From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Archer, Heather
Local Plan
4163 London Borough of Richmond:Ham and Petersham Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
24 January 2018 09:21:47
image003.png

For the Attention of: Andrea Kitzberger-Smith
Consultation: London Borough of Richmond: Ham and Petersham
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
Dear Andrea Kitzberger-Smith,
Thank you for your email dated 6 December 2017, advising Highways England of
the above consultation.
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as
strategic highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and
is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road
network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways
England works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public interest,
both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective
stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
Highways England will be concerned with proposals that have the potential to
impact on the safe and efficient operation of the Strategic Road Network (SRN).
Having examined the draft Neighbourhood Development Plan, we do not have any
comments to this consultation at this time as there being no evident potential
impacts on the SRN. Thank you for consulting with us and if you have any queries
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Heather

Heather Archer, Assistant Spatial Planning Manager
Highways England | 1st Floor, Bridge House | Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | GU1
4LZ
+44 (0) 300 470 1019
Web: http://www.highwaysengland.co.uk
Highways England

Highways England Company Limited | Registered Office: Bridge House, 1 Walnut
Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ | Registered in England and Wales No. 9346363

This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for

use of the recipient/s named above. If you are not an intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any copying, distribution, disclosure, reliance upon or other
use of the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
email in error, please notify the sender and destroy it.
Highways England Company Limited | General enquiries: 0300 123 5000
|National Traffic Operations Centre, 3 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park,
Birmingham B32 1AF | https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/highwaysengland | info@highwaysengland.co.uk
Registered in England and Wales no 9346363 | Registered Office: Bridge House,
1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, Surrey GU1 4LZ
Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.

By email: LocalPlan@richmond.gov.uk

Our ref: PL00064643
25th January 2018

Dear Sir/Madam,
Ham and Petersham draft Neighbourhood Plan (September 2017)
Thank you for consulting Historic England on the submission draft of the Ham and
Petersham Neighbourhood Plan. The Government, through the Localism Act (2011) and
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations (2012), has enabled local communities to
take a more pro-active role in influencing how their neighbourhood is managed. The
Regulations require Historic England, as a statutory agency, be consulted on Neighbourhood
Plans where the Neighbourhood Forum consider our interest is affected by the Plan. As
Historic England’s remit is to advise on proposals affecting the historic environment our
comments in this letter, further to those of 9th March 2017 on the Pre-submission consultation
on the Ham and Petersham Neighbourhood Plan, relate to the policies and projects in the
draft Plan that relate to heritage.
Historic England welcomes the creation of this Plan and the ways that it seeks to engage with
heritage and the local character of Ham and Petersham. We note that the Plan has been the
subject of a great amount of work by the Neighbourhood Forum, and are particularly pleased
to see that detailed assessments of local character have informed the approach in the Plan.
Considering the great contribution that the historic environment makes to the character of
Ham and Petersham, which is recognised through the numerous heritage designations
covering much of the neighbourhood area, we particularly welcome the inclusion of policy
objectives covering character and heritage.
At this stage our principal comment is to strongly encourage you to make clear references to
the registered parks and gardens within the neighbourhood area, or adjacent to it. This is
because of the importance of the green character of the neighbourhood area. These
designated landscapes include the Grade II* registered Ham House Garden and Grade I
registered Richmond Park. As exceptionally highly designated heritage assets we recommend
illustrating the spatial extent of these landscapes on the character and heritage map (figure
2.1), as well as in the text in paragraph 2.2.2. You may also wish to include a reference in the
Glossary to Registered Landscapes, and include a hyperlink to the register entries that are
available via the Historic England website. We note that the protection afforded these
heritage assets and their settings should support several of the objectives in the Plan
including those in section 7 relating to Green Spaces.

