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URGENT 
 

Dear Members of the Planning Applications Committee (PAC), 

Letter to be put before the PAC ahead of meeting scheduled for 9 February 2021 
to consider planning application ref. 20/02406/RG3 (Cressingham Gardens Estate, 
Ropers Walk, SW2 2QN) (‘the Application’)  

We are instructed by Cressingham Gardens Community Ltd (Company number 09182609), a 
company set up to represent numerous residents of the Cressingham Gardens Estate. During 
the consultation period we submitted an objection on behalf of our client dated 22 December 
2020 (‘the Objection’).  

The Objection was one of 397 representations opposing the Application with just 2 
representations in favour. The PAC will be aware of the strong local feeling surrounding the 
proposed development.  

The purpose of this letter is not to reproduce the Objection, but instead to alert the PAC to 
aspects of the Objection which our client considers not to have been adequately taken into 
account in the Officer’s Report.  

These fall under four main headings: 

1. Removal of mature trees; 
2. Unlawful practice of ‘salami slicing’; 
3. Heritage; and 
4. Design. 
 

1. Removal of mature trees 



 

 

As set out in the Objection, the Applicant’s Tree Assessment misidentifies one of the four 
mature trees for removal as a Turkey Oak, rather than an English Oak. The Officer’s Report 
acknowledges this error at paragraph 15.5 and further details that the Council’s Tree Officer 
objects to the loss of T1 (Common Lime), T2 (Yew) and T4 (the English Oak misidentified by 
the Applicant as a Turkey Oak).  

The Officer’s Report (at para 15.5) details that the Applicant has subsequently revised the 
British Standard BS 5837 (Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction) 
categorisation of the misidentified English Oak, as well as the Yew, to B status trees. Any 
revised Tree Assessment should have been made available on the Council’s website, but has 
not, leaving the public unaware of important developments regarding the Application and 
relevant material considerations.  

The Officer’s Report also accepts that the Council’s Tree Officer disagrees with the Applicant’s 
classification of T1 (Common Lime) and T2 (Yew) as B(2) trees under the British Standard BS 
5837 (Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction) rather than A2 trees as they 
both have a life expectancy of over 40 years and are of particular visual importance within the 
landscape, given how visible they are along Trinity Rise.  

As the Application is a departure application, departing from policy Q10 of the Lambeth Local 
Plan (‘LLP’), and the LLP is up-to-date, the presumption in favour of the proposed development 
does not apply to the Application and permission should not be granted unless material 
considerations dictate otherwise. 

The Officer’s Report recommends that material considerations dictate that permission be 
granted as the ‘substantial benefits of the proposal could not be delivered without the removal 
of these trees’ (para 15.6). However, we do not consider that the Officer’s Report goes far 
enough in putting in front of the PAC the material considerations that should be given weight 
in the planning balance in relation to the significant amenity value of the trees identified for 
removal.  

Such amenity value, as identified by the British Standard BS 5837:2012 (Trees in relation to 
design, demolition and construction) as important elements of green infrastructure, includes: 

a) the English Oak (T4) (misidentified as the Turkey Oak in the Tree Assessment) softens 
the effect of the built environment by hiding Ropers Walk from view from the main 
path on the outside edge of Brockwell Park, thus extending the amenity and experience 
of the park, and therefore the Brockwell Park Conservation Area (BPCA).  Photographs 
of two examples of such a view provided in the Objection1 and are reproduced at 
Appendix 1 of this letter; 
 

b) the Common Lime (T1) plays a significant role in softening the effect of the built 
environment, particularly on Brockwell Park Gardens and Trinity Rise, with it and the 
Yew (T2) obscuring the view of Ropers Walk. A photograph of this view was included 
in the Objection2 and is reproduced at Appendix 2 to this letter. It is the largest tree 
in the street scene and can also be seen from several views both in and outside of the 

 
1 At Appendix 2 
2 At Appendix 3 



 

 

