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TO THE DRAFT 
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“The Blue Ribbon Network is a vital strategic 
resource for London, but it needs better-coordinated 
management”  Chairman of the London Assembly 
Planning and Spatial Development Committee, 2006. 
 
Is the London Plan working for our waterways? 
 
 
The Regents Network campaigns for London’s waterways, to bring them back to life.  It was 
closely involved with the drafting of the Blue Ribbon Network (BRN) Policies in the first 
London Plan 2004, and took an active part in the EiP for the London Plan which was successful 
in establishing a high profile status for the waterways by ensuring that the BRN policies were in 
the body of the Plan rather than in an annexe.  More recently Regents Network took a leading 
role in the EiP on the 2008 Further Alterations to the London Plan. 
 
On a daily basis Regents Network is involved with waterway issues all over London which 
results in contact with a wide range of authorities and organisations.  For a number of years 
Regents Network has been an Associate of the Parliamentary Waterways Group.  The River 
Thames is held in high regard and supported wholeheartedly, but Regents Network concentrates 
on London’s canals and inland waterways which need all the care and protection that they can 
get.  It cannot be risked that they become even more of a backwater.   
 
What has been done to our London Plan? 
The draft of the ‘new’ London Plan is a bit of a disappointment.  It no longer is a good read as it 
is much duller, (we hope photos, for instance, will feature in the final version), and it gives the 
impression that it has lost the human touch.  Do a search for ‘human scale’ in the plan and there 
are only 2 results. 
 
Important regional legislation is not expected to be bedtime reading, however the London Plan 
should be accessible to the widest possible range of the community. 
 
Engagement at the level of the individual, and maintaining their interest is what it is all about.  
The management and implementation of the London Plan may be up to administrators at what 
they themselves may consider to be a high level.  But their responsibility is down at the level of 
each person in the community.  As soon as administrators lose sight of their objectives and 
focus, the legislation becomes bureaucratic and high-handed.   I do not think that the London 
Plan has completely lost its way, but the warning signs are there in the draft of the new Plan. 
 
On the other hand, the word ‘Londoners’ appears 112 times in the Plan, which is nearly enough.  
The Mayor’s Introduction mentions Londoners four times on the same page, so he seems to 
have the right idea and the Plan must follow his lead. 

THE REGENTS NETWORK 
20 Oval Road, Camden Town, London NW1 7DJ  Tel: 020 7267 7105 

secretary@regentsnetwork.org 
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THE BLUE RIBBON NETWORK 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LONDON’S DISAPPEARING WATERWAYS 
 
1.  Half measures 
1.1 Where the London Plan once had 34 policies and 26 pages devoted to London’s waterways 
in the Blue Ribbon Network section in 2004, it is now whittled down to only 7 policies on 8 
pages, and half the number of words (See Table on page 3).  What is missing, and omitted? 
 
1.2 There was a shortage of waterway information and details in the first place in original 2004 
London Plan, and there were still many issues not included or fully considered.  Four years 
later, in spite of a concerted effort to have the BRN section upgraded, large chunks were 
deleted, and other parts were moved to different places in the Plan.  The consideration for our 
waterways was considerably weakened. 
 
1.3 A more serious hatchet job has now been done to the Blue Ribbon Network Policies with 
drafting of the New London Plan.  A great deal has been lost, and there are serious gaps.  The 
future of the waterways in the capital will undoubtedly suffer. We no longer have a 
comprehensive working document. 
 
1.4 It is no use to the waterways if some issues are supposedly covered by other policies in 
various parts of the Plan.  They are not easy to locate, and if they are in another section they are 
dealt with from the land-based point of view rather than from the water.  To get the remaining 
issues down to half the amount of text in the BRN section means that important information is 
omitted and the text is brief and lacking in detail. 
    
2.  The more you put in the more you get out 
2.1 There is plenty more to say about London’s waterways without it becoming too detailed 
and complex.  There is no virtue in brevity for its own sake, and certainly it is counter 
productive in this case.  The pursuit of brevity seems to be to reduce the size of the London 
Plan.  It may seem an admirable objective if the document was not quite so thick, but not at 
expense of the quality and value of the document. 
 
2.2 The London Plan is a huge subject, why is it thought that it should be brief?  The notion of 
the reduced size is being tried, and we now see the results in the Draft Plan of the hatchet job of 
editing.  We do not like what we see. 
 
2.3 If it is important enough to be in the London Plan, the item should be properly covered. 
 
3.  Who will fill the gaps? 
3.1 With the London Plan edited down there are many details not fully covered, and also a 
number of serious gaps.  It is necessary to have sufficient information and robust enough 
policies to establish the ‘rules’, but with the many gaps and weaknesses we have in the current 
Draft Plan it is developers and the like will make their own ‘rules’.  This is happening already 
with the loopholes in the 2008 Consolidated Plan, and it looks like worse is to come. 
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The London Plan  February 2004 
34 Policies, 26 pages, 8,300 words  
 
4C  The Blue Ribbon Network 
1.  The Blue Ribbon Network Principles 
2.  Defining the Blue Ribbon Network 
4C.1  The strategic importance of the BRN 
  Map 4C.1 
3.  Natural resources, forces and human heritage 
4C.2  Context for sustainable growth 
4C.3  The natural value of the BRN 
4C.4  Natural Landscape 
4C.5  Impounding of rivers 
4C.6  Flood plains 
4C.7  Flood defences 
4C.8  Sustainable drainage 
4C.9  Rising groundwater 
4C.10  Historic environment 
4C.11  Conservation areas 
4.  Sustainable growth priorities 
4C.12  Sustainable growth priorities for the BRN 
4C.13  Passenger and tourism uses on the BRN 
4C.14  Freight uses on the BRN 
4C.15  Safeguarded wharves on the BRN 
5.  Enjoying the Blue Ribbon Network 
4C.16  Increasing sport and leisure use on the BRN 
4C.17  Increasing access alongside and to the BRN 
4C.18  Support facilities and activities in the BRN 
4C.19  Moorings facilities on the BRN 
6.  Design 
4C.20  Design - starting from the water 
4C.21  Design statements 
4C.22  Structures over and into the BRN 
4C.23  Safety on and near to the BRN 
7.  London’s water spaces 
4C.24  Importance of the Thames 
4C.25  Thames Policy Area 
4C.26  Appraisals of the Thames Policy area 
4C.27  Green industries along the Thames 
4C.28  Development adjacent to canals 
4C.29  Open water space 
4C.30  New canals and canal restoration 
4C.31  Rivers, brooks and streams 
4C.32  Docks 
4C.33  Royal Docks 
4C.34  Links outside London 

New London Plan, Draft Replacement  October 2009 
7 Policies, 8 pages, 4,100 words 
 
