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A Better Lee Green member’s response to Leegate planning application 
 

Introduction 
 
We fully support the redevelopment of Leegate but with a development which is more appropriate 
for a district centre and consistent with planning policy.  Credible alternatives are possible which 
would achieve needed housing and employment whilst being compliant with planning policies (see 
Appendices 1 and 2) 
 
Our objection is that this application does not yet prove that the development satisfies the criteria of 
sustainable development in three key areas. It would therefore not be possible to apply the 
‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ until the development’s sustainability has been 
shown. We are asking for either: 

(i) Deferment of a decision while the applicant addresses current non and 
inadequate compliance. We have highlighted in bold below the points that 
need to be addressed below. 

(ii) Rejection on the grounds of non and inadequate compliance.   

 
An adjustment to the size or footprint of Asda would resolve the majority of this scheme’s 
issues. Asda has done this in many places suggesting it is possible in Lee (see Appendix 4). The 
applicant may say this is not financially viable but this claim must be approached with caution 
given that the applicant made a similar claim when it attempted to double planning policy 
recommended levels of housing density in Elephant and Castle (which Southwark council 
successfully resisted). Asda is keen to have stores in both Deptford and Lee Green and so 
Lewisham is in a strong position to negotiate with Asda. 
 
In the words of Sir Steve Bullock regarding the Convoys Wharf development ‘what is built here 
will be with us for years to come time spent getting it right would be time well spent’.  
 
We ask that the applicant be required by planning officers to robustly demonstrate that this 
is a sustainable development as defined by the Department for the Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs as: 
 
‘…making sure people throughout the world can satisfy their basic needs now while making 
sure that future generations can also look forward to the same quality of life. It recognises 
that the ‘three pillars – economy, society and environment – are interconnected’ 
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Economic Sustainability 
 
Proposed net jobs created are 133 (5.7 of environmental statement). This not only seems to 
be a relatively small figure for such a major development, but also fails to address that almost 
all of the new jobs are in the retail industry. 
 
Given that jobs are almost entirely in retail, in order that they be sustainable (‘available for 
future generations’) the development must avoid failing due to lack of current or future 
demand for the retail offer.  
 

Convenience/Comparison current and future need 
 
Core Strategy 6.79: District town centres …. the local community can shop for most day to day 
needs without the need for long distance travel.  
 
Core Strategy Objective 4:  ‘District centres provide sustainable local shopping facilities to 
support community needs’. 
 
Core Strategy 7.36: There is capacity for additional convenience goods floor space across the 
borough but there is significant scope for additional comparison goods retail development 
and the borough should proactively plan for an increase in market share to reduce travel and 
retain expenditure. 
 
Lee Green is one of Lewisham’s smallest town centres. It is a district centre with means that 
it should cater to the needs of the local community and not attempt to draw custom from a 
wider area so Local need must be proven. 
 
Pages 25-36 of the applicant’s retail statement attempts to justify this development based on 
Lewisham’s retail capacity study, suggesting that it says that Lee Green needs more 
convenience shopping. This is in fact the opposite of what the report says:  

 
2009 Retail Capacity Study (RCS) findings of local need for Lee Green:  

 

¶ Strong Convenience Offer (Appendix A a158 at around national average level).  

¶ Weak Comparison Offer (Appendix A a158 at less than half the national average). 

¶ Lee Green is strong on convenience offer but weak on comparison offer (SWOT 
analysis RCS 3.1) 

¶ Lee Green has national average convenience offer but only 50% national average 
comparison offer (RCS Appendix A table A.20) 

 
The applicant states that ‘Lee Green does not have a role as a destination for comparison 
goods shopping’ (8.7 of the retail statement). We cannot see how they justify this statement 
since the Retail Capacity Study says the opposite: 
 

¶ By 2025 estimate borough need new 5,164 m2 convenience floor space and 22,897 
m2 comparison floor space (RCS 6.24)  
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¶ Leegate specifically proposed as a comparison (RCS 7.25), not a convenience shopping 
site (which sites are separately listed later in the report) 
 

The applicant is relying on two parts of the study that suggests that Sainsbury’s may be 
overtrading and that there may be excess convenience spending capacity in Lee Green. These 
points are made inadmissible evidence by the study itself:  
 

¶ Lee Green’s surplus convenience spending and over trading figures are likely to be 
overstated (RCS 5.34 and RCS 5.46); 

¶ Beyond 2014 capacity figures should be treated ‘with a high degree of caution’ due to 
changes such as increases in internet shopping (RCS 5.52);  

¶ It is essential that the need/capacity for retail floor space is assessed at regular 
intervals and at least once every five years (RCS 5.52) (meaning these figures are now 
out of date) 

¶ Forecast need/capacity for retail floor space is not sufficient justification to support 
new retail floor space (RCS 5.52) 

 
The applicant has attempted but not succeeded to show that this development satisfies 
current and future retail need. The applicant needs to add supplementary, convincing 
evidence of these needs to their application before this application can be allowed to 
proceed further. 
 
3.23 of the Retail Statement states that the London Plan defines District Centres as centres 
which provide convenience goods and services. This is a half-truth. The London Plan actually 
says: 
 
4.46Bd: district centres are suitable for growth in convenience floor space, providing the new 
shops are of appropriate scale 
 
2.68Cd: ‘Proposals must be in scale with the centre’ 
 
At page 43 and 10.3 on page 47 of the retail assessment the applicant says that the development 
offers choice to consumers. 
 

At 6.48 and 6.49 of the retail statement the applicant claims that ‘both supermarkets have 

similar pricing ranges ‘there is little difference between the ‘Big Four’ retailers in terms of 

catchment and demographics’ and ‘the Sainsbury’s and proposed Asda food store will 

compete on a like-for-like basis in Lee Green’ a second superstore offers choice and a value 

convenience offer yet when discussing traffic generation,  

The applicant needs to state clearly whether Sainsbury’s and Asda  
 

i) Offer choice and different pricing, or 
ii) ‘Will compete on a like-for-like basis within Lee Green, therefore reverting 

the expenditure leakage from other centres with positive consequences for 
Lee Green District Centre as a whole’  
 

Since only one can be true. 
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Diversity 
 
The Distressed High Street Taskforce’s  ‘Beyond Retail’ report  (commissioned to follow on 
from the findings of The Portas Report) states that ‘The change in consumer shopping 
patterns, from ‘bricks and mortar’ to the ‘bricks and clicks’ is not a short-term fad….. there is 
too much retail in our urban centres……town centres need to evolve urgently to meet the 
broader needs of the communities that they serve for the next 50 years….means a smaller 
retail core, supplemented by the introduction of a wider range of uses such as food and 
leisure, civic functions’ (executive summary and recommendations). 

 

Core Strategy Policy 6 ‘protect local shopping facilities from change of use. Change of use will 
be considered if evidence is established that there is no economic prospect of such uses 
continuing’. 
 

London Plan 2.68Dc: ‘Councils should manage declining centres proactively…. by seeking to 
focus a wider range of services and promoting diversification’. 
 

London Plan 2.68Cc: Planning decisions in town centres should support and enhance the 
competitiveness, quality and diversity of town centre retail, leisure, arts and cultural, other 
consumer services and public services. 
 
9.12 of the retail statement says that ‘the redevelopment will improve the mix of retail on offer 
which will help to maintain the district centre function of Lee Green’. However, there is not an 
improved mix but rather a depleted mix of retail: 
 
According to Lewisham’s retail studies there were an average of 25 active units in Leegate 
2009-2014 (Appendix 7), showing a demand for their services. If the centre had been 
maintained well, traders tell us that more retailers would have thrived. Equally, those traders 
who have left and those who have decided not to move in 2013-2014 have all cited planning 
blight as a factor in their decision. 
 