BPCA, as well as in close proximity of the Grade II listed Holy Trinity Church3. The 
Common Lime also therefore contributes to the setting of the heritage asset (dealt 
with further under ‘3. Heritage’ below); 
 

c) the Applicant accepts4 that the Common Lime (T1) is within a heavily urbanised 
environment. Therefore, we argue that the case for its retention to soften the effect 
of this urban environment in line with the British Standard BS 5837:2012 is of even 
greater significance; 
 

d) As per BS 5837:2012, the trees currently identified for removal as part of the proposed 
development add maturity to developments. For instance, the Common Lime (T1) pre-
dates the Cressingham Garden Estate, which was designed to facilitate its retention; 
 

e) the trees identified for removal are located close to the boundary of the BPCA. This is 
significant as, if the boundary of the BPCA is to be amended, as is being considered in 
the concurrent consultation (addressed substantively under the ‘Conservation Area’ 
heading below), to include a greater proportion of the Cressingham Gardens Estate, 
these trees would automatically receive greater protection by virtue of their inclusion 
in the conservation area under section 211 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
(‘TCPA 1990). Further, trees within a conservation area are automatically deemed to 
contribute to the amenity of the surrounding area by virtue of their blanket protection, 
which would be highly relevant for the planning balance to be applied in terms of 
whether material considerations allow a departure from the LPL under the Application.  

The PAC should also be made fully aware of a potentially unlawful lacuna in the protection of 
trees located on Council maintained estates within the borough of Lambeth. This was set out 
in the Objection; however, we are concerned that it was not brought to the PAC’s attention 
substantively in the Officer’s Report.  

Policy Q10 of the LLP identifies that the Council will continue to protect trees - using tree 
preservation orders (TPO) - that contribute to the amenity of an area or that are under threat 
from inappropriate pruning works or removal (Q10(e)). However, the Council’s Principal 
Arboricultural Officer confirmed in correspondence with our client dated 9 October 2019 that 
it is Council practice not to make TPOs in respect of trees on estates maintained by the Council 
as these are considered to already be under ‘sound arboricultural management’. This leaves 
trees which contribute to the amenity of the surrounding area and fulfil the statutory 
requirements for making a TPO under section 198(1) of the TCPA 1990 lacking in the 
protection from removal that they would otherwise enjoy. Further, this lack of protection 
unduly bolsters the Application that no statutory controls exist to protect these trees5.  

2. ‘Salami slicing’  

The Objection sets out in detail our contention that the Application, as submitted for 
consideration in isolation of its wider project, amounts to ‘salami slicing’. ‘Salami slicing’ is the 

 
3 A photograph of this view is included in the Applicant’s Tree Assessment (the publicly available version) at 
p.19 
4 at para 4.2.4 of the Applicant’s Tree Assessment (the publicly available version) 
5  Paragraph 1.6 of the Tree Assessment (the publicly available version). 



 

 

unlawful practice of splitting a project into sub-projects to avoid the consideration of the 
project’s cumulative effects.  

In relation to this Application, such ‘salami slicing’ attempts to: 

x avoid meeting thresholds for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA); 
x prevent public access to viability information; and 
x  avoid scrutiny in relation to heritage assets (including the BPCA).  

It is well established and documented that the Cressingham Gardens Estate has been 
identified as an estate for regeneration, and that the extant Application constitutes the first 
‘phase’ of this development.6 

The Officer’s Report describes a statement contained in the Objection referring to the fact 
that the Cressingham Gardens Estate has been identified as an estate in Lambeth for 
regeneration ‘comprising demolition of the existing 306 homes and construction of a minimum 
of 464 new homes’, as ‘incorrect’7. However, this statement was taken directly from the 
Applicant’s planning application cover letter dated 13 July 2020. Further, the Applicant’s 
Statement of Community Involvement refers to the Application as a ‘phase’ of the regeneration 
of the Cressingham Gardens Estate8. The PAC should be made fully aware that the Applicant 
is therefore using inaccurate or misleading assertions within the suite of documents supporting 
the Application.   

Further, the PAC should be aware of the well-founded expectation on the part of our client 
and the public since 2016 that a ‘masterplan’ of the regeneration project would be subject to 
a pre-application consultation process either before or in parallel with the ‘first phase’. This is 
set out in full in the Objection. 

The Officer’s Report seeks to refute our objections in relation to ‘salami slicing’ by claiming 
that the proposed development does not form any integral part of a more substantial scheme. 
Instead, it refers to the Application Site as a site approved as part of a ‘small sites’ program 
under a Cabinet Member Delegated Decision in April 2020. Paragraph 8.16 of the Officer’s 
Report states that the sites under this program ‘do not form part of the wider estate 
regeneration projects, but they are standalone projects.’ 