Para 7.58 Blue Ribbon Network 
 
 
Policy 7.24 Blue Ribbon Network 
  Map 7.3 
 
 
  
 
 
 
(Policy 5.12 Flood Risk Management) 
(Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage)  
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 7.25 Increasing the use of the BRN for   
  passengers and tourism 
Policy 7.26 Increasing the use of the BRN for freight  
  transport 
 
 
Policy 7.27 BRN: supporting infrastructure and   
  recreational use 
 
(Para 7.59  The starting point . . . must be the water) 
 
Policy 7.28 Restoration of the BRN 
 
 
Policy 7.29 The River Thames 
 
 
 
 
(Not in Table 7.2 Open Space Hierarchy) 
Policy 7.30 London’s canals and other rivers and   
  waterspaces 
 
 
(Para 7.90) and (Integrated Impact Assessment Report)  

Comparison of the contents of the Blue Ribbon Network sections of the London Plans 

London Plan Consolidated with Additions  Feb 2008 
24 Policies, 19 pages, 6,100 words 
 
4C  Blue Ribbon Network 
1.  The Blue Ribbon Network Principles 
2.  Defining the Blue Ribbon Network 
4C.1  The strategic importance of the BRN 
   Map 4C.1 
3.  Natural resources, forces and human heritage 
4C.2  Context for sustainable growth 
4C.3  The natural value of the BRN 
4C.4  Natural Landscape 
4C.5  Impounding of rivers 
 
(Policy 4A.13 Flood Risk Management) 
(Policy 4A.14 Sustainable Drainage) 
 
 
 
4.  Sustainable growth priorities 
4C.6  Sustainable growth priorities for the BRN 
4C.7  Passenger and tourism uses on the BRN 
4C.8  Freight uses on the BRN 
4C.9  Safeguarded wharves on the BRN 
5.  Enjoying the Blue Ribbon Network 
4C.10  Increasing sport and leisure uses on the BRN 
4C.11  Increasing access alongside and to the BRN 
4C.12  Support facilities and activities in the BRN 
4C.13  Mooring facilities on the BRN 
6.  Design and safety 
(Policy 4B.3 Enhancing the quality of the public realm) 
(Para 4.104  Benefit from high quality design) 
4C.14  Structures over and into the BRN 
4C.15  Safety on and near to the BRN 
7.  London’s water spaces 
4C.16  Importance of the Thames 
4C.17  Thames Policy Area 
4C.18  Appraisals of the Thames Policy Area 
4C.19  Green Industries along the Thames 
4C.20  Development adjacent to canals 
 
4C.21  New canals and canal restoration 
4C.22  Rivers, brooks and streams 
4C.23  Docks 
 
4C.24  Links outside London 
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4.  Comparison of policies 2004 - 2009 
 
4.1 The starting point is 2004 
The comparison of BRN Policies should be between the original 2004 London Plan and the 
recent 2009 Draft New Plan, as the 2008 Consolidated Plan in the middle was just redaction 
work-in-progress, as can be seen in the above table. 
 
4.2 BRN Principles 
The comparison does not make a good start as the first two BRN 
pages in the original plan, including the Blue Ribbon Network 
Principles, are reduced to 12 short lines.  When introducing people 
to the waterways I have often made good use of the BRN Principles 
as it helps to draw them in.  It is not very inviting that almost the 
first thing they will now read about the Blue Ribbon Network is 
Policy 7.24 which says that the BRN “is a strategically important series of linked spaces”.  I do 
not think that will grab them.  The BRN Principles and introduction should be restored, 
although the principles could do with redrafting. 
 
4.3 Hunt the BRN Policies 
Finding the start of the BRN section in the New Plan is not straightforward as there is no proper 
or distinctive title.  Just having the words Blue Ribbon Network (without a ‘The’) is not a title, 
especially as it is less prominent at the top of the page than Policy 7.23 ‘Burial spaces’.  
 
4.4 Bigger map 
Next comes the Map which gets smaller and smaller every time.  It is nice that a large number 
of tributaries and streams are shown, but unfortunately they are more prominent than the canals, 
and the Thames itself is very difficult to trace.  Also the names of the tributaries are clearly 
listed, although the Thames is not on the list at all.  The remarkable New River should also be 
identified. 
 
4.4.1  A much larger map is required, and amended to make it clearer.  More of the tributaries 
could be included and named.  There is nowhere a  full and comprehensive list of every BRN 
waterway or water body, nor a large scale map showing all the Blue Ribbon Network in detail.  
This could be on London Waterways Commission page of the GLA website, with a link 
published in the London Plan. 
 
4.5 Disappearing policies 
The next ten BRN Policies have disappeared altogether.  Policy 
4C.2 ‘Context for sustainable growth’ may not seem a great loss in 
its present form and I have never managed to make use of it.  
However, it is a crucial issue as it introduces the use of the land 
alongside the waterways.  This underlines one of the major 
problems that has had the most visible negative impact on the 
waterways in the past decade of property developer excesses, but it has never been properly 
expressed and implemented.  Rather than getting rid of it, a redrafting and explanation of the 
value of this policy should be expressed.   
 
4.5.1  The Policies 4C.3, and 4C.4 dealing with the environment and ecology are also 
particularly important.  There are other parts of the Plan that deal with the natural environment, 
but they do not relate directly to the waterways.  This aspect of the Blue Ribbon Network 
cannot be left out altogether, and updated policies should be added. 
 
4.5.2  Policy 4C.5 ‘Impounding of rivers’ has been reduced to a 5-word sub heading in the new 
Policy 7.28 without any comments and explanations of what this refers to nor of its relevance.   



 5

 
This is in effect deletion, but if it is important enough to be mentioned in the London Plan then 
it should be properly covered. 
 
4.5.3  Policies 4C.6, 4C.7, 4C.8 and 4C.9 deal broadly with flooding which is fully covered in 
the climate change section in Chapter 5.  However, that section only mentions ‘watercourses’ 
and ‘fluvial flood sources’ without making any cross reference to the extensive Blue Ribbon 
Network of strategic rivers and canals, and without mention of the Thames, for instance.  The 
Blue Ribbon Network plays a key role in the management of flood risks, and anyone dealing 
with the BRN should be aware of this requirement, so it must be included in the BRN section of 
the Plan.  These policies should be restored to the New Plan, and it should be noted that they 
deal with wider issues than the flood risk management in Chapter 5. 
 
4.5.4  Policy 4C.10 ‘Historic environment’ is very relevant to the Blue Ribbon Network.  The 
whole history of London is bound up with the River Thames, and the Thames itself is an 
historic environment.  The river corridor abounds with historic sites and interest.  The same 
applies to London’s canals, with the canals being a 200 year old man-made historic structure. 
Can anyone explain why this interesting and rather relevant policy has been deleted.  The new 
Policy 7.8 earlier in the chapter (Page 176) deals with Heritage assets, but the BRN (you have 
guessed) is not even mentioned. 
 