In comparison, the applicant’s screening and scoping report suggested that there would be 
just 6 small retail units.  The applicant’s plans now state there will be 10 small units whilst not 
increasing the footprint. By turning 6 units into 10 it is likely that each one has been made 
very small. Even if the 10 units are of reasonable size they still offer far less than the currently 
available 25 diverse retailers. 
 
At 9.18 of the retail statement the applicant quotes that the GLA pre application report was 
strongly supportive of the principle of retail-led-mixed use proposals, as are A Better Lee 
Green. The proposed plans however only satisfy the ‘retail’ element of what the GLA are 
looking for. They fail to satisfy the ‘mix’ element. 
 
Planning officers need to scrutinise and advise the community how large each of these small 
units will be to ensure that they are of viable size. 
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The applicant needs to demonstrate, if at all possible, how these plans protect the existing 
diversity of 25 small retailers. 
  
Core Strategy Policy 6: ‘District centres to be kept in retail hierarchy including protecting local 
shopping facilities where there is a demand for their services’. 
 
At 3.9 of the applicant’s retail statement they quotes NPPF ‘LPA’s should allocate a hierarchy 
of centres that are resilient to anticipated future economic changes’. 
 
The applicant claims that they do not need to make a retail impact or sequential assessment, 
yet the retail capacity study suggests that they do: 
 

¶ It would be appropriate for Lee Greens convenience capacity to be absorbed into 
Lewisham Town Centre to keep the retail hierarchy of the two centres (Core Strategy 
Policy 6) (RCS 5.47),  

 

¶ That estimated capacity figures should not be taken as literal interpretations of the 
amount of additional convenience floor space that should be accommodated in each 
centre, but should be viewed on the basis of accommodating capacity within the most 
appropriate centre within the Borough (RCS 5.46).  

 

Independent advice needs to be obtained regarding whether the applicant needs to do 
sequential or impact assessments since the Retail Capacity Study authors suggests that they 
do. 

 
Future Retail Trends 

 

Core Strategy Policy 15: High Quality Design: ‘optimises the potential of sites and is sensitive 
to the local context and responds to local character’. ‘Ensure development is flexible and 
adaptable to change’. 
 
Retail Statement 7.2vi ‘average weekly convenience retail sales increased by 14.2% in 2012’.  
 
Verdict analysis shows that 5.5% of sales were online in 2013, predicted to increase to 11% in 
2018. Mintel report quoted in the applicant’s report states that 3% of sales in 2013 were click 
and collect (i.e. 0.16% of total sales) but increased over 100% 2013-2014.  Extrapolation would 
suggest that in 25 years 55% of grocery shopping will be online and 100% will be click and 
collect. 
 
The extrapolation of a one year change in click and collect figures is too short a time span to 
be reliable.  
 
Given the uncertainty regarding the future of large superstores, and Lee Greens’ proposed 
almost complete reliance on them, there has been little attempt to explain what a large 
superstore’s building could be turned into if Asda failed in the future. This is of genuine 
concern given that market changes led to the decline of the current Leegate Centre and expert 
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bodies including the government’s high street task force recommend a move away from large 
superstores. 

 

The applicant needs to provide further evidence as to how this development would 
sustainably manage a change of grocery shopping habits to non-click and collect internet 
shopping. 
 
If the suggested solution is that the building be used as dark storage then the applicant 
needs to explain how this would be compliant with District Centre planning policies. 
 
The applicant still has a long way to go to  
 

1. Prove that their proposals for convenience shopping are in scale with the town 
centre. 

2. Prove that current diversity is being protected 
3. Prove that this development satisfies current and future need  
4. Show how this development is protected from future changes is retail patterns 
5. Prove that Impact and Sustainability reports are not necessary for this application 

 
We would expect planning officers to insist on further evidence to be submitted on these 
points for scrutiny before this application is taken further. This evidence is required before 
this proposal can be considered economically sustainable. 

 
 
 
 
 
  



7 
 

Social Sustainability 

 
Core Strategy Policy 21: Planning Obligations: ‘need to provide infrastructure, services and 
facilities with new development’ 
 

Community Centre 
 

The planning application states that community facilities will be 353 m2: This covers both the 
community centre and tuition centre. Assuming that each one will be 176.5 m2 then each will 
be half of the size of the current community centre and so the community centre will be too 
small to house even the current community provision on the site.  To put this into perspective, 
the community centre would occupy 1% of the publically available built development whilst 
the superstore and centre car park take up 80%. 
 
The Design Panel’s March 2014 report said that ‘the promoters should provide an 
appropriately scaled (community) facility which will help bind the community into the 
development’. 
 
The position of the community centre on Eltham Road does not allow it to benefit from flows 
of footfall on the site. 
 
The applicant needs to offer a larger, better positioned community centre in the 
development so that it can continue to grow and thrive and offer real and sustainable 
community payback from their scheme. 
 

Affordable Housing 
 

Core Strategy Policy 1: ‘The Council will seek the maximum provision of affordable housing 
with a strategic target for 50% affordable housing from all sources’ 
 

12 affordable and 24 shared ownership properties are proposed this represents just 16% of the 
proposed housing.   
 
Planning officers need to scrutinise the applicant’s viability study carefully, especially given 
their recent experiences in Convoys Wharf. 
 

Education 

It has been calculated by the applicant that due to the extra housing provision approximately 

41 children (age between 0-16) will be in need of placements within local nurseries, primary 

and secondary schools. It is concluded in the applicant’s Sustainability report that this is of 

‘negligible significance’ at the local to sub-regional scale.  This comment is arguably 

unrealistic, given the already fully stretched school provisions at all levels within the 

Lewisham borough. Members of A Better Lee Green can provide evidence of being allocated 

out of area primary schools already: One living on Horn Park Road has been offered a school 

in Downham and is 66th on the list for a local school. 
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Planning officers need to make clear to the community and strategic planning committee 

where these new school places will be and how many there will be before these plans can 

progress further. 

Public Spaces 
 
Emphasis within the District town centres will be to protect the existing open spaces from 
development’ (Core Strategy 6.101). 
 
‘Improve Public Space’ (Spatial Strategy 3 for Lee Green). 
 
London Plan 2.68Cg: ‘Planning decisions should contribute towards an enhanced 
environment, urban greening, public realm and links to green infrastructure’. 
 
At 7.2 of the planning statement the applicant states that there are ‘significant improvements 
to civic space’.  The applicant knows that whilst orientation and materials are improved, size 
and exposure to pollution levels are not. 
 

Lee Manor Society and A Better Lee Green have measured current and proposed public space 
and calculate that it will be reduced by 66% to 75% of it’s current size (see Appendix 3.) 
 
At a meeting in October 2014, officers replied to community concerns that public space was 
being reduced by saying that ‘public space is not a numbers game’. Some leeway must be 
given but such a large reduction is unacceptable. Once public space is lost in a town centre 
there is no planning mechanism by which it can be regained on privately owned property 
(which all of Lee Green is). 
 
The applicant is relying heavily on the GLA pre application report throughout their application, 
although they quote selectively from it. For the purposes of their report the GLA were given 
public realm figures that show it increasing in size by 21% from 3774 (per the applicant’s July 
2014 screening and scoping report) to 4571 (per the applicant’s Screening and 
Scoping, GLA and DPR reports). It seems that the GLA were supplied with inaccurate figures. 
This would call the GLA report and St Modwen’s reliance on it into question.  
 
Since figures for existing and planned public space differ greatly from figures supplied to the 
GLA and in the final application there needs to be an explanation why and a doubt as to the 
validity of either. 
 
The application suggests that 1400 m2 of existing public space will be replaced with 1400 m2 
of new public space. In doing this they are forgetting to measure around half of the existing 
public space that currently runs through the centre of Leegate and ignoring the fact that the 
proposed public space is to a larger degree composed of existing pavement than the current 
public space.  
 