Historic England, 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, Dowgate Hill, London, EC4R 2YA
Telephone 020 7973 3700
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

Part B: Your Representation(s)
1. Please state which part of the Neighbourhood Plan your representation(s)
refer to.
Please indicate the document(s) and the specific paragraph numbers, policy or
opportunities for change area, maps or tables you are commenting on.
Documents

Sections

Neighbourhood Plan

Page number(s)
Paragraph number(s)

2.2.4
9.15.1
9.16.2

Policy no./name

H1
H2
O6
O7

Opportunities for change
area
Map(s)

Map 2
Map 8

Table(s)
Other (for example an omission or
alternative approach)

2. Please set out below your representations (You can use a separate form for
each representation.)
It would be helpful to set out what change(s) you consider necessary to ensure the
Neighbourhood Plan meets the Basic Conditions. Please put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text changes that you are seeking.
We submit these representations to the consultation on the Submission Version of the Ham
and Petersham Neighbourhood Plan on behalf of Beechcroft Developments Ltd, the owner
of St Michael’s Convent, Ham Common.
St Michael’s Convent is currently vacant, having been declared surplus to requirements by
the Sisters of the Church and the women of faith who live alongside them. With St Michael’s
Convent becoming surplus to the Sisters’ requirements, the site has been purchased by
Beechcroft Developments. An application for planning permission and listed building
consent (LPA Refs. 16/3552/FUL and 16/3553/LBC) for the redevelopment of the site to
provide retirement residential units received a resolution to grant permission on 13
December 2017, subject to a section 106 legal agreement which is currently being finalised.
We outline below the changes that are necessary to ensure the Neighbourhood Plan meets
the Basic Conditions.
Overarching comments on the Submission Version of the Neighbourhood Plan:
The Neighbourhood Plan for Ham and Petersham is an opportunity to develop localised
planning policies which protect and enhance the key physical characteristics of the area,
whilst also making a meaningful contribution to the unprecedented need for housing in both
London and Richmond.
The Neighbourhood Plan as currently drafted fails on its second objective of contributing
meaningful additional housing, in favour of a policy approach which effectively seeks to
maintain the status quo. The London Borough of Richmond upon Thames (LBRuT) and the
Greater London Authority (GLA) has a very strong evidence base which demonstrates a
significant need for residential accommodation in Richmond.
The annual housing target for Richmond of 315 dwellings, as outlined in the London Plan
(2016), has increased by over 250% to 811 dwellings per annum in the Draft London Plan
(2017). The growth in housing requirements is also evident from the LBRuT Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), with the target for Richmond increasing from 895-915
dwellings per annum in the June 2016 SHMA to 1,047 in the December 2016 SHMA.
Furthermore, there is a considerable need for older persons’ accommodation within
Richmond. The LBRuT SHMA (December 2016) indicates that a key driver in the local
housing market over the coming years is expected to be the growth in the population of
older people. The London Plan (2016) recognises this need and indicates an annual
requirement for 135 units of specialist housing for older people in Richmond, however this
figure has also increased in the Draft London Plan (2017) and now stands at 155 units per
annum.

The Neighbourhood Plan as currently drafted does not go far enough in facilitating the
development of much needed housing within the Neighbourhood Area and helping to
achieve the LBRuT housing target.
Paragraph 2.2.4 :
It is stated that the gardens of St Michael’s Convent are designation as Other Open Land of
Townscape Importance (OOLTI) within the Local Plan. As a matter of fact, this is incorrect.
The OOLTI designation only exists in draft form within the emerging Local Plan, which is still
open for public consultation on the proposed Main Modifications.
Policy H1 – Residential Development:
The policy as drafted is overly restrictive, through indicating that housing will only be
permitted on sites that are identified within the Neighbourhood Plan or previously developed
brownfield sites. The policy prevents residential development coming forward on other
sustainable sites within the area that are not identified for housing or brownfield. Policy H1
should be updated to allow for sites to be judged on a case-by-case basis. The Draft
London Plan 2017 places a significant reliance on meeting London’s housing need on
unallocated ‘windfall’ sites in particular in outer London Boroughs. A neighbourhood plan
policy which seeks to prevent such sites making a contribution to meeting the borough’s
increased housing is not accordance with national planning policy, London Plan polices or
those contained in the council’s development plan documents. Unless amended to allow
development on unallocated sites, policy H1 of the neighbourhood plan would fail to comply
with the requirements of NPPG para 065 part e and the need to ensure general conformity
with the development plan.
Policy H2 – Housing Mix:
Objective 3.1 states that older persons’ housing will be encouraged, however this is not
carried through into any policies of the Neighbourhood Plan. Policy H2 should be updated to
reflect the need for older persons’ accommodation within the area (please refer to previous
comments) and demonstrate support for such residential development.
Map 8 – Green Spaces:
The approach taken in the preparation of the map and listing of ‘green spaces’ is
inconsistent, as not all large private gardens have been included. For example, the garden
of Ormeley Lodge (south west of Green Space 16: Richmond Golf Club) has not been
included in the list, despite having a private garden of an equivalent size to St Michael’s
Convent. The map therefore fails to accurately map green spaces within the Neighbourhood
Area. Furthermore, the green line around the St Michael’s Convent site is arbitrarily drawn,
it goes further than the draft OOLTI line, which itself remains in draft form in the Emerging
Local Plan.