4.5.5  Policy 4C.11 concerning conservation areas cannot be dispensed with.  The New Plan has 
but one mention of conservation areas in the Blue Ribbon Network section, in Para 7.85 dealing 
briefly with the Thames, but the other rivers and canals, including the extensive waterways in 
the Lee Valley, are not included.  The text of the original Policy 4C.11 is rather negative about 
conservation areas, and more effort should be put into redrafting the Policy to ensure that the 
way these special areas are managed will contribute positively to the waterways.  It would also 
be an advantage if all the conservation areas had their own Conservation Area Advisory 
Committees (CAACs) as proscribed in the government legislation, and that the Mayor’s London 
Waterways Commission ensured that the members of the committees were well informed and 
knowledgeable about the Blue Ribbon Network principles and policies. 
 
4.6 Waterways to come alive 
It looks like the original BRN Policies 4C.12, 4C.13, 4C.14 and 
4C.15 have been dealt with by the New Plan in Policy 7.25 and 
Policy 7.26, but there are now 2½ pages where there used to be 4. 
 
4.6.1  The text on the passenger traffic on the Thames should be 
revised and up-dated in the light of the launch of the Policy 
Exchange’s latest document “A Rate of Knots” advocating that the 
Thames could once again be London’s principal highway.  At the launch of the publication (6th 
January 2009) the Mayor spoke eloquently in support of bringing the Thames back to life, and 
providing a service with passenger capacity equivalent to that of a new tube line at a fraction of 
the cost.  A wonderful aspiration that must have sufficient effort and resources available to 
ensure that it comes about.  However, the Mayor did criticise the lack of coherent management 
for the Thames, which is something that he can help to put right with sound policies in the New 
London Plan.  More must also be drafted into the New Plan to ensure that passenger services are 
also provided on the canals and up the Lee Valley, and which do not get a mention in the draft. 
 
4.6.2  In Para 7.62 of the New Plan it states that locations for a Cruise Liner Terminal could be 
identified over the period of the New Plan, in other words by about 2016.  But things have got 
to  move on a bit quicker than that, and in fact a number of potential sites have already been 
suggested.  The London Plan is meant to be forward-looking and objective.  This paragraph 
needs to be revised, but a bit of thought would not go amiss before it is rewritten. 
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4.6.3  In the new Policy 7.26 dealing with increasing the freight transport on the waterways, the 
majority of the text concerns the safeguarding of wharves which is a key consideration, but 
there should be more than 10 lines devoted to the promotion of water freight, and great 
advantages that can be gained.  The development of water freight will impinge on a wide range 
of strategic issues from climate change (air quality and CO2 emissions) and waste (collection 
programming, recycling initiatives) to road use and design.  Water freight will also provide a 
variety of job opportunities which will involve education and training issues.   All this will have 
an effect on the economy of the capital, and the quality of life of Londoners.  Yet the London 
Plan cannot find much to say about it all.  Following the 6th January Policy Exchange launch of 
passenger services on the Thames the Mayor commented that he should have added comments 
about promotion of water freight to fulfil his vision of the Thames becoming a busy and useful 
highway.  The New Plan should reflect this, and expand upon it with more than 10 lines.  
 
4.6.4  There is quite a lot said about the 52 safeguarded wharves on the Thames in the new 
Policy 7.26, which is very welcome.  It is now becoming more urgent that these wharves are 
finally brought back into active use.  The details and mechanism are there, but the drive and 
incentive seems to the lacking in implementing the resurgence of freight, and this need to be 
addressed in the New Plan.  The opportunity cannot be missed.  Also missing is identification of 
the other amenities that are required for an extensive development of water freight.  In 
particular, there is a requirement for a large number smaller wharves and access points in 
between the larger ones, in the central London area and upstream.  Also upstream on the non-
tidal Thames above Teddington, there are dozens of wharves that are being protected, but there 
is a limit on how long their protectors can hold out.  Something else that the New Plan needs to 
urgently deal with. 
 
4.7 Bring back more 2004 policies 
Working through the New Plan becomes more depressing when 
again important policies are seriously curtailed and lumped 
together in a crude cut-and-paste job.  The new Policy 7.27 is a 
mish-mash of 4 issues originally as Policy 4C.16, Policy 4C.17, 
Policy 4C.18 and Policy 4C.19.  Each of the four issues is an 
important matter for the waterways which needs greater 
consideration rather than being edited down.  One serious omission 
is the loss of the important directive that “the Blue Ribbon Network should not continue to be 
developed as a private resource or backdrop, which only privileged people can afford to be near 
to or enjoy” (formerly Para 4.109).  This has to be reinstated somewhere in the BRN section. 
 
4.7.1  It is welcome that the New Plan has a leaning towards the promotion of the productive 
use of the waterways for passenger and freight, but this should not be at the expense of the 
leisure use which only gets a brief paragraph. 
 
4.7.2  The subject of towpaths and access is dealt with in passing, and it is welcome that there is 
a paragraph now included which deals with slipways and historic steps.  However, the most 
high profile problem at the moment is the increase of conflict of use of the towpaths on the 
Thames and canals by cyclists and pedestrians (family groups, prams and elderly, etc).  The 
Mayor and TfL actively promote cycling, which is well supported, but it must be controlled and 
regulated on towpaths, especially canal towpaths which tend to be narrower.  Considerate 
leisure cycling is compatible with pedestrians, but commuter cyclists can be a menace.  There 
are serious safety issues which need to be raised. 
 
4.7.3  Towpaths are located off the main routes, and characteristically are more pleasant and 
quiet.  However, this means they are more isolated which can lead to safety problems as they 
are country lanes in an urban setting.  This is particularly evident on the inner city canal 
towpaths where there is a greater risk of crime and muggings.  The new year started off badly in  
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Camden Town with two muggings at gun point on the Regents Canal.  This cannot be 
sidestepped by the New Plan as it is a very serious matter.  The Plan talks about access to the 
waterside, whereas the Metropolitan Police refer to access as escape routes from the towpaths 
(See Under Lock and Quay, Met Police/BW 2000).  There should be sensible warnings about 
safety, especially after dark. 
 
4.7.4  The major topic of support facilities, basically boatyards, is thrown into the same policy 
with all the other issues.  Repair and servicing of craft is of the utmost importance which 
justifies its own policy.  It is a wide-ranging subject.  What is the point of promoting the greater 
use of the Thames and canals with hundreds more boats year by year, tugs and fleets of barges, 
passenger vessels with all the safety and comfort requirements, if these vessels cannot readily be 
serviced and repaired to a good standard.  This also includes fuelling facilities, parts and 
equipment, chandlery and the like.  It is nice to see boats using the waterways, but there is a lot 
that goes on behind the scenes and this must be adequately dealt with in the New Plan. 
 