We remind planning officers that Carston Close cannot be considered public space in the 
district centre since it is placed well away from the retail front of the centre, on a residential 
road. 
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We request that both existing and planned space be independently measured by a third 
party using accurate architect standard tools rather than other less accurate methods, and 
the figures made public. 
 
Those considering these proposals on the strategic committee must be made aware by 
planning officers that the GLA did not have correct figures for public space made available 
to them at the time it wrote its report. 
 

At pages 53-54 of the planning statement the applicant confuses ‘private communal gardens’ 
with ‘amenity space’, hence this section of the report must be ignored. 
 
The applicant says several times in their reports that the Design Panel are supportive of their 
proposals. In fact, the design panel do not support the proposals in regard to public space. 
 
‘The Panel is not supportive of the approach to the public realm and provision of public amenity 
which is regarded as unacceptable given the project’s scale as a city block, and the opportunity that 
that offers’. 
 
‘The Panel is of the view that the project offers a genuine prospect of creating a true sense of public 
place, which has yet to feature within the proposals’. 
 
‘The Panel questioned the likely success of the cranked mall, and noted that the mall seems a little 
unclear in its connectivity intentions. The panel was concerned about the scale of the mall space in 
that it appeared cramped and ungenerous’. 
 

Those considering these proposals should be have it clarified to them that, despite the 
applicant’s claims, the applicant’s proposals do not have full blessing of Lewisham’s Design 
Panel. 
 
The applicant’s ‘sustainability checklist’ at the end of its sustainability statement 2.6.2 has ‘no 
net loss of publically accessible open space’ and then writes that ‘net loss of publically 
available open space is not anticipated’.  
 
The applicant needs to explain this statement since it appears a twisting of the truth. 
 
If it transpires that there is a considerable net loss of public space then the applicant and 
planning officers need to justify how the development can be considered sustainable and 
‘protected’ as required by Lewisham’s core strategy. 
 

Consultation 
 

London Plan 2.64: The Mayor will expect regeneration programmes to demonstrate active 
engagement with residents, businesses and other appropriate stakeholders.  Regeneration 
proposals should take account of stakeholder aspirations for the neighbourhoods concerned. 
Consultation and involvement activities should seek to empower communities and 
neighbourhoods. 

 



10 
 

London Plan: 7.6A: The Mayor …. seek to ensure that developments… are flexible and 
responsive taking account of what different people say they need and want ….. offering more 
than one solution to help balance everyone’s needs. 
 
The obligation is on Lewisham council to carry out community consultation. Before the 
planning application the council sub-contracted this to the applicant: 
 
The applicant’s ‘comprehensive programme of public consultation’ has included several 
meetings with the Lee Green Assembly Leegate working group 2012-2014, two ‘consultations’ 
and one exhibition. 
 
The minutes of the Assembly and working group papers show the nature of the working 
groups’ meetings with the applicant:  
 
‘Lack of progress in discussions’ (2012 position paper) 

‘Continued delays of meetings’ (2012 position paper) 

‘Residents and traders not kept informed and uncertainty’ (February 2013 motion) 

‘Promoting consultation before meeting the working group as previously agreed’ (June 2014 

paper) 

‘For 2 years saying housing, underground parking and total redevelopment were impractical 
when they weren’t (June 2014 paper) 
 
‘St Modwen’s seeming reluctance to consider suggestions that would create a genuine quality 
public space’ (November 2014 paper) 
 
‘What has disappointed us most about exchanges has been the sense that, following last June’s 
consultation, there has been little in the way of movement from St Modwen, giving a sense of 
fait accompli’ (November 2014 paper). 
 
Regarding the applicant’s two consultations, A Better Lee Green have evidence of nearby 
roads not leafleted in both 2012 and 2014, drawings and plans not to scale, contentious issues 
such as entrances to car parks and the hole in residents gardens obscured and the applicant’s 
misleading leaflet that suggested large residents gardens were ‘public space’, made several 
references to sweet blossoming trees on every page but forgot to mention that plans included 
a large superstore until the end of page 3. 
 
Most significantly, the applicant’s analysis of the results of their consultations is flawed: 
 
2012 consultation: 4.1.1 Statement of Community Engagement (SCE), ‘residents particularly 
highlighted the size of the superstore and traffic as areas of concern’, then at 4.1.2 ‘as a result 
of feedback, plans were changed in ways that addressed concerns’. However, neither the size 
of the superstore nor the traffic issues were addressed, making the first claim untrue. 
 
2014 consultation: Page 17 of the SCE states that, as in 2012, the largest community concern 
was having a second large superstore and the second most common concern was the traffic 
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impact of the development. Both issues are still unaddressed by the applicant’s plans, in 
which the superstore has in fact been made bigger since both 2012 and the July 2014 
consultation. At 4.2.1 SCE the pie chart shows 43% of people who ‘totally support or broadly 
support the proposals’. This must be regarded doubtfully in view of the fact that most people 
want ‘something’ done with Leegate, but that mustn’t be confused with them wanting these 
particular plans (as the Working Group pointed out in their 2012 position paper). 
 
Pages 19-21 SCE lists eight concerns which were raised most frequently at the consultation 
and claim to have addressed them all. However, all of their assertions are weak or incorrect, 
for example: 
 

¶ ‘More open space ‘– claimed to have been addressed but hasn’t been, public space 
being reduced since the 2012 plans and no increase has been offered since. 

¶ ‘Independent retailers’ – claimed to have been addressed but hasn’t been, all those 
who left 2013-2014 citing the applicant’s neglect as a reason and provision for small 
retailers is greatly reduced from current provision 

¶ ‘Community space’ – claimed to be addressed but hasn’t been, the community centre 
offered is half the size of the current site and so very restricted in what it can offer 
 

A Better Lee Green’s survey, which canvassed over 10,000 people (methods and areas shown 
in Appendix 6) and received over 50% more responses than the applicant’s survey, shows a 
different picture: 
 
At the time of writing there were 524 completions of the survey: 
 
At the time of writing 434 completions of the survey, 
 
Do you feel you have been adequately   Which of the following options would you 
Consulted on the Leegate redevelopment?  Prefer? 
 

 

 
If you have concerns about the proposed development, rank them 1 (least) – 5 (most) 
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It has been suggested that the community have been listened to because Leegate is to be 
rebuilt rather than refurbished and housing is being built. In fact, whilst housing has been 
mentioned in the working group’s papers, their papers have clearly stated that size of store, 
traffic and public space are of far more concern, as do results of both the applicant’s and A 
Better Lee Green surveys. Council planners have primarily been driving the housing agenda as 
shown in their feedback to the applicant’s draft plans in 2012 and further referenced in the 
Design Panel report of March 2014. The desires of the community and the council must not 
be confused. 
 
We request that planners obtain the raw data of the applicant’s surveys and make it 
available for the community to scrutinise since their figures contradict working group and 
Better Lee Green’s work, all of which is publically available. 
 
In a letter from planners to the applicant in July 2014 planning officers advised that they were 
satisfied with community consultation to date. We believe that this evidence proves 
otherwise. 
 
Before progressing with this application, Lewisham Council needs to show that the 
community have been objectively informed, allowed to speak their minds and had their 
views listened to.   
 
It would be premature to suggest that this scheme is socially sustainable before local 

concerns regarding public space, housing, education and community facilities have been 

adequately addressed.  
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Environmental Sustainability 
 

Congestion and Road Safety 
 
Core Strategy 2.38: ‘Council is proactively working to address environmental issues’. 
 
London Plan 6.38Aa: ‘The Mayor wishes…coordinated approach to tackling congestion …by 

promoting local services that reduce the need to travel (i.e. those things that Lee Green is short 

of  - see the retail studies assessment of local need under the ‘Economic Sustainability’ section 

above). 

