS, namely at Stanton Square
and Worsley Bridge Road. In both cases the intention is to deliver new and improved employment
floorspace, along with environmentalim provements, throughthe provision ofenablingresidentialuses. At
both sites initialindications are thatthe ratio of homes to m2employmentfloors pace mightbe in the region
of 11 (under a high growth scenario) to 34 (under a low growth scenario), and there is a commitment to
carefullyconsider the operational requirements of existing and potential future employmentuses. Another
proposed LSIS allocation withinone ofthe areas thatare a focus of this assessmentis Molesworth Street
Car Park (Lewisham); however, the site currently comprises a car park and the proposal is to deliver an
employment-onlyscheme, hence there are limited or no concerns (also notingthatthe majorityofthe LIIS
is used as adata-centre).

Having made these points regarding mixed use redevelopment of existing employment sites, itis also
importantto recognise thatthe wideremploymentstrategyis also focused on delivering new employment
in town centres, alongside wide-ranging town centre focused investmentand improvements. The majority
of proposed town centre allocations inLewisham and Catford are setto deliver significantnew employment
floorspace alongside new housing, including affordable workspace; however, itis difficultto conclude that
a higher growth strategy — even a 20% upliftin homes delivered within Catford town centre — would lead
to any significantimplications, in respect of the effectiveness of the town centre employment strategy
With regards to BGLS, there are clear opportunities with deliveryof a new economic hub in the Borough,
anditis importantto note that a BLE Economic Assessmentstudyis in preparation.

In conclusion, it is appropriate to flag a degree of risk associated with higher growth scenarios, although
this may be somewhat marginal given a clear Council commitment to avoid further loss of employment
sites and deliver a net gain in employment floorspace through mixed use redevelopment of allocated
existing employmentsites. Significanteffects are notpredicted.
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Historicenvironment, heritage, characterand culture

Lewisham has manydiverse places, neighbourhoods, and communities shaped bythe Borough's varied
history, which the Lewisham Characterisation Study (2019) breaks down into six periods: Ancient
Lewisham (pre-1700s); Town and country (1700-1800); Unlocking the south (1800s-1850s); Rise of the
commuter suburbs (1860-1914); Interwar (1915-1949); and Rebuilding Lewisham (1950s onwards).
Settlementfirstlyfollowed the river valley as far as Catford, before higherland was developedin the mid-
1800s. Higher density development under higher growth scenarios can inevitably lead to tensions with
objectives relating to the historic environmentand character, including on the basis thatan increasein tall
buildings may sharply contrast with historic low rise townscapes. Notably, the 2019 draft Tall Buildings
Reportidentifies anumberofareas “characterisedby very consistent building heights” and notes that such
areas could have particular sensitivityto the developmentoftall buildingclusters. Inthis context, Catford
is found to be more sensitive to taller buildings than the other locations under consideration here as
potentially suitable for higher densities, with a key consideration being the distinctive character of The
Broadway, and the buildings oftownscape meritthat line it (albeitthere is only one listed building, which
is the grade 2 listed Broadway Theatre), and another consideration being the adjacent and expansiwe
Culverley Conservation Area, which is an Edwardian residential suburb. The A21 corridor also stands
out as sensitive, albeitthe proposal under Scenarios 5 and 6 is to deliver only a modestupliftto densities.
In particular, Ladywell Play Tower is highly constrained, with the site stronglyassociated with severallisted
buildings including Grade II* listed St Mary’s church and churchyard, and highly accessible with the
Waterlink Way passing through the site from Ladywell Fields in the west; however, the site is at the pre-
application stage, such that its future is likely outside of the control of the Local Plan, and the specific
proposalis thatresidential development (33 homes) can help to facilitate the restoration and enhancement
of the Ladywell Baths, which is currently on the Heritage at Risk Register. Also, the PLACE/Ladywell
(Former Ladywell Leisure Centre) proposed allocation is adjacent to St Mary’s Conservation Area,
although the site is part committed. Conversely, Lewisham, New Cross and BGLS give rise to more limited
concerns, in respect of higher densities; however, that is not to suggest that these areas are without
constraint. At Lewisham several sites are assigned indicativelylower densities under Scenario 1 on the
basis that they are associated with the transition between the town centre and neighbouring residential
areas. At BGLS there is a need to consider the cluster of listed buildings / structure s associated with
Livesey Hall War Memorial, which is adjacent to the west of the gas holders site; the character of the
Bellingham Estate to the east, which was influenced by ‘garden city principles and is associated with a
homogenous form oflow densityhousing; and locallyimportant buildings within the Stanton Square LSIS
proposed allocation, including a well-preserved art deco building. Finally, itis important to note that an
archaeological priorityarea follows the river valley through Lewisham, Catford and Bell Green, reflecting
the geologyof Thames and Ravensbourneterrace gravels, which supported earlyfarmingand settlement