4.7.5  Support facilities, under a different title, should include lifeboats and policing.  Also there 
is the support for the waterways themselves with cleaning and rubbish removal (thousands of 
tons annually), maintenance of the towpaths, and repair of river banks and infrastructure such as 
locks.  The whole subject has to be covered.  
 
4.7.6  Moorings are also dealt with in this all-inclusive umbrella new Policy 7.27 which omits to 
note in the ‘planning decisions’ column that all residential moorings have to have planning 
consent.  It is also important that residential and visitor moorings “should have land-based 
support facilities, including power, water, sewerage and rubbish disposal, secure storage and 
washing facilities” (formerly Para 4.117).  This is not included in the New Plan, which is 
insensitive if it indicates that it is not considered important that boaters should have an 
improved quality of life. 
 
4.8 NO to business barges 
It is perverse that when so many important issues have been left out 
or edited down, that a new paragraph is added to the New Plan 
advocating taking away valuable waterspace for land-based uses 
such as offices, restaurants and bars.  It is cynical that this negative 
proposal is justified by trying to make out that these alien floating 
structures “add to the diversity and vibrancy of waterways” and 
spuriously “and London in general” (new Para 7.72).  It is equally 
perverse that it should be suggested that the waterways are lacking in diversity and vibrancy and 
that a static man-made structure can add characteristics to nature.  The waterways already have 
character, spirit and attractiveness, and it can hardly be said of the Thames that it is not vibrant. 
 
Anyway, if static structures and facilities are thought to add anything to the waterway, then they 
can be placed on the land at the waterside.  If they were necessary, then they would already have 
been incorporated in the developments along the waterways - which, of course, they have been.  
There are hundreds of thousand sq ft of offices, and innumerable bars and restaurants alongside 
London’s waterways, so is the Mayor seriously suggesting that valuable water space should be 
taken away (for ever) for these plentiful land-based uses. 
 
The installation of business barges has been led and actively promoted by British Waterways.  
However, no case has ever been made by British Waterways which justifies the installation of 
static business barges.  It may be a BW wish list to increase the numbers of their (failed) 
business barges on the canals, and carry out their current plans for taking away acres of 
waterspace in Docklands, and extend their unpopular proposals on to the River Thames, but 
business barges and the like cannot be supported by the Mayor to the detriment of the Blue 
Ribbon Network.  It is an irresponsible notion. 



 8

 
The promotion of business barges flies in the face of current BRN policies, where it is clearly 
written in the original London Plan and repeated in the 2008 Consolidated Plan that: 
 
 “proposals to use moorings for other uses should only be permitted where they can be
 shown to be of a wider benefit to the Blue Ribbon Network such as an educational 
 resource.  The Blue Ribbon Network should not be used as an extension of the developable 
 land in London” (formerly Para 4.118). 
 
What is the author of new Para 7.72 up to by suggesting a new and detrimental use of the 
waterways which is directly contrary to the current BRN policies in the London Plan.  It should 
be remembered that British Waterways attempted to push through their business barge 
proposals in the original London Plan, but their behind-the-scenes lobbying was unsuccessful.  
At the 2003 EiP for the original London Plan, the Inspectors noted in their report: 
 
 “we do not accept the argument of British Waterways London that Policy BR22 and 
 paragraph 60 of the BRN Annex should be widened to allow the more extensive business 
 (office, cafe, restaurant) use of the canal network (Panel Report 2003, Para 2.67). 
 [Policy BR22 became Policy 4C.19 in the published Plan, and Para 60 became Para 4.118]    
 
The 12 key BW business barges on the canals in London are not popular and are very 
underused, and in October 2009 one of the floating offices was towed away from Paddington 
Basin as it had never been occupied in 5 years, and British Waterways was quoted as admitting 
that it “has not been successful”.  Business barges are a failure and unwelcome, yet British 
Waterways (the navigation authority) promote them for spurious financial reasons, and it is 
hoped that the current British Waterways lobbying of the New London Plan should not succeed, 
and that the new Para 7.72 is re-drafted and the Inspector’s time at the EiP is not wasted. 
 
4.9 Design - starting from the water.  Yes 
The loss of the original Policy 4C.20 ‘Design - starting from the 
water’ when the London Plan was revised in 2008 was nothing 
short of a disaster for the waterways.  The phrase in the title was 
often quoted and relied upon when dealing with the wide range of 
property development that has targeted the waterways over the past 
decade.  It was very effective to draw the attention of developers 
and planners to the BRN design policy that directed them to take 
the waterway into account and ‘start from the water’.  This was not to block any development, 
but to ensure that it was designed in such a way so as not to have a negative impact on the 
waterway.  We no longer have that magic phrase at out finger tips. 
 
We were told that 4C.20 had not been deleted, but only moved to another chapter.  But that was 
not satisfactory as the whole focus of the policy changed, because it was dealt with from a land-
based point of view, and that is totally different from ‘starting from the water’.  Also we had to 
deal with the waterside development by picking out various policies (if we could find them) 
from a variety of sections of the Plan, not just from the BRN Chapter. 
 
A new policy ‘Design - starting from the water’ needs to be re-instated.  The title may be the 
same, but the content of the policy would just deal with the waterway issues, and the wider 
design issues could be dealt with in another chapter in the Plan, but with prominent cross-
referencing. 
 
4.9.1  The following policy 4C.21 was also about design, and from a waterway point of view.   
The policy required the development to be appropriate to the BRN setting, and to cover issues 
such as impact of scale, proposals for the water edge, impact on the water space and on river 
prospects, and the “adverse effects that tall buildings can have when located next to water”  
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(formerly Para 4.125).  As this policy has been deleted, then all these particular concerns are no 
longer found in the London Plan, as you cannot imagine the general design section taking such a 
close interest in London’s waterways.  The Blue Ribbon Network cannot progress and develop 
happily when its special needs are sidelined.  This policy must be reinstated to compliment the 
previous policy ‘Design - starting from the water’. 
 
4.10 Why no more risk assessments? 
The next two policies in the original plan 4C.22 and 4C.23 have all 
but disappeared in the draft of the New Plan, and deal with 
structures over and into the waterways, and safety provision.   
Structures over water are mentioned (total 14 words) in the new 
Policy 7.28 about ‘restoration’ with which there is no obvious 
connection.  Safety issues are not dealt with anywhere in the draft 
New Plan, which is a regrettable omission that should be given serious consideration.  One of 
the most relevant requirements of the two former policies was that proposals relating to the 
BRN required risk assessments to be carried out to identify any adverse impacts.  As a result of 
the BRN policies not being adequately implemented, it seems that risk assessments have not 
been routinely carried out and no one has bothered whether there has been a negative impact on 
the waterways or not.  How much the waterways have suffered is not known, and it seems that 
the GLA does not much care, because the requirement for risk assessments has been removed 
altogether from the draft BRN policies.  Add this to all the other things that are not going to be 
done for the waterways according to the New Plan.  Is the London Plan in safe hands?  
 