Table 9.2 of the traffic assessment (TA) shows that six locations around the Tiger’s Head 
junction will be above full saturation for traffic flow with the new development, up to 135.6% 
saturation. 
 
The applicant has therefore chosen to recalculate their figures at Table 9.1 excluding traffic 
created by the 1815 new properties that are being built in Kidbrooke and Huntsman 
developments. They attempt to justify this exclusion by saying that over recent year’s vehicles 
on ‘major’ roads in Lewisham have reduced. There are two problems with this argument: 
 

1. Burnt Ash Road is not a major road but a ‘local distributor road’ (8.2.3 of the traffic 
assessment), as is Lee Road.  
 

2. What has past decline in traffic numbers got to do with traffic that will be generated 
by new properties? 

We argue that not only must the traffic generated by the Huntsman and Kidbrooke 
developments be reinstated into the applicant's assessment of the Tiger's Head junction 
saturation capacity, but so also much an educated guess of the numbers of vehicles that 
will be created by the regeneration of the Vauxhall garage, New Tiger's Head pub, London 
and Quadrant and Eurocentre buildings, all large, empty buildings at the Tiger's Head 
junction that certainly  neither Lewisham nor Greenwich plan on remaining empty for the 
next 20 years and which will bring further traffic to the junction in years to come. 

If it is decided to not include the traffic generated by any of these developments in the 
applicant's traffic numbers this needs to be explained by the applicant in the light of our 
points made. 

Further doubt is cast over the applicant’s figures: 
 

3. Trip generation figures show the maximum predicted increase of traffic in Burnt Ash road is 
26.4% and Lee Road 14.7%, both declared below the limit for severe effects. On Saturday the 

prediction is for 34.5% more traffic in peak hour on Burnt Ash Road. Point 8.7 of the 
environmental statement states that ‘the overall impact as a result of increased traffic 
associated with the redevelopment on local roads is classified as negligible and not 
significant’. This seems to be unlikely.  
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The application needs to explain how an increase of up to 34.5% on already highly 
congested roads can be considered not significant. 
 

4. Trip generation figures show an increase of between 71 and 400% in the proposed 
development compared to existing. Yet, it is concluded that the effect on traffic 
would be negligible. One stated reason for this is that at the moment people park 
elsewhere to go to Leegate. 
 
No evidence has been provided for this presumption and neither is it the 
experience of local people. To rely on this argument the applicant needs to provide 
robust evidence to the contrary of local experience. 
 
At 6.7.6 the applicant states that 70% of all trips have been assumed to be new. They 
then claim that the figure is more likely to be 5-10% because: 
 
i) Some trips will transfer their grocery shopping to Asda from Sainsburys: 

Possibly, but they cannot rely on the ‘Sainsbury’s is over trading argument’ 
since this is proved unreliable in the Economic Sustainability section above. 
Any future presumption of this figure must be demonstrated to be realistic. 

ii) Pass-by trips are already on the road network: Possibly, but they are not 
currently all on Burnt Ash Road, turning in and out close to those turning in 
and out of Sainsburys and the Tigers Head junction. Therefore, whilst this 
currently passing by traffic is not causing trouble, it will start to cause trouble 
and this argument cannot be accepted. 

iii) New traffic to the area will be reduced by the number of people already 
travelling to Sainsburys who will now make linked trips to supplement their 
Sainsburys shop with shopping in the new development. We strongly contest 
that such an assumption of linked trips be allowed to be included in the 
applicant's traffic calculations since: 

a. The applicant has stated elsewhere that there is little difference between 
the big four supermarkets so why would someone choose to supplement 
their shop in one with a shop in the other? 

b. Under our 'diversity' section we show that there are fewer diverse small 
retailers in the proposed development that are currently there, so leading to 
fewer, not more linked trips to non-Asda retailers in the new development. 

If the applicant decides at a later date to rely on a revised percentage for new trips to 
justify their traffic numbers such a move should be viewed sceptically and the applicant 
will need to demonstrate how they arrived at this new percentage taking into account our 
points above. 
 
The applicant claims that planned improvements to the roads will ameliorate the effects of 
increases in traffic. However, changes proposed only make pedestrian crossings easier, 
allow cyclists to re-route, paint lines on the road, giving people directions and provide a bus 
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pull-in. Only the bus pull-in will physically make space for more traffic and none of the 
suggestions allow traffic to travel significantly faster. 
 
The applicant has not: 
 

¶ Proven that the Tiger’s Head junction will operate within capacity with their scheme. 

¶ Provided measures that will allow more space for additional vehicles or allow them 
to cross the junction at a significantly faster speed. 
 

The applicant has failed to demonstrate in their application how the extra traffic that they 
admit will be drawn to their development will be sustainably handled on the local road 
network. These plans should not be considered whilst this is the case.  
 
Existing and future congestion leads to rat running, and so u turns, which are one of the key 
causes of collisions (3.8.4. of the traffic assessment) 
 
3.8 of the traffic assessment shows that collision rates are currently high at the Tigers Head 
junction. This is confirmed by a freedom of information request made to Tfl by A Better Lee 
Green in which Tfl confirmed that the Tigers Head junction has an ‘above average’ level of 
collisions. 
 
The other site mentioned as having a high level of collisions at table 3.4 is Taunton Road/Burnt 
Ash Road junction: Burnt Ash Road being the road that is about to receive the highest level of 
new traffic. With this much more traffic there will be more U turns and so more collisions. 
 
The applicant needs to submit convincing evidence that collisions, already high at the Tigers 
Head and Taunton Road junctions, can be reduced to an acceptable level given the 
increased levels of traffic the traffic assessment shows will be at these junctions, and so 
people doing U turns as a result. 
 
At 4.5.5 the applicant admits that rat running is considered a problem caused by current 
congestion at the Tigers Head junction and as shown above have failed to show that their 
proposals will not increase congestion. They offer £125,000 towards a scheme to reduce rat 
running. Rat run roads already have signs, bumps, CPZ, neighbourhood watch, lollipop and 
pedestrian crossings to little effect. Roads with broken speed bumps such as Southbrook 
and Micheldever roads suffer in addition from traffic travelling at dangerous speeds. 
 
The applicant needs to describe in detail how the measures they propose will actually 
reduce rat running, given that current measures are not working and traffic on Burnt Ash 
Road will increase by 26.4-34.5% under their proposals. 
 
It is argued that the one of the aspects making the new development sustainable is 
discouraging the use of cars. The proposed measures for this include ‘signage boards’ 
welcome packs and talks. Even more curiously, cycle spaces and (at page 29 of the 
sustainability report) home offices will reduce the need to travel to work. Given that the 
dwellings are 1bed-2occupants, 2bed-4occupants and 3bed-5occupants.  
The applicant needs to provide details of where these home offices will fit in the scheme. 
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It is suggested that the site will encourage cycling, so reducing vehicular traffic. This is to be 
done by supplying cycle racks: The racks on Lee Road, outside shops where carry home goods 
are minimal are good to have but rarely used.   
 
The applicant needs to explain on what grounds they assume that cycle racks will be used 
more outside their proposals, with their innate high levels of carry home goods, than they 
are currently are on Lee Road? 
 
Lewisham’s retail capacity study shows that 1.4% of people currently cycle to supermarkets 
in Lewisham. This is likely to be around the figure that will chose to cycle to the proposed 
development.  
 
The applicant needs to explain why their proposals are expected to attract more visitors on 
bikes than the 1.4% experienced at other supermarkets (which also have small retailers and 
leisure facilities nearby) in the rest of Lewisham borough. 
 