In conclusion, there are concerns associatedwith higher densities atall ofthe locations in question, and
particular concerns in respect of a tall buildings cluster at Catford. Significant negative effects are
predicted for the worstperforming scenarios; however, there is much uncertainty, e.g. recognising thata
Catford Town Centre Masterplan is in preparation and might be a vehicle for exploring higher growth.

Land and natural resources

As discussed, the assumption is thathigher growth under Scenarios 2 to 6 would be achieved via higher
density development within the same package of sites that would be allocated under Scenario 1, hence
there are limited concerns in respect of ‘land’. A Metropolitan Open Land Review has been completed,
including with a view to exploring the potential to release a small area of MOL to deliver a realigned South
Circular atCatford; however, the spatial strategyalternative s are notlikelyto have a bearing on this matter.
Another consideration relates to minimising waste, ensuring good waste management and supporting a
more circular economy, e.g. with construction waste re-used on-site; however, again itis not possible to
meaningfullydifferentiate between the alternatives.

In conclusion, all scenarios are considered to perform on a parin relation to land and natural resources,
and significant negative effects are not predicted.
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Transport

Key transportrelated considerations have alreadybeen discussed above, including in res pect of directing
growth to the mostaccessible locations, increasing permeability of the urban realm, improving links
between neighbourhoods and keydestinations including open spaces, enhancing the Waterlink Wayand
supporting new and upgraded transportinfrastructure, mostnotablythe BLE and the A205 realignment at
Catford. As discussed above under ‘air quality’, a matter of potential overriding importance is matching
development densities to PTAL, and on this basis itis appropriate to highlighta degree of concem
associated with higher growth at Catford in the absence of BLE P2 (Scenarios 2 and 4), albeit there is
uncertainty as Catford town centre has an excellent PTAL rating of 6a and higher growth would be
delivered via the Catford Town Centre Masterplan. With regards to BGLS, as discussed under ‘airquality
and ‘accessibility’, there is cautious supportfor higher growth scenarios (Scenarios 5 and 6) from transport
perspective, although there remains much uncertainty ahead of masterplanning work. With regards to
scenarios involving marginallyhigher growth at New Cross, Lewisham and the A21 corridor, it is difficult
to conclude that a small upliftin the number of homes delivered would lead to any notable issues or
opportunities, as discussed above.

In conclusion, the scenarios perform as per the discussion under ‘air quality’, above. Moving forward,
there should ideally be a re-examination of spatial growth scenarios / reasonable spatial strategy
alternatives on the basis of a firm assumption regarding BLE delivery, in order to ensure that the Local
Plan spatial strategy responds most appropriately to future PTAL and directs growth so as to realise
opportunitiesin respectofincreasing accessibilityand delivering trans portinfrastructure upgrades.

The following is the response of the Borough Council’s officers to the assessment / reasons for
supporting the preferred growth scenario (Scenario 1) -

The London Plan forms part of Lewisham’s statutory development plan. It therefore provides the
starting point for considering the reasonable alternatives for the spatial strategy, recognising that
Lewisham’s new Local Plan must be in general conformity with it. This includes the regional
strategic framework for the quantum of growth that the Local Plan should seek to deliver,
particularly for housing, along with the distribution of this growth throughout the Borough. For
Lewisham, the key strategic spatial elements of the London Plan include:

e Focussing growth and new development within identified Opportunity Areas, as well as within
and around town centres, particularly major and district centres;

e Safeguarding designated industrial locations and seeking to intensify employment generating
uses and development within them;

¢ Directing new investment to Strategic Areas for Regeneration, and other local areas for
regeneration;

e Optimising the use of land by ensuring the density of development is commensurate with
existing and expected future public transport accessibility levels, along with facilitating new and
improved strategic transport infrastructure to unlock the development potential of areas and
sites, particularly with the Bakerloo line extension;

¢ Protecting and enhancing London’s network of green infrastructure, including waterways and
open spaces; and

¢ The priority given to consening and enhancing heritage assets and their setting.