4.10.1  The new Policy 7.28 is again a portmanteau policy covering a variety of issues that do 
not all fit under one title.  The policy heading is ‘restoration’, yet there are seven different 
subjects: restoration; amenity; culverts; habitats; structures; foreshore; open character !  If they 
do link up, then the very brief text in the following paragraphs does not explain how.  Reducing 
the 34 policies to 7 policies has led to considerable disorder and puzzlement.  Dozens of 
different waterway issues have been scramble together, and the text has been cruelly edited 
down so much that it no longer provides much information.  Many paragraphs do not make 
sense as text has been cut from various places and pasted together.  A great deal of thought and 
re-drafting is essential if this BRN section is ever going to make any sense.  Of course, the best 
thing would be to restore the policies and vital information - the London Plan would then be 
greater use to London’s wonderful waterways and waterspaces. 
 
4.11  The River Thames 
The next section deals with one of the most famous rivers in the 
world.  The first paragraph 7.75 in the section demonstrates the 
urgent need for re-drafting.  It states that “the River Thames is one 
of London’s icons” (ugh!).  If it is one of the icons, you wonder 
what the others are.  Is the Houses of Parliament an icon?  Have 
you ever considered the West End as an icon?  Would Hyde Park 
like to be an icon?  The rest of the paragraph 7.75 is a bit woolly, and it is not easy to see what 
point it is trying to make, if there is any point to the paragraph.  Perhaps the re-drafting is more 
urgent than we first thought. 
 
4.11.1  The policies 4C.24, 4C.25, 4C.26 and 4C.27 in the 2004 Plan relating to the Thames  
can be re-used just as they are.  The vital issues of the Thames Policy Area and the Appraisals 
seem to have been repeated in the New Plan in new Policy 7.29 and following paragraphs, but 
laid out differently and run together.  They were a bit clearer in the original version, and should 
still be used in that form.  Running subjects together stems from the lack of space given to the 
BRN section, and the abbreviation and editing of the information.  This is bound to be the result 
if 26 pages are condensed into just 8 pages.  The appraisal of one of the most famous river in the 
world warrants more consideration.  
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4.11.2  It is very important that the appraisals of the Thames Policy Areas are carried out, and in 
fact this should have already been underway as it was proposed in the original London Plan five 
years ago.  The whole progress and regeneration of the Thames and its active and productive 
future relies on a detailed survey of all the attributes and amenities that the Thames posses, and 
a comprehensive  study of the requirements and objectives for the river in the future.  This is 
being held up.  The New Plan should make it an imperative. 
 
A number of suggestions for re-wording and restructuring new Policy 7.29 concerning the 
Thames Policy Area have been made by other community groups including Thamesbank, West 
London River Group, London Forum and the River Thames Society.  Regents Network 
recognises their expert knowledge of the Thames and supports their consultation responses.  
 
4.12  London’s historic canals 
It was nice to have the original Policy 4C.28 and a few paragraphs 
concentrating solely on the canals which recognised that “canals 
are different from rivers” and have “particular character” that 
developments along the canal should respect.  All that seems to 
have been swept away, and although there are some useful 
comments in the new Policy 7.30, the canal is not ‘particular’ as it 
is thrown into the policy along with all the other BRN assets that have not already been 
considered, like ponds.  The London Plan should also recognise that the Upper Thames should 
have been added to the list.  It is non-tidal and has very different characteristics from the vibrant 
tidal Thames, and has not been given proper attention.  
 
4.12.1  The New Plan does not get it quite right that canals are not heavily affected by natural 
forces when they play a crucial part in flood relief for London, and all navigation is brought to a 
standstill when the canal network freezes over.  Also it should be remembered that London’s 
canals include the Lee Navigation which is designated as one of the seven major commercial 
inland waterways in the country along with the Trent, the Upper Severn and River Weaver.  It 
should also be noted that the early Lee Navigation was constructed back in Elizabethan times.  
There is a lot to London’s canals even though this is not always realised, and certainly not 
recognised  in the London Plan (all versions). 
 
4.12.2  Although I have complained about information from the original 2004 Plan being left 
out, one very welcome omission is that the British Waterways waterspace strategies are no 
longer recommended.  I have requested on a number of occasions for this to be so, as the 
resulting BW documents are seriously flawed and have been discredited.  The strategies do not 
accord with the London Plan and are not consulted on, so they are not in any respect of policy 
status.  Also British Waterway’s conflict of interests is manifest.  There is no doubt that British 
Waterways will be lobbying hard for waterspace strategies to be reinstated, and I trust GLA and 
the Inspectors will strongly resist British Waterway’s misplaced entreaties. 
 
4.13  Great Open Spaces 
There was once a policy 4C.29 in the 2004 titled ‘Open water space’ which dealt with retaining 
open water space on the canals which was most enlightened.  The open water space on the 
Thames was not featured, just as it is not mentioned in the New Plan.  It just happens that the 
Thames is the largest open space in London by a long way, and the 
canals are the second largest.  That they are a linear space may 
mean that the advantages of the open space are spread far afield. 
 
4.13.1  In the New Plan there are 3 mentions of open space in the 
BRN section, and 2 are referring to the land beside the Thames!  
Earlier in the chapter there is Table 7.2 ‘Public Open Space 
Hierarchy’ with the Thames and canals at the bottom of the list. 
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4.14  Lost streams and docks  
That leaves the original BRN Policies 4C.30, 4C.31, 4C.32 and 4C.33 which deal with 
tributaries and streams as well as docks, and the Royal Docks.  But they are supposedly dealt 
with in new Policy 7.30, mentioned above, which does not consider the details of the 4 policies.  
Any additional information about these tributaries and docks which was there in the 2004 Plan 
to begin with will now be lost.  No surprises there. 
 
4.14.1  For some reason the new policy 7.30 thinks it worthwhile to promote public art in the 
very limited space given over to the Blue Ribbon Network.  All the BRN issues missing, which 
will not be taken into account if the New Plan has its way, but we have to consider public art 
instead.  There may be a place for it but it does not solve many of the waterway’s problems. 
 
4.15  A wide waterway network 
The final original 2004 Policy 4C.34 ‘Links outside London’ does 
get an airing in the New Plan in Para 7.90, but in a different form.  It 
is recognised that the waterways flow into London from adjoining 
regions, and cross-boundary communications should be developed 
so that the regions can work on a partnership basis with the Thames, 
canals and many of London’s rivers.  This is an important issue as 
far as London’s 40 miles of canals are concerned as they link to a 
national inland waterway system of over 3,000 miles.  Of course, the Thames also links into this 
national network through Limehouse and Brentford in London and the Wey navigation and 
Oxford Canal via the Upper Thames.  It would be wonderful if the London Plan related 
positively to all this, and recognised the extent and importance of the strategic waterway 
network throughout the UK. 
 