In any case, the Neighbourhood Plan does not define ‘Private Green Spaces’, nor does it
appear to have a supporting evidence base. Map 8 is therefore at odds with paragraph 158
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012), which states that Local Plan
policies must be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence. Map 8 should be
updated and all ‘Private Green Space’ removed.
Paragraph 9.15.1:
Paragraph 9.15.1 needs updating to reflect the council’s decision to grant planning
permission and listed building consent (LPA Refs. 16/3552/FUL and 16/3553/LBC) for the
residential redevelopment of the site.
Policy O6 – St Michael’s Convent:
Part ii of Policy O6 suggests that the relationship between the ‘house’ and the gardens
gives the site its special character. However, there are several unsympathetic 1950s
additions to the original main building of Orford House which detract from the character and
setting of the listed buildings on site as noted in the council’s report on the above planning
and listed building consent application. The policy should therefore be updated to reflect this
and state ‘buildings’, as opposed to ‘house’, when referring to the buildings on site.
Furthermore, Part ii should be updated to reflect the resolution to grant planning permission
and listed building consent at the site, which includes the demolition of the 1950s additions
to Orford House.
It should also be noted that the Map 2 on page 16 mistakenly shows all the coloured
buildings on site in purple (which indicates pre-1880s development). This needs correcting
to the more limited part of pre 1880 buildings and the remove the addition to the later
additions and wings which are considerable in extent.
Part iii of draft Policy O6 seeks to restrict the new buildings and parking to the areas of the
site that are already developed and not include any vehicle access points. However, this is
not justified as there is no evidence to support the restriction of vehicle access points into
the site. Furthermore, all proposals should be judged on their own merits and therefore, in
the absence of sufficient evidence, the policy cannot include an in-principle objection to the
formation of new vehicle access points at the site. The recent resolution to grant planning
permission and listed building consent includes development outside the already developed
areas of the site and Part iii of draft Policy O6 therefore cannot restrict such development
and should be updated accordingly.
Part iv states that any development proposal for the site should secure managed public
access to the site. However, St Michael’s Convent is privately owned and is not open to the
public. There is no public access to St Michael’s Convent, nor was there such access when
the site was occupied by the Sisters of the Church. Public access was only possible with the
permission of the Sisters, for example through open garden days as part of the National
Garden Scheme. Draft Policy O6 therefore cannot ‘secure managed public access’ to the
site as it is outside the scope of the policy and this part of the policy should be removed.
Draft Policy O6 should be updated to allocate the St Michael’s Convent site for residential
use. The recent resolution to grant consent for the residential redevelopment of the site has

confirmed that this is the most appropriate use of the site and the only serious, viable land
use that can support the long-term protection and restoration of the listed buildings.
Paragraph 9.16.2:
Paragraph 9.16.2 needs updating to reflect the recent resolution to grant planning
permission and listed building consent (LPA Refs. 16/3552/FUL and 16/3553/LBC) for the
residential redevelopment of the site.
Policy O7 – Previously Developed Brownfield Land and Other Small Sites:
Similarly to draft Policy H1, this policy is overly restrictive . The policy prevents development
from coming forward on sustainable sites that help meet local housing needs, while
remaining in keeping with the local character. In addition, all proposals should be assessed
on their own merits and the policy should therefore not restrict all development in backland
or open spaces.
Furthermore, Policy H2 of the Draft London Plan (2017) outlines the importance of small
sites in housing delivery. Part D of Policy H2 states that boroughs should apply a
presumption in favour of development of small infill housing developments which provide
between one and 25 homes on vacant or underused sites. Table 4.2 of the Draft London
Plan (2017) sets a small sites housing delivery target for LBRuT of 634 dwellings per
annum.
Draft Policy O7 should be updated to reflect the importance of small sites in housing
delivery, in accordance with the Draft London Plan, and remove the blanket restriction of
development on open or backland spaces.

Please continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary.