Giving consideration to the strategic direction of the London Plan, along with the need to address
Local Housing Need in line with the National Planning Policy Framework, the council has
undertaken a rigorous review of land that is available for redevelopment, and which is likely to be
deliverable and dewelopable within the plan period. Informed by this review, a number of
reasonable spatial alternatives have been established and considered, exploring variations in the
potential distribution and quantum of growth on identified sites and areas.
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The appraisal highlights higher growth scenarios as performing well in a number of respects, albeit
there would also be environmental tensions, perhaps most notably in respect of heritage, which
would need to be appropriately managed. Through the Local Plan, the council is seeking to
address identified housing needs as far as possible, as would be the case under higher growth
scenarios; however, the ability to do so is highly dependent on the delivery of strategic
infrastructure, particularly transport infrastructure and the Bakerloo Line Extension (BLE). All
higher growth scenarios assessed above, with the exception of Scenario 2, assume the BLE is
delivered within the plan period.

Whilst the London Plan sets out a commitment to deliver the BLE and directs boroughs to
safeguard land and plan positively to support its delivery, as of yet, itis not fully funded. In the
absence of certainty over the BLE there is a need to progress a spatial strategy in-line with
Scenario 1, andto give some further considerationto Scenario 2 as areasonable alternative, albeit
the appraisal finds Scenario 2 preferable to Scenario 1 only in respect of ‘housing’. However, there
is also a need to progress the Local Planin the knowledge that certainty in respect of the BLE
could be attained ahead of plan finalisation, and that under this scenario the local plan should
provide sufficient flexibility to respond quickly, ensuring the capacity of sites is optimised through
the commensurate uplift in public transport accessibility. The growth scenarios have explored a
number of potential responses to the BLE and, whilst there would be a need for further work to
explore opportunities at all locations in proximity to a new BLE station, at this time the option of a
more ambitious scheme at BGLS stands-out as performing well.

Part 2 of the Interim IIA Report presents an assessment of the Draft Plan as a whole, which in practice
means taking account of the preferred spatial strategy (which, as discussed, reflects Scenario 1
assessed abowe) alongside the suite of proposed development management (DM) policies.

The assessment is presented as a series of narratives under the eleven ‘SA framework’ topic headings,
before reaching an overall conclusion. The overall conclusion is presented below.

One important point to note regarding the Draft Planis that a significant proportion of the proposed
allocations are already committed, in that they either already have planning consent or are associated
with an advance planning application, such that planning consent is anticipated ahead of adoption of
the Local Plan. There is limited potential for the Local Plan to influence such sites, and hence these
sites are not a focus of the assessment. This includes a concentration of sites in the north sub-area.

The assessment finds the Draft Plan to perform well in many respects, with significant positive effects
predicted in respect of Accessibility and uncertain or moderate significant positive effects predicted in
respect of Air quality, Biodiversity, Climate change mitigation, Housing and ‘Other communities issues’.
The assessment also concludes broadly neutral effects in respect of the Economy, Historic
environment, heritage, character and culture and Land and natural resources. However, the
assessment does ‘flag’ uncertain significant negative effects in respect of Climate change adaptation
objectives, given a proposal to allocate sewveral sites that intersect the fluvial flood risk zone. Table D
presents further information.
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Table E: Conclusions on the Draft Plan as a whole

Conclusion on
significant effects

Commentary

Positive

Non-technicalsummary

Communities
(accessibility)