New cycle routes are proposed on Wantage Road and Southbrook Road. New cycle lanes are 
welcomed but these roads have parked cars on both sides making proposed cycle routes non-
existent in practice.  The applicant’s map shows cycle routes currently on Manor Lane, 
Taunton Road and Leahurst Road yet these routes are already covered by cars and the 
experience of a clear cycle route not really there.  
 
The applicant needs to explain how improved in reality these new lanes will improve the 
cycling experience on these roads and so to what degree the new lanes will encourage 
people to move off the main roads and on to these smaller roads.  
 
How will the new cycle routes shown at Eltham Road and Burnt Ash Road work? There is not 
space to put them next to car users therefore is it presumed that cyclist’s space will be shared 
with cars. 
 
The application needs to explain how different in reality the proposed to the current 
experience for cyclists on Burnt Ash, Lee, Lee High and Eltham Roads are. 
 
Another point is that the applicant has not in any way, yet vitally needs to present evidence 
of:  
 

i) A coordinated mechanism between TFL and Lewisham Highways, which have 
been cut and very understaffed, to ensure traffic is not just shifted from one 
road to another. 

 
ii) Enquiries made to bus and rail companies to ensure that they have capacity 

to absorb additional travellers. 
 

Both of these pieces of evidence must be presented before these plans can progress further. 
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4.16 of the Environmental Statement suggests that environmental controls will include 
‘regular dialogue with the local community’.  
 
Given community experience of dialogue to date, the applicant needs to itemise what 
dialogue they are proposing and what specific outcomes they suggest this dialogue could 
achieve. 
 
 

Air Pollution 
 
National Planning Policy Framework states that ‘planning system should prevent new 
development from contributing to unacceptable levels of air pollution (section 11) 
 
Core Strategy Policy 8: Sustainable design and energy efficiency. ‘Council is committed to 
prioritising the reduction of the environmental impact of all new development, with a focus 
on minimising the overall carbon dioxide emissions’ 
 
A study carried out by Network for Clean Air and A Better Lee Green in January (Appendix 9) 
shows that pollution levels at the Tigers Head Junction are up to 75% above legal limits. 16 
metres back from the Burnt Ash Road kerb, where the applicant proposes the back of their 
public space to be already records 25% above legal levels of pollution and the proposal will 
bring many more vehicles along Burnt Ash Road. The sheltered square at the centre of Leegate 
measures 13% below legal limits and outside Sue Ryder, set widely back from the road, is just 
3% over legal limits. Proposals replace current public space that has low levels of pollution 
with a new one that will be at least 25% over legal limits. The applicant’s own sustainability 
checklist at Appendix A of the Sustainability Statement suggests at 2.4.3 that it has taken 
‘measures to reduce and mitigate exposure to air pollution’: Infact they have done almost the 
opposite. 
 
Lewisham’s core strategy 2.38 states that the ‘Council is proactively working to address 
environmental issues’. However, at the full council meeting of 29th September 2014, Deputy 
Mayor and head of regeneration replied to questions about Leegate’s redevelopment saying 
‘we cannot limit traffic that comes through Lewisham’ and at the planning application public 
meeting planning officers told the public that without increasing traffic there can be no 
development. These appear to illustrate that reasonable steps that would prevent people 
from being exposed to dangerous levels of pollution are not being taken by the council. There 
seems an unawareness of sustainable developments such as Bermondsey square which have 
been developed without major increases to congestion or exposure to pollution. 

The applicant claims that planting trees will solve additional pollution caused by their new 
superstore. Trees and greenery serve an important role in psychological wellbeing, 
biodiversity, drainage and flood alleviation. However, they cannot be relied upon to 
adequately absorb these levels of pollution. Expert advice is that plants several stories up in 
resident’s gardens will not tackle the problem of pollution in public space at ground level. 
Trees at ground level already do not absorb existing pollutants and 30 new trees (of which 
only a few are on Burnt Ash road) cannot be expected to absorb both existing over-pollution 
and the predicted increased levels of pollution in the applicant’s plans. Moreover, each 
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tree’s capacity to absorb pollution is localised, dependant on tree type, whether it is in leaf 
and canopy spread. 

The greening on the development with additional trees is very much welcomed and it is 
recognized that trees can play an important role in mitigating the effects of pollution. If the 
applicant wishes to claim that their additional trees will compensate for the additional 
pollution that people will be exposed to however, specialist documentation needs to be 
provided quantifying how much of which types of pollution specific trees in public spaces 
will be expected to absorb, when in leaf and when not: Both the additional pollution 
produced by the development and the existing pollution on burnt ash road that the 
community are currently sheltered from. 

If Asda was reconfigured, public space could run through the centre of site, further away from 

pollution, as it does in Catford. 

 
Planning officers must justify how reducing the size of public space and increasing levels of 

pollution that people are exposed to from safe to dangerous levels are considered within 

planning policies. 

It is stated in the pollution element of EIA that No2 will increase by 2%. This doesn’t 
correspond with much higher levels of traffic increase as explained in the report, such as the 
26.4% increase in traffic expected on Burnt Ash Road and the 34.5% increase expected during 
Saturday morning peak hour traffic. 
 
The Traffic and Pollution elements of the proposal do not match the increased levels of 
traffic expected on major roads leading up to the Tigers Head junction, but particularly on 
Burnt Ash Road. This needs to be explained by the applicant. 
 

Pollution and congestion policies can be upheld in already polluted and congested cities 
 

In inner Sheffield a proposed expansion of a Sainsbury supermarket (and extra traffic/parking) 
was turned down by the council on pollution grounds; Sainsbury's went to court and lost.  

 
In Henley-upon-Thames, permission for a pavement cafe terrace was refused on the basis 
that it was near a busy road and in an Air Quality Management Area on pollution grounds.  

 
14 councils turned down plans for supermarkets 2013-2014 on congestion and traffic 
grounds, including Hillingdon in London, Newcastle, Sheffield and Milton Keynes. (see 
Appendix 5) 
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Noise Pollution 
 
In March 2014 Lewisham’s Design Panel said: 
 
‘the architects and promoters should reconsider the car parking proposals as the Panel were 
clear that the current solution of placing the shoppers’ cars within the central courtyard 
would not produce an acceptable living environment or appropriate communal amenity 
aspect to the development for the residents. The proposals for a planted deck including large 
trees, whilst desirable, were not yet convincing, given the weight of the trees and the material 
needed to sustain them. The panel noted this as potentially failing the scheme’. 
 
The applicant’s solution has been to make this window a bit smaller: This will make little 
reduction in noise and air pollution. Moreover, with the applicant’s contract of 5 years to 
maintain the trees it needs to be demonstrated how residents can be reassured that they 
will be sheltered from noise and pollution beyond this time. 
 
Chapter 9 of environmental statement volume 1 states that the area most affected by 
supermarket noises will be Leybridge court (9.140), and concludes that noise levels there will 
be acceptable. However, new Leegate residents will be much closer to both noise and air 
pollution in their gardens and homes and there is no mention of the levels of noise pollution 
they will be exposed to. If Asda remains open 24 hours the noise element would be of further 
concern. 
 
The applicant needs to present evidence of the expected levels of noise and air pollution 
that will be emitted into residents homes and gardens in their proposed development from 
the supermarket car park with its ‘hole’ into residents’ gardens. The applicant needs to 
demonstrate that they will have minimal impact. 
 
In the executive summary of the sustainability statement the applicant says ‘it is 
recommended that a central combined heat and power plant, air source heat pumps and a 
photovoltaic array should be incorporated in the scheme’. Nowhere did we find mention of 
where these features will be discharged or measurements as to their effects on neighbouring 
residents’ homes and gardens and public spaces. 
 
It is likely that the store will need large sound dampening system to shelter residents of the 
development from noise coming from the vast mechanical chillers/heaters. The viability and 
placement of these has not been considered at all.  
 