Next steps
Your representations will be forwarded to the independent examiner for
consideration alongside the Neighbourhood Plan. Comments may be used to inform

potential modifications to the Plan, which the examiner may conclude are required
before the Plan can proceed to a local referendum.

Future Notification
Please state whether you would like to be notified of the
Council’s decision under Regulation 19 (Making a Plan) in
relation to the Neighbourhood Development Plan.

Signature:

George Burgess

Date:

For electronic
responses a typed
signature is
acceptable.

Thank you for completing this form.

Yes

No

26 January 2018

London Borough of Richmond upon Thames
Response to Submitted Ham and Petersham Neighbourhood Plan
The Council fully acknowledges the progress made by the Neighbourhood Forum in reaching the submission and publication stages in the Neighbourhood
Plan’s development. It is generally supportive of the submitted Plan and appreciates all the work invested in this process by those involved. The following
response is intended to assist in progressing the Plan through examination and towards referendum, and to ensure that the Plan meets the basic conditions
which are that the Neighbourhood Plan:
1) Has regard to national policies and advice
2) Contributes to the achievement of sustainable development
3) Is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained within the Development Plan for the area (this includes the London Plan and Local
Plan)
4) Does not breach and is otherwise compatible with EU Obligations
5) Meets and complies with the prescribed conditions/matters (for example, ensuring that the Plan is not likely to have significant effects on a
European designated site)
It is anticipated that the Neighbourhood Plan will become part of the Development Plan for the area. The community will have a reasonable expectation
that the Council will generally determine all planning applications in the area on the basis of the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan policies. In this context
the Council equally expects the formulation of a Neighbourhood Plan that is capable of interpretation through the normal planning processes on a day-today basis. The responses below suggest a number of ways in which further clarity can be achieved within the Plan and its policies.
Section of Plan
Consultation Statement

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
The statement clearly sets out a thorough and well documented Include
relevant
amendments
to
the
consultation process. However, it is important that any Neighbourhood Plan within the body of the
modifications that have subsequently been made to the Consultation Statement.
Neighbourhood Plan as a result of comments received during its
development are clearly set out within the Consultation Statement.
This includes the comments and input received from the borough
Council.
1

Section of Plan
Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) and HRA
Screening

Policies in general

Page 12 – Section 1.1 Vision
and Objectives
Page 18 – 1.8. Residents –
Paragraph 1.8.6

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
The Neighbourhood Forum has carried out a SEA and HRA Screening It is considered that the SEA and HRA screening
and concluded that neither is required. The Statutory Consultation processes undertaken ensure that the
bodies – Natural England, Historic England and Environment Agency Neighbourhood Plan complies with Basic
have also been consulted.
Conditions No’s 4 and 5 as set out above.
The three statutory bodies with environmental responsibilities and
the Council have agreed the conclusions of this assessment, that a
SEA is not required.
It is important that the Neighbourhood plan policies are consistent
in approach. The policies as currently worded are not consistent and
do read as if they have been written by different people using
different styles. The way the policies are identified and numbered
does not help the user clearly identify the policies.

Review policy style and formatting of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
There needs to be a clear distinction between
what actual policy is and what is context or
justification. The most important element of the
Plan is the policies and these should stand out
clearly from the rest of the supporting text. For
example, policies could be distinguished by
placing them in easy identifiable text boxes.
The vision, aims and objectives should be
positioned immediately before the policies in the
plan to ensure that a clear link can be seen
between these and the policies, as well as to the
outcomes of the consultation process.

With the suggested rearrangement of the Plan’s structure (as
above), it is considered that there is a clear connection between the
priorities established through the consultation, the vision, objectives
and the content of the policies.
This paragraph makes no reference to housing new families and Amend the paragraph wording as follows:
instead only focuses on meeting the needs of existing residents.
This view is too narrow and should be amended.
“1.8.6 The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to ensure

2

Section of Plan

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Page 24 – Policy C1 –
Protecting Green Character

This reads more like a statement than clear policy.