Air quality

The proposed spatial strategy is supported on the basis that
proposed indicative densities are assigned taking careful account
of PTAL; numerous proposed allocations will support
walking/cycling including, along the A21 corridor, and/or links
between greenspace access to greenspace; the proposed
approach to Catford is supportive ofthe aims ofthe Catford Town
Centre Masterplan, including in respect of improved town centre
permeability and realignment of the South Circular; and no
concerns are highlighted in respect of impacts to existing
community infrastructure (one proposed allocation comprises an
existing health centre, which will be re-provided). Masterplanned
strategic redevelopmentofadjacentsitesin the Bell Green /Lower
Sydenham (BGLS) area is strongly supported, given the location
of this area within the Strategic Area of Regenerationthatextends
across the southern extent of the Brough, and the plan’s
commitmentto progressing a more ambitious scheme under a
BLE Phase 2 scenario is particularly supported, from an
accessibilityperspective.

With regards to the proposed DM policies, the plan notably
includes a suite of ‘Community infrastructure’ focused policies,
which present firm commitments in respect of safeguarding
existing community infrastructure alongside delivery of new and
enhanced community infrastructure, and wide-ranging other
proposed policies are also supportive of accessibility objectives,
including the suites of policies presented within the ‘Green
infrastructure’ and ‘“Transport and connectivity sections of the
plan.

The proposed spatial strategy is supported on the basis that
proposed indicative densities are assigned taking careful account
of PTAL; numerous proposed allocations will support
walking/cycling including, along the A21 corridor, and/or links
between greenspace access to greenspace; and the proposed
approach to Catford is supportive ofthe aims ofthe Catford Town
Centre Masterplan, including in respect of improved town cenfre
permeability and realignment of the South Circular
Masterplanned strategic redevelopmentofadjacent sites atBGLS
is strongly supported, given the potential to assist with reducing
car dependency amongst residents of nearby neighbourhoods,
and there will be particular opportunities under a BLE Phase 2
scenario.

With regards to the proposed DMpolicies, Policy SD6 (Improving
air quality) sets stringent requirements on planning applications;
however, moving forward, it will be importantto ensure that the
firm focus of the Local Planis on avoiding air pollution /air quality
impacts, noting that the effectiveness of mitigation measures can
often be associated with a degree of uncertainty. The following
statementmade within the supportingtextto Policy SD6 is of note:
“In practice, it may not always be possible to achieve Air Quality
Neutral standards orto acceptably minimise impacts using on-site
measures alone. If on-site measures are insufficient to make the
development acceptable, the AQA should demonstrate that it is
possible to include measures in the local area with equivalent air
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Biodiversity

Climate change
mitigation,
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Commentary

quality benefits. Mitigation measures may be secured either by
planning condition orlegal agreement...”

On one hand the proposed spatial strategy leads to a degree of
concern as the proposalis to focus delivery of and intensify uses
alongthe river valley through the centre of the Borough, which is
also the main transport corridor and is associated with a network
of linked greenspace; indeed, it is identified as a strategic green
infrastructure corridor by the All London Green Grid Framework.
However, on the other hand, growth can supportinvestmentin
green infrastructure, e.g. growth at BGLS could support the
aspiration to deliver a South East London Green Chain Regional
Park, which would skirtthe southern edge ofthis area; and growth
at Catford will be expected to maximise opportunities to deculvert
and naturalise the River Ravensbourne. Anotherrelated matteris
the proposed allocation of several sites adjacentto a Site of
Importance to Nature Conservation, including sites adjacent to a
railwayembankmentor cutting.

With regards to the proposed DM policies, the plan notably
includes a suite of ‘Green infrastructure’ focused policies, with
policies on Green infrastructure; Open space and Lewisham’s
green grid; Biodiversityand access to nature; Urban greening and
trees; Food growing and Geodiversity. The following statement,
made within the supporting text, relates to a key strategic
opportunity: “New development can help to enhance provision
even where itis not feasible to delivernew public open space on
site. Through the design-led process proposals should seek to
create new routes or improve connections to existing spaces,
including through public realm enhancements, particularly in areas
of deficiency.”