The applicant needs to submit detailed mechanical and heat engineering evidence of where 
heating/cooling systems will be and the level and placement of noise mitigation that will 
be installed before this application can be considered.  
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Conclusion 
 

This application should not progress further until the outstanding points listed in this 
response have been properly and transparently addressed. We remind the applicant and 
planning officers that most of these points were raised pre-application. We also remind 
them that most of the proposal’s seeming economic, social and environmental sustainability 
non-compliance would be resolved if the size of the anchor store were reduced, and some 
of its non-compliance would be resolved if the anchor store stayed the same size but was 
placed on two floors (though significantly, not traffic related issues). 

The need for housing, business rates and jobs is recognised. However, if the short term 
achievement of these strategic goals is to be achieved by ignoring the long term 
sustainability of the development in key economic, social and environmental terms then the 
long term viability of the development, on which those very homes, jobs and business rates 
are dependent, will be at risk of failure in years to come. 

If it is considered that the short term provision of 229 houses and 133 jobs are material 
considerations overriding the need for a long term sustainable development then planning 
officers need to explain this decision. 
 
At a council meeting in September 2014 Cllr Smith, Deputy Mayor and Head of Regeneration 
told the audience 'The plans were the result of significant input from the planners. It is a first 
start rather than a finished plan. It is a step change in the right direction but it has not gone 
far enough’.  
 
We contend that the applicant still has some work to do on these plans before they can be 
considered ‘finished’. 
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Appendices 
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1. Achievable alternative plans 
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2. Planning Policies 

 
Lewisham’s Site Allocations Local Plan: Leegate: 
 
Leegate indicative housing capacity: 130 units 

 
Core Strategy Objectives and Strategies listed for Lee Green include: 
 
Core Strategy Objective 4:  ‘District centres provide sustainable local shopping facilities to support 
community needs’ 
 
Core Strategy Policy 6: ‘District centres to be kept in retail hierarchy including protecting local 
shopping facilities where there is a demand for their services’ 
 
Reported evidence base of these ‘basic community needs’: 2009 Retail Capacity Study: 
 
 
2009 Retail Capacity Study’s findings of local need for Lee Green:  

 
i. Strong Convenience Offer (Appendix A a158 at around national average level).  
ii. Weak Comparison Offer (Appendix A a158 at less than half the national average). 
iii. Needs to be an enhancement of the café/restaurant role to provide a niche offer’ 

 
Lewisham’s Development Management Local Plan: 
 
 2.12:  Planning policies should promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and 
a diverse retail offer 
 
 
6.173: It is recognised that successful town centres need to offer variety and choice for consumers. 
This is often achieved by a good range of multiple retailers but can also be achieved by independent 
and specialist shops. Cafés, restaurants, pubs (public houses), leisure uses and the arts all contribute 
to the vitality and viability of a town centre and will be encouraged 
 
 
Lewisham’s Core Strategy:  
 
2.38: ‘Council is proactively working to address environmental issues’ 
 
2.44: ‘Council adopted Air Quality Action Plan in 2008…improved conditions for walking, cycling 
….traffic restraint…  
 
6.101: The emphasis within the District town centres will be to protect the existing open spaces from 
development and to promote environmental improvements which enhance the role of the centre 
and its attractiveness for those who shop there and use other services and facilities. Publicly 
accessible open or civic space will need to be provided where major development is proposed 
 
6.103: Connectivity improvements to and throughout each district centre will be prioritised where 
development opportunities arise and where the Council can play a lead role 
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6.79: District town centres …. the local community can shop for most day to day needs without the 
need for long distance travel. These town centres are also increasingly becoming locations for a 
wider mix of uses including cafés, restaurants, night time economy uses and other service-related 
businesses 
 
6.87: Lee Green is the eighth largest of the nine major and district town 
centres within the borough (i.e. the second smallest, can it accommodate 2 superstores?) 

 
7.33: Government’s key objectives for town centres include enhancing consumer choice by providing 
a range of shopping, leisure and local services, which allow genuine choice to meet the needs of the 
entire community….. the Council should actively promote growth and manage change in town 
centres, define the network and a hierarchy of centres and adopt a pro-active plan led approach 

 
7.36: There is capacity for additional convenience goods floor space across the borough but there is 
significant scope for additional comparison goods retail development and the borough should 
proactively plan for an increase in market share to reduce travel and retain expenditure 
 
 
9.25: ‘The Council will be responsible for ensuring that the environmental and infrastructure 
improvements and community facilities required as a result of development are secured and 
implemented in an appropriate manner 
 
Core Strategy Policy 1: ‘The Council will seek the maximum provision of affordable housing with a 
strategic target for 50% affordable housing from all sources’ 
 
Spatial Strategy 3C: District Centres - aim to create a permeable, memorable and sustainable place’ 
‘Connectivity improvements to and throughout each district centre will be prioritised where 
development opportunities arise and where the Council can play a lead role’. ‘Emphasis will be to 
protect existing open spaces from development and to promote environmental improvements’ 
 
 
Spatial Strategy 3: Lee Green: 
 

i. Improve civic space and facilitate a more intensive mixed use development on the shopping 
centre site 

ii. Improve the connectivity between the shopping centre and the supermarket sites 
 
Core Strategy Policy 8: Sustainable design and energy efficiency. ‘Council is committed to prioritising 
the reduction of the environmental impact of all new development, with a focus on minimising the 
overall carbon dioxide emissions’ 
 
Core Strategy Policy 15: High Quality Design: ‘optimises the potential of sites and is sensitive to the 
local context and responds to local character’. ‘Ensure development is flexible and adaptable to 
change’ 
 
Core Strategy Policy 21: Planning Obligations: ‘need to provide infrastructure, services and facilities 
with new development’ 
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London Plan: 
 
2.68Cg: ‘Planning decisions should contribute towards an enhanced environment, urban greening, 
public realm and links to green infrastructure’ 
 

2.68Cc: Planning decisions in town centres should support and enhance the competitiveness, quality 
and diversity of town centre retail, leisure, arts and cultural, other consumer services and public 
services 

 

2.68Dc: ‘Councils should manage declining centres proactively…. by seeking to focus a wider range of 
services and promoting diversification’ 

 

2.64: The Mayor will expect regeneration programmes to demonstrate active engagement with 
residents, businesses and other appropriate stakeholders.  Regeneration proposals should take 
account of stakeholder aspirations for the neighbourhoods concerned, Consultation and 
involvement activities should seek to empower communities and neighbourhoods 

 
4.46Bd: district centres are suitable for growth in convenience floor space, providing the new shops 
are of appropriate scale 
 
 
6.38Aa: ‘The Mayor wishes…coordinated approach to tackling congestion …by promoting local services 

that reduce the need to travel (i.e. those things that Lee Green is short of  - see the retail studies 

assessment of local need) 

7.21: ‘new buildings should reference the scale, mass and detail of the predominant built form 
surrounding them’ 
 
7.21: Architecture should contribute to a cohesive built environment that enhances experiences. 