4.15.1  This inter-regional linkage is dealt with in the Mayor’s Integrated Impact Assessment.  
Para 3.2.2 identifies the scope of the document and recognises that London issues go “beyond 
the boundaries of Greater London” into neighbouring regions and to the wider UK  if 
appropriate.  This is very suitable analysis to describe the waterway’s wide extent, and the 
opportunities this represents. 
 
4.16  There is no stand-alone BRN Section - why? 
One of the key lessons that we learn from looking back to the original 2004 London Plan is that 
the waterways should have their own chapter.  The waterways are not separate or alien, but they 
are different.  The bulk of the London Plan is land-based, yet the waterways require a water-
orientated approach.  If a good deal of the waterway policy and information was re-instated then 
there would be more than enough text to fill its own BRN chapter. 
 
4.16.1  An important consideration is that we need to have a complete section which we can put 
under the noses of planners and developers, and say please take the Blue Ribbon Network into 
account.  It is much different from giving them a list of scattered policies to plough through. 
 
4.16.2  We introduce so many people to the Blue Ribbon Network and we need something to 
give them, such as a copy of the BRN section, rather than dropping a thick and heavy London 
Plan in their laps for them to work through.  There is no other document that we can use, so if 
the London Plan does not do this job for us, then we have nothing 
to hand over and say, “Have a look at our Blue Ribbon Network”.   
 
4.18  Summary of Comparison of Policies 2004 - 2009 
The starting point is the 34 BRN Policies in the 2004 London Plan. 
Only 7 policies left, and half the amount of text.  That can’t be 
right. We used to be able to rely on the London Plan, but not any 
more, unless a serious re-drafting job is carried out. 
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WATERWAY TOPICS 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. A number of issues directly relating to the New London Plan follow.  They are not in any 
particular order.  All the items need to be brought up and dealt with to inform and develop the 
Replacement Plan, and there are many more issues that would be raised if time permitted.. 
 

 
THE LONDON PLAN MOVING SIDEWAYS NOT FORWARDS? 

 
5.1 Implementation, Monitoring and Review of the London Plan 
The London Plan has certainly not moved forwards as much as it should have done in the past 5 
years as the implementation requirement has not been carried out effectively.  I do not think we 
need the monitoring bit in the title, as it is all too apparent that the London Plan has never been 
implemented, and that the Blue Ribbon Network Chapter has been more or less disregarded. 
 
5.1.1  The first question Regents Network asked GLA in 2004 after the celebrations for the 
adoption of the London Plan had died down, was about the promotion of the Plan.  The answer 
came back from GLA that there were no plans for promotion, and it was added that none was 
necessary as the London Plan stands and everyone must (legally) follow its policies. 
 
The London Plan has been sidelined, and a lot of the time ignored, ever since. 
 
5.1.2  There are sufficient wise and optimistic words to give some encouragement that the 
implementation of the Plan will finally occur in some form or other.  It is revealing that much of 
the process explained in the New Plan seems to be new, as if it had not been thought through 
before.  We wish the implementation well, and will do all we can to assist in this important 
function (or duty) for the London Plan. 
 
5.1.3  The implementation of the Blue Ribbon Network Policies has been touched on by the 
London Waterways Commission (LWC), and their terms of reference include the requirement 
for the LWC “to co-ordinate activities in relation to the implementation of policies relating to 
the Blue Ribbon Network” (LWC ToR 2). 
 
5.1.4  A certain amount has been done by LWC to promote BRN Policies in local authorities as 
it was recognised that the planners needed ‘educating’ and informing about BRN.  Only a 
couple of workshops have been held, and we await assessment of a full report of how the 
process fared.  It may be considered to be too little, but certainly not too late as it was timely. 
 
5.1.5  Probably the most effective promotion (or implementation) of the BRN Policies so far has 
been done at local authority level by waterway organisations and local groups, by residents and 
interested experts, and the like.  Not by GLA. 
 
5.1.6  There have been a number of thorough responses to planning applications that have 
presented the BRN Policies in detail and analysed them in relation to the proposal.  This has 
been very effective and should be followed up by GLA (and LWC) as an important example to 
review and assess. 
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5.1.7  Another example is the Regents Network challenge to a planning consent in LB Haringey 
for a waterway development, and success in having the consent quashed in a High Court action, 
solely because the BRN Policies were not taken into consideration.  This must have been a first.  
Note: the applicant was British Waterways. 
 
5.1.8  We hope that the burden of implementation will be taken off the community and the 
responsibility taken up by GLA, and trust that this is not too far in the future.  The process is 
clearly laid out in the New Plan, and we await it all happening. 
 
[See the report by Tony Arbour AM “The Blue Ribbon Network - The Heart of London”, 
January 2006.  It highlights the sad lack of implementation of the London Plan, and it is about 
time this was recognised and seriously taken into account]. 
 
5.2 The Olympic Legacy Fringe 
The 2012 Olympics are going to be a great spectacle, but the important thing to get clearly 
thought out and structured is the Legacy.  This is dealt with in new Policy 2.4 which 
successfully brings the Legacy to the forefront. 
 
5.2.1  There are nearly enough mentions of the Legacy throughout the Plan, not only in 
connection with sports and fitness, but providing wide ranging benefits for London and 
Londoners.  It is not clear, however, how the projects for these benefits will be set up, managed 
and resourced.  There is a quango (of course) and a new company, but their focus seems to be 
entirely on the regeneration and promotion of the Olympic Park area after the Games.  Their 
definition of the Legacy is limited and they are in denial that the Legacy extends further than the 
site boundary of the Olympic Park.  This may be understandable as they have a big enough job 
to carry out without extending their responsibilities - and their finances.  But what about the rest 
of London? 
 
5.2.2  It is not clear yet how the benefits of the Legacy will be unfolded throughout London, the 
Legacy Fringe.  It seems that it may be up to individual authorities and organisations to take the 
initiative.  But what assistance and coordination will there be for “London’s single most 
important regeneration project for the next 25 years” (Policy 2.4.A). 
 
5.2.3  Can any regeneration project or development in the years to come have the ‘Olympic 
Legacy’ tag attached?  Along with the lack of implementation of the London Plan itself, what 
faith can we have that the wide Legacy benefits will be actively supported and implemented?   
 