Matters relating to minimising the need to travel and supporting
modal shiftand, in turn, minimising per capita greenhouse gas
emissions from transport are a focus of discussion under other
topic headings, such that the focus here is on minimising per
capita emissions from the built environment. In this respecta
primary consideration is the need to support delivery of heat
networks and maximise the number ofhomes thatare connected
to a heat network (with a secondaryconsideration beingthe need
to supportenergyefficiency and delivery of small scale and micro
power generation, e.g. solar panels). Delivery of heat networks
can prove challenging and costly, hence there is greatest potential
to deliverheat networks where there is a concentration of growth
and associated economies of scale. This serves to highlight the
proposed strategic masterplanned redevelopment at BGLS as
representing a clear opportunity, and this will particularly be the
case underahighergrowth/BLE Phase 2 scenario.

With regards to the proposed DM policies, the plan notably
includes policies on: Responding to the climate emergency,
Sustainable design; Minimising greenhouse gas emissions; and
Energyinfrastructure. With regardsto energynetworks, there is a
requirement that all proposals for major residential and
commercial development will be expected to submit a feasibility
assessmentto “fully evaluate connecting to an existing or planned
future heat network where it is located on or in proximity to the
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Commentary

site”; however, there is a need to recall that opportunities will
largelybe dictated by spatial strategyin practice. With regards to
sustainable design and construction, a range of stringent
requirements are proposed, including in respect of achieving
nationally recognised standards (Home Quality Mark, BREEAM);
however, there will be a need for further work ahead of plan
finalisation to ensure a suitably ambitious approach, taking
account of the national context (a consultation on “The Future
Homes Standard: changes to Part L and Part F of the Building
Regulations for new dwellings” closed in October 2019) and
developmentviabilityconsiderations.

Whilst there is uncertainty at this stage in the planning process
regarding the capacity of certain of the proposed allocations, the
assumption is that the package of proposed allocations, when
combined with additional supply from sites that have already
delivered housing in the plan periodand small sites / windfall sites
that do not require an allocation, will modestly exceed the target
established by the draft New London Plan, as currently
understood. Additionally, the DraftLocal Planis clear thatitwill be
possible to achieve a significantupliftinhomes at BGLS undera
BLE Phase 2 scenario, which would serve to significantly ‘close
the gap’ between housing supplyand Local Housing Need (LHN),
as understood from the Lewisham Strategic Housing Market
Assessment(SHMA, 2019).

With regards to the proposed DM policies, the Draft Local Plan
includes a section dedicated to Housing, comprising eleven
separate policies covering topics including: Genuinely affordable
housing; Housing estate maintenance, renewal and regeneration;
High quality housing design; Accommodation for older people;
Supported accommodation; Purpose built student
accommodation; Housingwith sharedfacilities (Houses in Multiple
Occupation);and Gypsy and travelleraccommodation.

Delivery of genuinely affordable housingis a clear corporate
priority for the Borough Council, and this is reflected in the Draft
Local Plan Policy, with the following being a key statementmade
within the supportingtext: “In light ofthe ab ove, the Local Plan sets
a strategic target for 50 per cent of allnew homes delivered in the
Borough to be genuinely affordable. The strategic target is
considered to be in line with the draft London Plan. However,
recognising the distinctive characteristics of the local housing
marketand the relative affordability of differenttypes of provision
fo the resident population, a local definition of ‘genuinely
affordable housing’is necessary. InLewisham, this means housing
at social rent levels or GLA’s London Affordab le Rentlevel18 and
below, aiming for target rents. All other housing products below
marketlevels, whetherfor sale orrent, are defined as intermediate
housing, and should not be conflated with genuinely affordable
housing.” Moving forward, it will be importantto consider the
viability of achieving affordable housing objectives alongside other
objectives, e.g. in respectofclimate change mitigation.

Policy HO2 (Optimising the use of small housing sites)is also of
central importance. The aim is to boost the delivery of small
housing developmentbeyond the historicdeliverylevels, in lightof
the NPPF emphasis on diversifying the supply of sites and the

AECOM
19



Lewisham Local Plan I1A

Conclusion on

significant effects

Communities
(otherissues)

Heritage,
character, culture

Non-technicalsummary

Interim 1A Report

Commentary

ambitious approach proposed by the draft London Plan (2017).
Small sites can play an important role in addressing local
deprivation. For instance, the designated Area for Regeneration
in the south of the Borough, has a distinctive character and urban
grain based onits historic estate development. There is a lack of
large site opportunities to generate investmentin this area. Small
site development provides a mechanism for more incremental
investmentand rea improvementthat can help to address the
underlying causes of deprivation.