This is not only incompatible with the Application documents put forward by the Applicant, 
but we also disagree with its factual accuracy and consider it to misdirect and seriously mislead 
the PAC.  

There is no reference to the Application Site being part of a ‘small sites’ program in the Homes 
for London Delivery Plan and Corporate Plan (‘HfL Delivery Plan’) as approved in April 2020.  

The HfL Delivery Plan details projects throughout the borough and divides them in to two 
categories: ‘estate projects’ and ‘other projects’. There is no specific reference within the 

 
6 This is accepted and included in the Application documents, it is referred to in the Homes for Lambeth 
Business Plan (approved in March 2020) and is widely referred to in public and contractual documents 
including with the Applicant’s predecessor since 2016. This is set out in detail in the Objection.  
7 See para 8.3 of the Officer’s Report 
8 Page 5 



 

 

Delivery Plan to the Application Site (Trinity Rise / Ropers Walk), only to 7 ‘phases’ relating to 
Cressingham Gardens. The Application Site (Trinity Rise) is however, referred to as ‘Phase 1 
Cressingham’, in the HfL Business Plan at page 9. 

Table 1 under paragraph 2 of the HfL Delivery Plan lists separately ‘estate projects’ and ‘other 
projects’. All seven of the Cressingham Gardens ‘phases’ are listed as ‘estate projects’, not 
‘other projects’. It is only these ‘other projects’ which have “at times been referred to as the 
Small Site Programme to differentiate them from the estate regeneration projects…” 
(paragraph 2.5 of the HfL Delivery Plan). 

Therefore, the PAC should be minded to conclude that the HfL Delivery Plan strengthens, 
rather than undermines, our position that the extant Application has been artificially separated 
from the wider project and is a plain example of ‘salami slicing’.  

The consequences of this are significant for the following reasons:  

a) EIA 

The aim of EIA is to protect the environment by ensuring that planning authorities, when 
deciding whether to grant planning permission for a project which is likely to have significant 
effects on the environment, do so in the full knowledge of the likely significant effects, and 
take this into account in the decision-making process.  

EIA also has the function of ensuring that the public is given early and effective opportunities 
to participate in decision-making procedures.9 The process of EIA is governed by the Town 
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (‘the EIA 
Regulations’). 

The Application has not been subject to a screening opinion and does not include an 
environmental statement. The redevelopment of the Cressingham Gardens Estate will exceed 
the thresholds contained in Schedule 2 to the EIA Regulations which (see para 10(b)(ii)) and 
will require screening to determine whether there would be significant effects on the 
environment. 

One such likely effect will be in respect of biodiversity. Cressingham Gardens has now been 
registered on the Department of Transport register of amphibian migratory crossings as of 4 
February 2021. A copy of this registration is at Appendix 3 to this letter.  

The common toad is listed as a priority species in England under the Government’s Biodiversity 
Strategy10 and under section 41 of The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 
(NERC 2006). Section 40 of NERC 2006 requires public bodies (including the Council) to have 
regard for biodiversity conservation when carrying out their functions. Further, when 
determining planning applications, the NPPF requires that planning authorities apply particular 
principles in relation to development and its impact on biodiversity, including that: 

 
9 002 Reference ID: 4-002-20140306 Government Guidance (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
10 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69446/p
b13583-biodiversity-strategy-2020-111111.pdf  



 

 

“if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last 
resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused;” (NPPF para 175 (a)) 

Members of the PAC are reminded that this consideration must be had in respect of the extant 
Application as well as any consideration of development of the wider Cressingham Gardens 
Estate. The PAC are directed to the map at Appendix 3 which includes the Application Site 
(Trinity Rise / Ropers Walk) within the amphibian migratory crossings registration area.  