5.3  The Lee Navigation Olympic Legacy 
There has been much comment and discussion of how the waterways in the Lee Valley will 
benefit from the staging of the Olympics in a waterways dominated location.  Certainly the 
waterways in the Olympic Park area will be transformed, but it is the wider benefits to the Blue 
Ribbon Network in the area that will need significant attention. 
 
5.3.1  It is important that the waterways come back to life in London, and that includes the 
promotion of water freight that has never quite completely stopped but is at the very lowest ebb.  
The Lee Navigation was reasonably busy with freight well into the 80s, and there have been a 
few small operations in recent years (special metals and car batteries, for instance).  But the Lee 
Navigation is still there and ready to run.  It is designated as a ‘commercial waterway’ in the 
1968 Transport Act, and recently the Department for Transport has identified the Lee 
Navigation as one of the core waterway in the country with the potential for freight. 
 
5.3.2  The New London Plan promotes transport proposals which support the delivery of “a 
lasting legacy from the Games”, and which provide an “environmentally-friendly and 
sustainable approach to freight and deliveries” (Policy 6.1, Para 6.10).  That means water  



 14

 
freight, and could very well include the Lee Navigation.  So, what practical support will be 
forthcoming from GLA to fulfil this Legacy objective, or will there just be a bit of 
encouragement in the London Plan?  Where are the Plan’s teeth? 
 
5.4  Too little and too late? 
There is an urgent need to protect the infrastructure and wharves on the Lee Navigation, and the 
New London Plan and Legacy must do more for the BRN’s future prosperity.  The all-important 
Essex Wharf is threatened at the moment with an application for flats, for instance.  By the time 
the New London Plan is published, how much will we have lost? 
 
5.4.1  The Legacy is introduced in the 2008 London Plan, but it is not well developed so its 
scope is limited, and implementation is lacking.  The question is, how far does the influence of 
the ‘emerging’ New Plan stretch.  If the 2008 London Plan was implemented, and with the 
influence of the New Plan, would Essex Wharf be protected as an example of Legacy at work? 
 
5.5 The consultation process 
Consultations are in general very badly run, and understandably have a poor reputation.  Too 
often they are biased with loaded questions and tick boxes.  Local Authorities are particularly 
remiss and too often seem strongly opposed to the community having a point of view.  They 
tend to run a flawed consultation and then do what they wanted to do in the first place and 
regardless of residents’ knowledge and expertise.  The current exemplary consultation for the 
London Plan surely can be relied on as a model.  However, something should be included in the 
London Plan to raise the integrity and respect of consultations.   Consultation guidelines should 
be included in the Plan to provide democracy and fairness in planning and development. 
 
5.6 Drafting and layout 
The drafting of the latest London Plan is definitely a lower standard than the original 2004 
version which was (sort of) an easy read.  After the consultation and the Eip have been dealt 
with, and all the details of the strategies and policies have been ironed out, then the Mayor 
needs to employ an expert and fluent editor to re-draft the text throughout.  The Mayor himself 
could cast an eye over the final document, and he could suggest a few improvements, judging 
by the high standard of his rhetoric.  I am certain he would want his Plan to be interesting and 
readable by Londoners. 
 
5.6.1  The point is that the London Plan should be easy to access and understand by a wide 
range of the population and their administrators.  There is a certain amount of detail and data, 
but the subjects are hardly dull.  Apart from the attractive Blue Ribbon Network, of course, 
there is sport and education, housing and cycling, and every detail of London’s daily life and 
future.  A good wordsmith could make the strategic industrial locations sound interesting.  An 
important document such as the London Plan should demand the highest standard.  London can 
be the best city with the best strategic Plan. 
   
5.6.2  One of the weaknesses of the present draft is that it has been shortened, although it 
attempts to cram in the same amount of information as before.  Good drafting might require 
more words, but the Plan need not have more pages if the text layout is revised.  The text is now 
in two columns which is a sound idea, but there are wide empty spaces between the columns.  If 
the columns widened slightly and closed up, there would be great savings of space. 
 
5.6.3  The point size of the text cold be reduced without losing clarity, and would match the text 
sizes in a number of other GLA documents.  With an improved layout as much as 25% saving in 
space could be achieved.  See the ‘sample text layouts’ (Page 15) and judge for yourselves. 
 
5.6.4  I think that sample pages should be produced with revised layouts, and circulated so that 
an opinion can be formed about a better way of saving space rather than mutilating the content.   
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LONDON PLAN TEXT LAYOUTS 
A sample of text has been taken from the Draft Replacement Plan. 
 

 
A.  This samples shows how the 

text appears in the Plan.  The 
typeface is well chosen as it is 
very clear to read.  However it 

appears very large. 
 

Also, as the columns are not 
wide, the line breaks give a very 

ragged appearance to the right 
hand edge of the text. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B.  The text size is slightly 
smaller and the lines are set a 

bit closer.  The smaller typeface 
gives a less ragged look to the 

right hand edge of the text. 
The column width is also 

increased a small amount. 
 

The layout would result in a 
25% saving in space for the 

printed Plan. 
 
 
 
 

C.  This text is the same size 
as B, but the space between 

the lines is increased a bit so 
it does not look so cramped. 

 
This layout would result in 
a 20% saving in space for 

the printed Plan. 
 
 

 

12pt/15  20.5 ems 
The development of this draft plan has 
been subject to a full integrated Impact 
Assessment (llA).  The llA approach addresses 
all of the Mayor’s legal duties to carry out 
comprehensive assessments of the plan and 
its proposed policies within one integrated 
process (please see the llA report that has 
been published alongside this draft).  The llA 
covers the legal requirements to carry out a 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (including a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)) 
and a Habitats Regulation Assessment 
(HRA).  The llA also considers health, 
equalities, and community safety. 

11pt/13  21 ems 
The development of this draft plan has been 
subject to a full integrated Impact Assessment (llA).  
The llA approach addresses all of the Mayor’s legal 
duties to carry out comprehensive assessments of 
the plan and its proposed policies within one 
integrated process (please see the llA report that 
has been published alongside this draft).  The 
llA covers the legal requirements to carry out a 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (including a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA)) and a Habitats 
Regulation Assessment (HRA).  The llA also 
considers health, equalities, and community safety. 
 
 
11pt/14  21 ems 
The development of this draft plan has been 
subject to a full integrated Impact Assessment (llA).  
The llA approach addresses all of the Mayor’s legal 
duties to carry out comprehensive assessments of 
the plan and its proposed policies within one 
integrated process (please see the llA report that 
has been published alongside this draft).  The 
llA covers the legal requirements to carry out a 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (including a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA)) and a Habitats 
Regulation Assessment (HRA).  The llA also 
considers health, equalities, and community safety. 
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5.7 Crossrail needs water 
The construction of Crossrail  will be a major operation.  It is mentioned 50 times in the New 
Plan, which is hardly surprising as it will be a very dominant undertaking in London for a 
number of years.  However, there is no mention of it in the Blue Ribbon Network section. 
 