There is a pressingneedto reduce inequalityand address pockets
of relative deprivation in the Borough, and to positively seek to
ensure equality of opportunity for those living in the Borough’s
most deprived areas. It is a challenge to identify aspects of the
spatial strategythat relate stronglyto equalities, health and ‘other
community objectives, as has been discussed above as part of
the assessment of growth scenarios; however, broadly speaking
key elements ofthe spatial strategyare:A) a focus on the Strategic
Area of Regeneration(including supportfor a high growth strategy
at BGLS undera BLE P2 scenario); supportfor growth, investment
and regenerationwithin town centres, in particular Catford; and C)
supportforimproved movementinfrastructure andimproved urban
realm along transport corridors, including the A21.  Other
considerations relate to implications of the spatial strategy for
access to employmentopportunities, including for those with lower
skills, and possibility of flood risk disproportionately impacting
poorerneighbourhoods is a further consideration. These matters
are discussed in further detail elsewhere, both as part of the
assessment of growth scenarios and as part of this summary
discussion ofthe Draft Plan as a whole.

With regards to the proposed DM policies, the Draft Local Plan
includes requirements in respect of numerous matters that will
help to ensure that development has the effect of reducing
inequality, supporting good health and addressing pockets of
relative deprivation and poor health in the Borough. As discussed
above, stringent policies are proposed in respect of matters
including community infrastructure, affordable and specialist
housing needs, and policyin respectof air quality is also of note,
as this is animportanthealthrelated consideration. Policysupport
for an increase in the numberofhomes delivered atsmall sites in
the Borough’s Strategic Area of Regeneration is another key
consideration, as discussed above under ‘Housing’. Also of note
here are policies proposed in respect of environmental health
considerations, with the Draft Local Plan including policies on:
Amenity and agent of change; Noise and vibration; External
lighting; Building alterations, extensions and basement
development; and Infill and backland sites, back gardens and
amenityareas.

The spatial strategy reflects a carefully targeted approach to
assigning indicative development densities to sites, with density
assigned via a designded approach (as opposed to on the basis
of the London Plan SHLAA standard methodology) at a selecfion
of sensitive sites. AtLewisham several sites are assigned lower
densities under Scenario 1 on the basis that they are associated

AECOM
20



Lewisham Local Plan I1A Interim 1A Report

Conclusion on
Commentary

significant effects

with the transition between the town centre and neighbouring
residential areas. At BGLS thereis a need to consider the cluster
of listed buildings / structures to adjacent to the west of the gas
holders, the heritage value of the gas holders themselves, the
distinctive townscape and character of the Bellingham Estate o
the east (which was influenced by ‘garden city principles and is
associated with a homogenous form of low density housing) and
locally important buildings within the Stanton Square LSIS
proposed allocation, including a well-preserved artdeco building.
Finally, it is important to note that an archaeological priority area
follows the river valley through Lewisham, Catford and Bell Green,
reflecting the geology of Thames and Ravensbourne terrace
gravels, which supported earlyfarming and settlement.

With regards to DM policies, the Local Plan includes a section on
Heritage, with policies covering: Lewisham’s historic environment;
Designated heritage assets ; Non-designated heritage assets; and
Enabling development. The following is a key statement
“Proposals affecting heritage assets should be of the highest
architectural and urban design quality, having regard to and
respecting local character and otherpolicies in this plan. Heritage
should be considered as an integral component of sustainable
communities and must meaningfully inform the design of
development. Development proposals that appropriately preserve
or help to better reveal and enhance heritage assets and their
setting will be supported, subject to meeting other policy
requirements.”

It is also important to note the importance of site specific policy
Taking just one example, site specific policy for the Lewis Growe
proposed allocation in Lewisham states: “The scale of
development should respond to the scale of the historic High
Street. Taking into account potential impact on heritage assefs...
The Grade Il Listed Clocktower should remain discernible and
continue to function as a significantlandmark and way finding
feature... The site features several buildings ofarchitectural merit
which should be retained.”