Page 25 – Policy C2 – Character
and Context Appraisals

As worded this policy is rather inflexible as it states “All applications
for new buildings must be accompanied by a Character and Context
Appraisal …”

Page 25 – Policy C3 –
Protecting the Character of
Built Areas

Page 26 – Figure 2.1 –
Conservation Areas and Listed
Buildings

Page 27 – Figure 2.2 –
Character Areas
Page 28 – Figure 2.3 –

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
that new housing meets the needs of current and
future residents in the area.”
The Policy wording requires further clarification to
ensure that it will assist with the determination of
planning applications.
Amend the policy wording as follows:

“2.4.1 All applications for new buildings must be
accompanied by are encouraged to include a
Character and Context appraisal which addresses
the key elements of the character of the
designated Conservation Area or neighbourhood
character area in which the site is located.”
As currently worded this policy is also considered to be rather Amend the policy wording as follows:
inflexible.
“2.5.1 New developments should, where
possible, retain and add to the neighbourhood’s
network of paths and through routes and
maintain the open and permeable structure of the
area.”
Due to the hierarchy of GIS information on this map, it is quite Consider using different colours to identify each
difficult to read. The map is intended to primarily depict the conservation area separately, and rearranging the
conservation areas and listed buildings, so these should take hierarchy of the map’s GIS layers so that the
precedence over green/open spaces. The latter will still be clearly conservation areas are shown ‘above’ the
green/open space. As it is presently organised,
legible from the absence of buildings.
the green colouring overlaying the conservation
areas make these difficult to decipher.
Although a minor point, the boundary of the Thames policy area Rearrange the GIS layer hierarchy to clarify the
obscures the boundaries of the Locksmeade character area (8).
boundary of Locksmeade character area (see, for
example, the map on page 101).
As with Figure 2.1, this map is rather difficult to read.
See comments above for Figure 2.1 on page 26.
3

Section of Plan
Archaeological Priority Areas
Page 32 – 3 Housing –
Paragraph 3.2.5

Page 33 – Policy H1 Residential
Development
Page 33 – Policy H2 – Housing
mix

Page 33 – Policy H3 –
Affordable Housing
Page 34 – Policy H5 – Design
principles for housing

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan

There also appears to be a minor cartographical area in the Fix error on the boundaries of the APA.
boundaries of the APA to c.200m north of Meadland Drive.
In the final paragraph, it is noted that “However, in Ham and
Petersham neighbourhood area a strategic balance in the region of
20% affordable housing of the total housing stock should be sought,
in order to deliver a range of housing options and ensure the
community remains mixed”.
While the Council supports the Forum’s aspiration to encourage
affordable housing and maintain a mixed community, it should be
noted that Publication Local Plan Policy LP 36 on site specific
applications requires that 50% of all new housing units will be
affordable housing.
It is considered that the reasoned justification should set out the
evidence to support this policy.
The policy as currently worded does not add a local element above
the requirements of the Local Plan. It is not necessary to repeat
Local Planning policy, however if this policy is retained it should be
clarified that there is not a requirement for on-site provision of
affordable housing for developments of less than 10 dwellings (see
para 3.5.2).

The policy should include the sites that would
deliver such schemes in order to be effective.
In paragraph 3.5.2, it should be clarified that “it
will be necessary for new affordable housing to be
included on the sites identified for housing
development in line with the requirements of
Local Plan policy LP 36.”
This is to ensure ‘general conformity’ with the
conditions of this Local Plan policy, which does
not require the provision of affordable housing
on-site for developments of less than 10 units.

Whilst the encouragement of affordable housing provision within
the Neighbourhood Plan area is welcomed, it is not apparent
whether Policy H3 adds anything to existing Local Plan Policy.
The Council considers that this policy introduces tighter controls It should be acknowledged in paragraph 3.7.2,
than exist in both the London Plan and the Local Plan. It is important bullet point 2, that Ham Close also already has

4

Section of Plan
development

Page 39 – Policy T1 – Travel
Plans

Page 40 – Policy T2 –
Improvements to Transport

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
that robust evidence is set out within the supporting text to support building heights of 5 storeys.
the need for this tighter control within the area. There are specific
concerns relating to building heights and the landscaping and
planting strategy. Such requirements could potentially affect the
viability or deliverability of sites.
The Council has previously raised concerns with regard to the
Amend the policy wording as follows:
requirements of Policy T1, which are considered to be more onerous
than those contained within the London Plan and Local Plan. Travel
“4.3 Policy T1 – Travel Plans Assessment of
Plans for small residential schemes of 10 units or just over would
transport impact
very likely not achieve much in terms of mode shift to sustainable
transport.
4.3.1 Housing developments of more than 10
units will be required to:
1. Assess the transport impact of the
proposal Undertake a transport
assessment and where required
necessary submit a Travel Plan, which
should be produced in accordance with
TfL best practice. The assessment and
plan should make sustainable and
implementable proposals for mitigating
the transport impacts of the development
to take account of the generally low PTAL
values in the area. The proposed
measures must be implemented prior to
occupation of the development or within
an agreed timeframe.
2. Where appropriate, provide off street
spaces for car club vehicles.”
This does not read as a policy but rather a list of community The plans and figures on pages 42 and 43 of the
aspirations/projects. Specific deliverable schemes are not listed or Plan should be clearly summarised in the
5