5.7.1  There has be a great deal of activity by the waterways lobby for the canals to play a key 
role in the Crossrail project.  A large proportion of the huge amounts of excavation spoil could 
be transported away by water which is the most environmentally friendly (and relatively quiet) 
method of transport. 
 
5.7.2  The logistics of the waterway scheme are sound, and the technical details and 
requirements have been fully thought through and confirmed to be practical and reliable.  The 
costs of water transport are also favourable, even if you do not take into account the 
environmental ‘costs’. 
 
5.7.3  The decision to use water for Crossrail must be made (and confirmed in the London Plan) 
at an early stage.  This will avoid the disappointments and regrets of the involvement of the 
waterways for the Olympic construction, where the decision was left far too late and the 
waterways are only being used to a fraction of their capabilities. 
 
5.7.4  One stumbling block is the unfamiliarity of the key administrators and strategist for the 
scheme about the use and potential of the waterways.  They would rather pick up the phone to a 
road haulage company regardless of the costs and consequences to Londoners, because that is 
all they know.  I can supply many phone numbers of waterways experts who can solve one of 
the major problems of Crossrail by providing a waterway haulage solution and substantial 
environmental benefits.  That’s progress for you. 
 
5.8  Sewerage by the ton 
The quantity of raw sewerage discharged into the Thames is so considerable that it is measured 
in tons rather than litres, or frequently in hundreds or thousands of tons per day.  The pollution 
occurs on average more than once a week, and sewerage is dumped into the Thames at 52 sites 
along its tidal length.  The proposed super sewer beneath the Thames will relieve the horrible 
problem, but it will not be completed for another 10 years. 
 
5.8.1  When pollution of the Thames is mentioned in the London Plan, some of the unpleasant 
details should also be revealed.  The unpleasant problem is not even mentioned in the BRN 
section where the word sewerage is only used once in connection with the historical fact that 
some of London’s lost rivers “now form part of the city’s sewerage network” (Policy 7.28, Para 
7.73). 
 
5.8.2  The equally unpleasant problem on the Lee Navigation is not mentioned in the New Plan, 
and this is a problem of discharges into the waterway from Deephams Sewerage Treatment 
Works at Edmonton where thousands of tons of raw sewerage are discharged a year.  As much 
as 750 tons have been known to be discharged on a single day, which causes a very serious 
health and environmental problem which does not bear thinking about.  The navigation is 
relatively small and the rate of flow is minimal, so the negative effect is considerable.  No major 
improvement work is scheduled for Deephams, but it might begin in about 2020. 
 
5.8.3  Although there is a large relief sewer planned to deal with overflows in the Lower Lea 
around the Olympic site, this does not improve the pollution coming downstream from 
Deephams and through the Olympic site. 
 
5.8.4  The London Plan should take a resolute stand on this sewerage menace, and express a 
more robust view about how it is controlled.  Rather than just leaving it to the water authorities, 
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the Mayor should put his point of view on behalf of Londoners.  It should be noted that there are 
other sewerage discharge points that have not been publicised.  The New Plan should insist, for 
everyone’s sake, that these are all identified and regulated.  The water authorities have to do the 
work and improvements, but the Mayor has a responsibility to be the voice of the people.  And 
the London Plan is the place to do this as it would make a firm commitment rather than a 
passing press release or announcement. 
 
5.8.5  The Mayor also should address the unpleasant problem of effluent discharges from boats.   
 
5.9  The lighting mystery 
It is a mystery that the provision of external lighting in all our public areas, along streets, in 
shop fronts, on adverts, on buildings and everywhere is not given any particular attention.  The 
design of lighting is only given one mention in the draft New Plan, in an architecture policy 
where all it says is that the lighting should be energy efficient.  Lighting should be a planning 
consideration, rather than an aside or just a condition to a planning consent if the authority 
thinks it is a good idea to regulate it (rather rare).  The London Plan surely must have a section 
with the title “Lighting”, and I cannot see why not. 
 
5.9.1  Lighting is getting out of control in a number of situations.  For a start it too often 
becomes competitive, and more and brighter lights are installed to outdo other lighting in the 
vicinity.  All this does is to encourage the others to increase their lighting, and so on.  Clarity 
(and safety) at night is not dependent on the actual light levels but on comparative levels.  There 
is a minimum level, of course, but it must be recognised that if one area is brightly lit, it makes 
other areas appear darker.  A bright light, like a spot light, for safety can be counter-productive. 
 
5.9.2  Light pollution is widespread, and light intrusion into other people’s property and the 
public domain, and often with a negative impact.  Light pollution is also a major problem on the 
waterways when navigating at night, and badly adjusted lights along the Thames and canals can 
be distracting and play havoc with a skipper’s night vision. 
 
5.9.3  Installation of lighting is usually left to an electrician rather than planned.  When it is 
planned, we are often at the mercy of ‘lighting consultants’ who need to justify their high fees 
by making everything bright and sparky.  They can be a menace on occasions. 
 
5.9.4  It is probable that there is a serious lack of sound knowledge and understanding of 
lighting, and it would help if the London Plan raised the problems of lighting even if all the 
answers cannot be provided at the present.  There must be some measure of control. 
 
 
5.10  Visitor moorings on Thames 
Welcome to London by boat - so long as you are only passing through.  It is wonderful 
experience navigating through the centre of the city, but all you can do is keep going until you 
are out the other side.  There is a serious lack of visitor moorings all the way up the estuary and 
through London.  There are a few moorings available, but they are very expensive for a stop-off 
on a brief visit, and not easy to find. 
 
5.10.1  This is another job for the London Waterways Commission to carry out a survey of what 
is available, and recommend ways of making considerable improvements in provision of visitor 
moorings.  This important matter should be raised in the London Plan for the considerable 
benefit of Londoners and visitors. 
 
5.11   Public toilets 
The unmentionable subject is mentioned only three times in the draft New Plan.  Toilets provide 
a regular need on a daily basis, yet the matter is generally sidelined.  Provision of public toilets 
must be an imperative in the London Plan rather than an option.  It is said that “facilities may 
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need to be provided” including public toilets (Policy 3.17, Para 3.79),  and that “town centres 
should also provide . . . public toilets” (Policy 2.15, Para 2.64).  Both the underlined words must 
be replaced by ‘must’.  Not one of the three mentions of toilets in the New Plan was in 
connection with provision for the Olympics, and importantly not the Olympic Legacy either. 
 
5.12  The Upper Thames 
 
5.13  The Mystery of water freight 
 
5.14  Survey of waterway’s biggest problems 
 
5.15  Mind the gaps 
 
 
 
 
Del Brenner 
Regents Network and 
a member of the London Waterways Commission                                            January 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