Buildings should create streets and places that are human in scale so that their proportion and 

composition enhances, activates and appropriately encloses the public realm.  The building form and 

layout should have regard to the density and character of the surrounding development’ 

 

7.23: ‘The massing, scale and layout of new buildings should help make public spaces coherent and 

complement the existing streetscape. They should frame the public realm at a human scale and 

provide a mix of land uses that enhance permeability in the area’ 

7.3D:’ the design of new buildings and the spaces they create should help reinforce or enhance the 

character, legibility, permeability and accessibility of the neighbourhood’ 

7.6A: The Mayor …. seek to ensure that developments… are flexible and responsive taking account of 
what different people say they need and want ….. offering more than one solution to help balance 
everyone’s needs 

 
7.6C: ‘Design and access statements submitted with development proposals should explain how, 
following engagement with relevant user groups, the principles of inclusive design, including the 
specific needs of older and disabled people, have been integrated into the proposed development’ 
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National Government Planning Framework: Page 9: 
 
‘Encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions 
and reduce congestion’ 
 
‘CPOs can be used to ensure that ‘needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town centre uses 
are met in full’.   
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990: 
 
70(2): ‘In dealing with an application the authority shall have regard to the provisions of the 
development plan, so far as material to the application’ (‘development plan’ includes all the 
documents cited here) 
 
127 & 247: Councils wishing to put a stopping order on a public right of way must consult with 
residents 
 
 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004: 
 
38 (6): ‘The determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise’ 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/improving-high-streets-and-town-centres:  

‘High streets and town centres are facing serious challenges…they need to be social places with a 
vibrant evening economy and to offer something that neither shopping centres nor the internet can 
match’ 

 

Table 9D Appendix D 2009 Retail Capacity Study (RCS): ‘there is surplus 
spending capacity for convenience shopping in Lee Green’ 
 
The calculation of surplus spending does not subtract spending that is absorbed by Lidl on 
Lee High Road or the large Sainsbury’s store planned near Kidbrooke station. 
 
This raw data from the report is selectively used, ignoring recommendations the report 
makes on how the data should be interpreted, including that it cannot be used to justify 
new retail floor space and that its figures cannot be treated as accurate past 2014: 
 

¶ Lee Green is strong on convenience offer but weak on comparison offer (SWOT 
analysis RCS 3.1) 

¶ Lee Green has national average convenience offer but only 50% national average 
comparison offer (RCS Appendix A table A.20) 

¶ Estimated capacity figures should not be taken as literal interpretations of the 
amount of additional convenience floor space that should be accommodated in each 
centre, but should be viewed on the basis of accommodating capacity within the 
most appropriate centre within the Borough (RCS 5.46) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/improving-high-streets-and-town-centres
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¶ It would be appropriate for Lee Green’s convenience capacity to be absorbed into 
Lewisham Town Centre to keep the retail hierarchy of the two centres (Core Strategy 
Policy 6) (RCS 5.47);  

¶ Forecast need/capacity for retail floor space is not sufficient justification to support 
new retail floor space (RCS 5.52) 

¶ Beyond 2014 capacity figures should be treated ‘with a high degree of caution’ due 
to changes such as increases in internet shopping (RCS 5.52);  

¶ It is essential that the need/capacity for retail floor space is assessed at regular 
intervals and at least once every five years (RCS 5.52) 

¶ Lee Green’s surplus convenience spending and over trading figures are likely to be 
overstated (RCS 5.34 and RCS 5.46); 

¶ By 2025 estimate borough need new 5,164 m2 convenience floor space and 22,897 
m2 comparison floor space (RCS 6.24)  

¶ Post 2014 Leegate specifically proposed as a comparison, not a convenience 
shopping site (RCS 7.25) 
 

 

Retail Capacity Study 3.77: ‘Any measures to secure investment in the Leegate 
shopping centre should be encouraged’ 
 
This fails to mention that this quote is one of many recommendations listed for Lee Green, 
the others being listed in Appendix 1. If investment is secured at the cost of ignoring all 
these other recommendations, the development, meant to solve ‘the problem of Leegate’, 
will only lead to new problems. 

 
Local Plan p187 implements Core Spatial Policy 6 and states: ‘70% of primary 
frontage in district centres needs to be A1/A2 (retail)’ 
 
Primary frontage is only the ground floor face of the development as it is seen from Burnt 
Ash and Eltham Road. 
 
The 70% figure only applies to road-side retail frontage - it does not relate to other  parts of 
the site which must be used for civic space, leisure, culture etc. as dictated by policies for 
the whole site – for which see policies in Appendix 1.  
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3. Estimated calculation of public space 
 

Current 

 

Big Square outside Sue Ryder 

Small Square outside FC Meats 

Wide walkway from Burnt Ash to Gym 

 

Semi-total 

 

Street between car park and shopping centre 

Carston Close 

Passageway Burnt Ash-Eltham Road to offices 

 

Total 

 

 Sq Mtrs 

 

1258  

599  

359  

 

2216 

 

1035 

1035 

223 

 

4509 

 

Proposed 

Burnt Ash Road 

Carston Close 

 

Total 

 

537  

1035  

 

1572  

 
% town centre shop front facing public realm which will create footfall and keep the town centre 
busy: The Calculation A Better Lee Green uses:  24.22% 
 
% public realm including pedestrianised non shop front footfall creating space: The Calculation St 
Modwen uses:   34.86% 
 
The quality of public realm will increase in materials (after all, it has been neglected by current 
owners for 20 years), but in orientation, and it's size will decrease by three quarters to two thirds 
 
Note 1: All calculations without pavements since no measurements received from St Modwen 
regarding width of new pavements versus existing pavement 
 
Note 2: Current public space calculations made by 2 people using measuring wheel, checked for best 
accuracy 
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4. Asda on two floors 
 

York, Yorkshire  

Dundee Cafe 

Bromborough, Wirral  

Bradford, Yorkshire  

Clayton Green, Lancashire  

Grantham, Lincolnshire   

Highbridge, Somerset Café and Clothing 

Harrogate, Yorkshire  

Glasgow  

Burnham on Sea, Somerset  

Sheffield  

Clapham Café and Storage 

Chatham Non-food and Storage 

Long Easton, Derbyshire  

Coventry Café and non-food 

Lowestoft, Suffolk  

Glass Houton, Wakefield  

Wee County, Clackmanshire  

Chandlers Ford, Hampshire  

Leeds, Yorkshire Non food 

Stratford, Staffordshire Non food 

Potterdyke, Newark Retail on ground floor, Storage on 1st floor 

London Store in Southgate Circus 

(Basement deliveries and lorry turntable) 

Space saving Revolving floor for delivery lorries 

 
Criteria for Asda considering a mezzanine: http://www.hi-store.com/about-hi-store/case-studies/hi-

store-mezzanine-provides-the-perfect-fit-for-new-asda-living-store 
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5. Councils who have successfully turned down similar developments 

 

 

  

 Traffic 
Congestion, 
Safety  

Over-
developme
nt, 
Massing 

Disagreement 
over S106 
Contribution 

Developer 
Not 
Adequately 
Considered 
Alternatives  
 

Pollution Councillors 
Decided 
Against 
Planning 
Officers 
Advice 

Derbyshire Yes      

Kent yes x 2     yes x 2 

Worcestershire Yes     yes 

Milton Keynes Yes      

Surrey yes x 2     yes x 2 

Co Antrim    yes   

Hillingdon Yes yes    yes 

Devon Yes      

Wirral Yes      

Somerset   * yes 

 

     

Newcastle Yes  yes    

Sheffield     yes  

Middlesex yes      

Essex yes      

Cornwall yes     yes 

Sheffield     Yes  yes 

Eric Pickles (re 

Somerset 

Development) 

Yes      
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Other Cases:  

1. Kirklees Council turned down an application for a second supermarket in a small 

town on the grounds of lack of diversity in 2007 

2. Henley Council refused a costa cafe application for outside seating  because of health 

risk of heightened pollution levels in the area 2014 

3. East Devon Council, on application for two supermarkets in small town, 

commissioned Retail Impact Assessment on both supermarkets combined effect 

2009 

4. Those cases above that were appealed were upheld by Inspectors and Appeal Court 

*    Planning Inspector John Gray dismissed the application, largely on highways 

issues. In his report Mr. Gray raises the issue of further traffic, saying: “... the fact 

that the junction is already operating `above its capacity is not an adequate reason 

for adding more traffic to it’  
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6. A Better Lee Green Community Survey 

 

524 people have responded to A Better Lee Green’s survey to date (more people than 

responded to St Modwen’s consultation). 