Section of Plan
Infrastructure
Page 40 – Policy T3 – Motor
Vehicle and Cycle Storage

Page 45 – Figure 4.4 – Walk
London Network – Capital Ring
and the Thames Path
Page 50 – Figure 5.1 –
Community Facilities

Page 53 – Policy R1 Enhancing Retail Uses
Page 56 – Policy R2 – Other

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
supported by robust evidence. It should be noted that feasibility reasoned justification of the policy.
studies have yet to be undertaken in relation to these projects and
that there is no funding in place to look at options and feasibility.
The Council has previously raised concern over the cycle parking
standards contained within this policy which are higher than the
Council’s approach in Publication Local Plan Policy LP45 which is as
per the London Plan standards. It is reiterated that without
adequate robust evidence to support these stringent requirements
then it is considered that this policy does not meet the basic
conditions as set out at No 3 above which states, “It is in general
conformity with the strategic policies contained within the
Development Plan for the area (this includes the London Plan and
Local Plan)”.
The blue line depicting the Thames Path is erroneously labelled on Amend the incorrect label to ‘Thames Path’.
the key as the Capital Ring.
St. Richards Church of England Church is only depicted as a school Amend the map so that both the Church and the
building. It would also be beneficial to provide further clarity School are identified as community uses at St
regarding the ‘Miscellaneous’ category, if this can be done without Richards Church.
adding too much text.
Add a footnote to clarify what is included in the
The scale bar on the map, while legible, appears to have been cut ‘Miscellaneous’ category of community facilities,
or otherwise identify what the uses of these sites
off.
are (assuming this can be done simply).
Ensure that the scale bar is correctly shown.
The second part of this policy, which seeks to resist the loss of Include criteria within the policy to help define
commercial premises in the area, needs to be accompanied by what constitutes “reasonable efforts”. For
example the length and requirements of the
criteria to assist in the determination of planning applications.
marketing period.
The second part of this policy, which states “Facilities and services Include criteria within the policy which help to
6

Section of Plan
Businesses and Local Services

Page 59 – Policy G1 – Open
Spaces

Page 60 – Policy G3 –
Allotment Extension and
Community Orchard
Page 63 – Figure 7.1 Green
Spaces
Page 67 – Policy E5 Sustainable
Drainage

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
such as shared work-space and serviced offices which would define “conflict with planning policies.”
encourage and sustain small businesses will be supported where
they do not conflict with planning policies” needs to be
accompanied by criteria to assist in the determination of planning
applications.
As currently worded the intentions of this policy are not clear. The To be implementable this Policy needs to list
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) clearly sets out how those green spaces within Ham and Petersham
proposals which impact on Local Green space should be determined. that are intended for conservation and
enhancement and these should also be identified
on the policies map (see comments on Figure 7.1
The latter part of the policy, concerning the “site specific
on Page 63, below).
management plans” does not function as a land use policy within
the context of the Neighbourhood Plan. It is considered that this
The reference to site specific management plans
would be better included as part of the policy application section.
would be better included as part of the policy
application section, rather than within the policy
itself.
The Council considers that this is more of an aspirational project
than a specific implementable policy.
Several of the public and private green spaces included in the Correct the map to show missing numbers.
numbered key are not identified on the map.
These include: 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13 and 14.
It is not clear what this policy adds to existing policy and controls
contained within National Policy; the London Plan; the Local Plan
and associated Supplementary Planning Guidance. If it is to be
retained it is considered that some flexibility should be incorporated
to ensure it is in general conformity.