Key transportrelated considerations have alreadybeen discussed
above, including in respect of directing growth to the most
accessible locations, increasing permeability of the urban realm,
improving links between neighbourhoods and key destinations
including open spaces, enhancing the Waterlink Way and
supporting new and upgraded transport infrastructure, most
notably the BLE and the A205 realignment at Catford. As
discussed above under ‘air quality’, a matter of potential overriding
importance is matching developmentdensities to PTAL, and in this
respectthe proposed spatial strategyis supported. With regards
to BGLS, as discussed under ‘air quality’ and ‘accessibility’, there
is cautious support for the Local Plan’s commitment to follow a
more ambitious, higher density growth strategy under a BLE
Phase 2 scenario. All of these factors serve to suggest the
likelihood of significant positive effects, although there remains a
degree of uncertaintyatthis stage in the plan-making process, with
the potential for more detailed work to understand how the spatial
strategy might best serve to respond to existing transport
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issues/opportunities and also the extentto which transportimpacts
can be mitigated.

With regards to the proposed developmentmanagement policies,
the DraftLocal Planincludes a sectiondedicated to Transportand
connectivity with policies on: Sustainable transport and
movement; Bakerloo line upgrade and extension; Healthystreets
as part of healthy neighbourhoods; Parking; Deliveries, servicing
and construction; Taxis and private hire vehicles; and Digital and
communications infrastructure and connectivity. The policies are
notably cross-cutting; for example supporting text explains that:
“High quality public realm underpins the integrated approach to
land use and transport... Developmentproposals will be expected
fo consider public realm at the early stage of the design-ed
process, having regard to Policies QD3 (Public realm and
connecting places) and TR3 (Healthy streets as part of healthy
neighbourhoods).”

Several proposed allocations comprise existing Locally Significant
Industrial Locations (LSIS), and whilst the firm commitmentis to
ensure no-net-loss ofemploymentfloorspace, and to deliver new
employment floorspace that meets the needs of existing
businesses and keygrowth sectors, there is inevitablya degree of
risk regarding the potential to effectively co-locate residentialand
light industrial uses. It is on this basis thatit is not possible to
predictthe likelihood of significant positive effects at this stage in
the plan-making process. There is a need to exercise caution
given evidence showing a need to secure additional employment
floorspace (also retail) in Lewisham, noting a tightdemand/supply
balance in respectofindustrial land, and given recent experience
in the north of the Borough, where regeneration has been
delivered in part through release ofemploymentland.

Having made these points regarding mixed use redevelopment of
existing employmentsites, itis also importantto recognise thatthe
wider employment strategy is also focused on delivering new
employmentin town centres, alongside wide-ranging town cente
focusedinvestmentand improvements. The majorityofproposed
town centre allocations in Lewisham and Catford are setto deliver
significant new employment floorspace alongside new housing,
including affordable workspace.

With regards to the proposed DM policies, the Draft Local Plan
includes a range of relevant policies within the section on
Economy and culture. The following is consideredto be a
particularly important statement: “The net loss of industrial
capacity will only be considered in very exceptional
circumstances. Applicants must provide evidence to suitably
demonstrate that the loss is necessary owing to reasons of
feasibility andthe loss has been minimised as much as reasonably
practical. This must include evidence of different site layout
design and development typologies considered through the
design-led process, taking into account individual site
circumstances such as location and site configuration.
Furthermore, to offset the loss of industrial capacity applicants will
be required to demonstrating thata wider public b e nefitwould be
achieved through the scheme...” Other key policies relate to
supportforthe creative and cultural industries, designation of new
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Cultural Quarters, nighttime economyhubs, flexibility for a much
wider range of uses in town centres (for districtcentres, removing
threshold approach for retaining A1 uses) and new policy on
affordable workspace.