The survey has been advertised by the Newshopper and Mercury newspapers, Lee Green 
Assembly, Lee Manor Society, Hither Green Association, FUSS, the WI and A Better Lee 
Green. In addition, local churches, schools, community centres, cafes, pubs, community 
boards, libraries and shops have advertised the survey.  

Electoral candidates Julia Fletcher and Storm Poorun and local volunteers have helped 
distribute 10,000 survey leaflets to the same places that St Modwen leafleted for their 2014 
survey. 
 

The results of A Better Lee Green’s survey will be sent to the planners before the 

consultation deadline of 15 April 2015. Information on the roads leafleted will also be 

provided. 

The charts below provide a brief view of the responses to 4 of the 9 questions asked in the 

survey. 
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Concerns expressed, ranked highest to lowest: 

¶ Congestion 

¶ Size of the superstore 

¶ Size of Public Space 

¶ Pollution 

¶ Shape and Size of development 

¶ Space for small shops 

¶ Routes through the development 

¶ Space for business and culture 

¶ Space for Community Facilities 

¶ Space for Market and cafes 

¶ Strain on Transport, Schools and GPs 

¶ Amount of Affordable Housing 

¶ Trend away from large supermarkets 

¶ Competition Sainsbury’s V Asda 
 
Str 
 
 
 
 

If you have concerns about Redevelopment plans for 

Leegate, would either of these options address them? 

 

Do you think you have been adequately consulted 

on the Leegate Redevelopment? 

 

 

Which option would you prefer? 
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7. Historical Mixed Use Diversity 

 
 
 

2009 2011 2012 2014 

Facing Eltham 

Road 

Off Licence 

Laundrette 

Hairdresser 

Internet Café 

Offices 

Off Licence 

Laundrette 

Hairdresser 

Internet Café 

Offices 

Off Licence 

Laundrette 

Hairdresser 

- 

- 

Off Licence 

Laundrette 

Hairdresser 

- 

- 

Facing Burnt 

Ash Road 

Health Shop 

Café 

Florist 

Kebab Shop 

Chemist 

Hairdresser 

Pub 

Cheque Centre 

 

Health Shop 

Café 

Florist 

Kebab Shop 

Chemist 

Hairdresser 

Pub 

Cheque Centre 

 

Health Shop 

Café 

Florist 

Kebab Shop 

Chemist 

Hairdresser 

Pub 

Cheque Centre 

 

Health Shop 

Café 

Florist 

Kebab Shop 

Chemist 

- (note 1) 

Pub 

Cheque Centre 

 

Facing Inwards 

on the Public 

Squares 

Charity Shop 

Optician 

- 

General Store 

Chemist 

Hardware Store 

Labour Party 

Office 

Grocer (Iceland) 

Newsagent 

Bookmaker 

Restaurant 

- 

Butcher 

Book Shop 

Optician 

- 

General Store 

Chemist 

Hardware Store 

Labour Party Office 

Grocer (Iceland) 

Newsagent 

Bookmaker 

Restaurant 

Community Centre 

Butcher 

Book Shop 

Optician 

Charity shop 

General Store 

Chemist 

Hardware Store 

- 

Grocer (Iceland) 

Newsagent 

Bookmaker 

Cafe 

Community Centre 

Butcher 

Book Shop 

Optician  

Charity shop 

General Store 

Chemist 

Hardware Store 

(note 1) 

- 

Grocer (Iceland) 

Newsagent 

Bookmaker 

Cafe 

Community 

Centre 
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Pet Food Store 

Coffee Bar 

- 

Carpet Shop 

- 

- 

Pet Food Store 

Coffee Bar 

Furniture Shop 

- 

Youth Club/Church 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Youth Club/Church 

- 

Butcher  

- 

- 

- 

- 

Youth 

Club/Church 

Gym (note 1) 

Total units 26 (6 

eating/drinking) 

28 (6 eating/drinking) 24 (4 

eating/drinking) 

 

24 (4 

eating/drinking) 

 

Figures 2012 and beyond will be affected by planning blight (traders not renewing leases due to the 

threat of redevelopment). If 25 traders can survive in a run-down site, they can certainly survive in a 

refurbished or new one 

Note 1: Left because centre not kept up.   
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8. Can the applicant take the application to the Mayor of London? 
 
¶ The Mayor of London is obliged to comply with planning policies just as Lewisham 

Council is. 
 

¶ Len Duvall’s office (of the London Assembly) has stated that Leegate is not like 
Convoys Wharf where the developer could claim that developments had been 
delayed for 11 years. Leegate negotiations have only been 3 years. 
 

¶ Jenny Jones of the London Assembly has stated that current proposals are not 
planning policy compliant. 
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9. Pollution Study, Coordinated and funded by Network for Clean Air 

 
St Modwen, the owners of Leegate, have submitted plans to develop the run down site. The proposed Public 

Space is to stretch up to 16 metres back from Burnt Ash Road. 

In January – February 2015, Network for Clean Air and A Better Lee Green partnered to hang nitrogen 
dioxide detecting tubes in the Leegate Shopping Centre and its surrounding areas.  

The tubes remained in place for a month and then were sent to an independent laboratory in 
Oxfordshire that is used by many councils for their pollution studies. The results that came back included: 

 

Prolonged exposure to nitrogen dioxide and pm2.5 (both emitted by vehicles) causes respiratory problems, 

can lead to cancer and can affect the development of children’s lungs. Deaths in the UK from these pollutants 

are predicted to be higher than those from smoking alone and those from obesity, traffic accidents and 

alcoholism combined in 2015 (Government figures). 

St Modwen claim that planting trees will solve additional pollution caused by their new superstore. Trees and 

greenery serve an important role in psychological wellbeing, biodiversity, drainage and flood alleviation. 

However, they cannot be relied upon to adequately absorb these levels of pollution. Expert advice is that 

plants several stories up in resident’s gardens will not tackle the problem of pollution in public space at ground 

level. Trees at ground level already do not absorb existing pollutants and 30 new trees cannot be expected to 

absorb both existing over pollution and the predicted increased levels of pollution in St Modwen’s plans.  

Local groups including the Lee Green Local Assembly Leegate Working Group, Lee Manor Society and A Better 

Lee Green fully support Leegate’s redevelopment but call for public space to be moved to the centre of the 

development and for a smaller anchor store which would attract less traffic. This study shows that what makes 

the difference is moving people away from traffic and making roads less congested. 

 

        % Above EU Nitrogen Dioxide legal limit 

         % Below EU Nitrogen Dioxide legal limit 

 

- Tigers Head tube 75% above legal limit 
 

- Tube 16 metres back from Burnt Ash 
Road 25% above legal limits 
 

- Tube in the centre of the current, sheltered 
square 13% safely below the legal limit. 
 

- Tubes placed near high buildings measured 
higher than those placed near similar levels of 
traffic near open spaces.  

 

- (Note: Vehicles travelling along Burnt Ash Road 
will increase by several thousand cars per day 
under St Modwenôs proposed plans). 
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10. Estimated Traffic Numbers 

Asda will be the same size as Sainsbury 

Sainsbury’s receive around 45000 visitors per week 

2009 Retail Capacity Study Appendix C:  

People shopping in Lee Green come from map Zones 3, 4 and 5 (Blackheath, Lee Green, Kidbrooke, 

and Grove Park): 

Average percentage people travelling to supermarkets by: 

 Car Driver Car Passenger  Taxi Total % 

Zone 3 50.5% 11%  1.8% 63.3% 

Zone 4 46.4% 4.8% 0% 51.2% 

Zone 5 53.5% 15.1%  0% 61% 

 

Total Average: 61% 

 45000 x 61% = 3921 cars per day plus delivery lorries 

 

 

 
 
 
 