Amend the policy wording as follows:
“8.8 Policy E5 Sustainable Drainage (SuDs)
8.8.1 All new buildings will be expected where
possible to include a sustainable drainage system
to dispose of surface water. All sustainable
drainage systems must be integrated into the
landscape and have a maintenance programme.”
7

Section of Plan
Pages 73 – 87 – Section 9 –
Opportunities for Change

Page 80 – 9.8 Central Ham

Page 81 – Policy O4a – Ham
Close
Page 82 – Policy O4d –
Ashburnham Road / Ham
Street / Wiggins Lane /
Woodville Road

Page 84 – Policy O5 – Cassel
Hospital

LBRuT Representation/Comments

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan
The Council considers that many of the site specific policies within Include maps for all sites.
this section are currently aspirational projects (with the exception of
Cassel Hospital and St Michaels Convent which are site specific
policies within the Publication Local Plan), rather than specific
implementable policies.
It is also considered that it would be helpful to include a map for all
sites.
In paragraph 9.8.6 it is noted that GP practices do not typically
provide a full range of local health and wellbeing services, and that
the Council cannot exercise control over GP practices. In this
context, it is considered that the inclusion of this sentence is not
implementable.
The Council is concerned that paragraph 9.9.5 is unduly prescriptive
in seeking the replacement of existing community facilities. The
clustering of facilities is dependent on the changing demographic of
health/community needs as well as input from NHS Trust.
The Council considers that the wording of paragraph 9.12.2 could Amend the policy wording as follows:
place an unreasonable/unexpected financial burden on the viability
“9.12.2 The public highway is the responsibility of
of any development coming forward on Ham Close.
LBRuT. If redevelopment of Ham Close is
forthcoming, the opportunity should be taken to
secure a wider package of environmental
improvements. Priority would be given to a
scheme for improvements, particularly to
Ashburnham Road / Ham Street / Wiggins Lane /
Woodville Road, should be assessed within the
viability options.”
This policy includes references that the re-use of the site “could The reasoned justification to Policy O5 should
include affordable residential development with some supported include reference to the specific need for
housing for older people and / or community uses” (paragraph affordable older persons’ housing within the area.
8

Section of Plan

LBRuT Representation/Comments
9.14.1, bullet point v) and “residential use including affordable older
persons’ housing” (paragraph 9.14.3).

Suggested modifications to the Neighbourhood
Plan

It should be noted that Publication Local Plan Policy SA 16 (Cassel
Hospital) refers to the potential use of the site for a “residential led
scheme with affordable housing.” Whilst this does not preclude the
delivery of older persons’ housing on the site, it does not include a
specific policy requirement for it.

Page 88 – Policy O7 Previously
developed brownfield land and
other small sites
Pages 93 – 100 – Appendix 3 –
Implementation Programme

Page 101 – Character Area
Studies map

If the Neighbourhood Plan is proposing the delivery of affordable
older persons’ housing on this specific site, then it needs to justify
this through evidence for the specific need in this area within the
reasoned justification to the policy.
As it is currently worded this policy is not considered to be This policy requires rewording and could usefully
implementable as it is very general.
incorporate some of the wording included at
paragraph 9.18.3 of the reasoned justification.
It is noted that a number of the proposals identified in the Amend the timescales as proposed.
implementation programme set unrealistic timescales.
Under the second proposal for ‘Environmental
Character and Heritage:
Sustainability’, amend the wording as follows:
• The first proposal should be listed as ‘ongoing’.
Travel and Streets:
• The first three proposals, while desirable, require funding “All new hardstandings and forecourt parking
and permissions which make these more likely to be areas to be constructed using permeable
materials or sustainable drainage arrangements.”
completed over a ‘medium’ rather than a ‘short’ timescale.
Under the second proposal for ‘Environmental Sustainability’, there
may be occasions where there is a good case for the use of
traditional materials, which may be laid to drain to soft ground.
The map should include a Figure number and title. It would be Amend the map as proposed.
helpful to include the key on the same page (as with other maps in
the Plan), rather than on the following page.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrés Muñiz Piniella
Local Plan
Ham and Petersham Forum
27 January 2018 02:31:53

To whom it may concern,
Sadly, I cannot coment using the form as MSword documents do not work for me, given
that it is not an open document ISO standard
I just wish to add that the Ham and Petersham area have one extra facility currently owned
by LBRUT in Ham Close called Little House. This building is the home to the community
tech innovation hub called Richmond Maker Labs. There, work on blockchain,3D printing,
big data, IoT and other cutting edge tech is being discussed and applied.
Kind regards,
-Andrés