In terms of flood risk, which is a primaryconsideration, itis again
importantto note that the central transportcorridor thatis a focus
of proposed growth is also arivervalley and,in turn, is associated
with significant areas of flood risk, with certain proposed
allocations at Lewisham, along the A21 corridor, Catford and at
BGLS intersecting the flood risk zone. At Catford the key site to
consider is Wickes and Halfords, Catford Road, which is located
between the Catford and Catford Bridge railway lines with the
River Ravensbourne cutting diagonally through the site to the
north in a covered channel. The majority of the site falls within
flood risk zone 3, and it would certainlybe the case thatresidential
uses will not be accessible at ground level, and there could be
downstream flood risk benefits associated with revealing and
deculverting the river; however, significant concerns associated
with intensification remain. At BGLS the eastern part of the
proposed Bell Green Retail Park site intersects flood risk zone 2,
associated with the adjacent Pool River, and small part of the
Worsley Bridge Road Locally Significant Industrial Site proposed
allocation intersects the flood risk zone (includingzone 3), with the
site notably falling between the railway line and the railway (in a
similar fashion to the Wickes and Halfords site at Catford). At
Lewisham and along the A21 corridor several sites intersect the
flood risk zone, including the two adjacent Connington Road
proposed allocations, where the proposal is to develop land
currently used for carparking (and hence not wvulnerable to
flooding); however, the river is culverted here and hence
associated with a very narrow flood risk zone. Two further
proposed allocations - Silver Road and Axion House; Ladywell
Play Tower — are also strongly associate with the river corridor /
flood zone, including significant areas of flood zone 3; however,
both sites are near committed, with an application having been
submitted for the former site and pre-application discussions
underwayin respectof the latter.

With regards to the proposed DM policies, Policy SD7 (Reducing
flood risk) commits to taking a sequential approach to avoiding
flood risk, with development in the flood zone onlyin exceptional
circumstances, which serves to highlight the important of further
detailed work prior to plan finalisation. Supporting textgoes on to
explain that: “Where the Sequential and Exception Tests are
satisfied we will seek that proposals fullyinvestigate opportunites
to avoid, reduce, manage and mitigate flood risk through site
layout and development design. This includes appropriate
measures to ensure developmentis safe. Proposals should fully
assessand addressresidualrisk, including throughflood resistant
design (e.g. to prevent water from entering the building and
damaging its fabric) and resilient design (e.g. to ensure the
building’s structural integrity is maintained and that drying and
cleaning can be facilitated).”
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At the current time the Draft Plan and this summary version of the Interim IIA Report is available for
scrutiny by the Borough’s Council’s Mayor and Cabinet. Adjustments may subsequently be made to
the plan prior to further scrutiny by Full Council. The Interim IIA Report will be finalised for Full Council.

Subsequent to consultation on the Draft Plan it is the intention to prepare the proposed submission
version of the plan for publication in-line with Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations 2012.
The proposed submission plan will be that which the Council believes is ‘sound’ and intends to submit
for Examination. Preparation of the Proposed Submission Plan will be informed by the findings of this
Interim 1IA Report, responses to the current consultation and further assessment work.

The IIA Report will be published alongside the Proposed Submission Plan, as required by legislation.
It will provide all of the information required by the SEA Regulations 2004.

Once the period for representations on the Proposed Submission Plan/ IIA Report has finished the
main issues raised will be identified and summarised by the Council, who will then consider whether in-
light of representations received the plan can still be deemed ‘sound’. [fthis is the case, the Plan wil
be submitted for Examination, alongside a statement setting out the main issues raised during the
consultation. The Council will also submit the 1IA Report.

At Examination the Inspector will consider representations before then either reporting back on the
Plan’s soundness or identifying the need for modifications. If the Inspector identifies the need for
modifications these will be prepared (potentially alongside IlA) and then subjected to consultation
(potentially with an SA Report Addendum published alongside).

Once found sound the Plan will be formally adopted by the Council. At the time of Adoption a ‘Statement’
must published setting out, amongst other things, ‘measures decided concerning monitoring’.

At the current time, in-light of the assessment findings presented above in respect of the Draft Local
plan, it is suggested that monitoring might focus on: Loss of lightindustrial land, potentially with a focus
on the needs of specific types of business; and development in a flood risk zone, and also potentially
adjacent to the flood risk zone given uncertainty regarding future flood risk given climate change.
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