The courts have long been concerned to prevent developers from the practice of ‘salami 
slicing’ in order to avoid the requirement for an EIA: “Projects should be viewed as one if in 
reality they should properly be regarded as integral parts of an inevitably more substantial 
development.” 11 

The High Court in Wingfield, R (On the Application Of) v Canterbury City Council [2019] 12 
established factors to determine when two or more developments should be treated as one 
for the purposes of the EIA Regulations, including: 

x Common ownership – the Cressingham Gardens Estate is owned by Lambeth 
Council and its regeneration will be undertaken by development vehicles owned by 
the Council; and 

x Stand-alone projects – the proposed development is plainly a ‘phase’ of the 
regeneration and would not be pursued as a stand-alone project without the 
subsequent promotion of the wider regeneration scheme.  

 
b) Viability  

The assertion in the Officer’s Report (para 8.23) that viability statements are not required to 
be made publicly available on the basis that the Application exceeds the threshold of affordable 
housing under the New London Plan13 is again, based on an erroneous benefit to the Applicant 
deriving from the artificial separation of the Application from the Cressingham Gardens Estate 
regeneration project, by way of ‘salami slicing’. 

As indicated throughout the HfL Delivery Plan, it is clear that the viability of the extant 
Application has been considered as part of the regeneration of the Cressingham Gardens 
Estate project, and not independently. Therefore, the threshold of affordable housing as it 
relates to the policy trigger must be applied to the whole project, and viability information 
made publicly available.  

Further, the Officer’s Report does not address the position in case law regarding public right 
to viability information. R (Holborn Studios) v London Borough of Hackney (No 2) [2020]14 
established that the public have a right of access to viability assessments in planning decisions: 

“save in exceptional circumstances the anticipation is that viability assessments, 
including their standardised inputs, will be placed in the public domain in order to 

 
11 R v Swale Borough Council ex parte RSPB [1991] 1 PLR 6 at para. 16 
12 EWHC 1975 (Admin) (24 July 2019) 
13 Policy H5 of the New London Plan (intention to publish version 2019) 
14 EWHC 1509 (Admin) 



 

 

ensure transparency, accountability and access to decision-taking for communities 
affected by development.” 15 

Our client made a request to the Applicant for viability information, and such request was 
refused by email on 29 June 2020, stating that ‘scheme viability is currently commercially 
sensitive’.16 In light of the above, there are no relevant ‘exceptional circumstances’, we 
consider that this refusal was unlawful, and obstructive to the democratic process.   

c) Heritage  
 

The Application Site itself is not located within the BPCA, however it is located on the southern-
western boundary. Further, the BPCA does include communal open space situated within the 
wider Cressingham Gardens Estate.  

By ‘salami slicing’, the Application avoids considering the impacts that the proposed 
regeneration of the Cressingham Gardens Estate would have on the BPCA as required by 
paragraphs 195-196 of the NPPF. 

This is particularly significant given the established connection between the BPCA and the 
Cressingham Gardens Estate.  

In 2013, English Heritage recommended that any future reappraisal of the boundaries of the 
BPCA should ‘give serious consideration to whether the estate should be included within it’ 
and further it recognised the estate’s local significance and suggested conservation area status 
as a means of reflecting its overall character.17 

The PAC will be aware that a consultation on the boundaries of the BPCA ran concurrently 
with the consultation on the Application. Had the Application not been salami sliced but rather 
taken in its context as part of the wider regeneration project it would have been wholly illogical 
to determine such an application before the boundary alterations had concluded given the 
consideration that would have been required to be had of the project on the BPCA under the 
NPPF.  

The Officer’s Report refers to the power that Historic England has, but chose not to use in this 
case, to designate conservation areas (para 11.30). However, Historic England's development 
advice team leader, Michael Dunn, confirmed to our client on 29 January 2021, that this power 
has in fact, never been used.  

Historic England’s consultation response to the Application dated 26 January 2021 states that 
there is ‘archaeological potential associated with the whole estate’, but that this ‘specific 
application site does not contain any discernible archaeological interest.’ Again, this 
demonstrates an avoidance of material considerations relating to heritage by virtue of 
artificially separating the Application from the Cressingham Gardens Estate project. This is 

 
15 Mr Justice Dove in R (Holborn Studios) v London Borough of Hackney (No 2) [2020] 
16 This email chain can be provided if necessary 
17 English Heritage Report (20 December 2013) Case Number:1415845 



 

 

also at odds with the Historic Environment PPG18 which sets out that when assessing an 
application for development which may affect the setting of heritage assets, local planning 
authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change. 

3. Heritage  

In dealing with the impact on heritage assets, the Officer’s Report (paragraphs 11.34 – 11.38) 
fails to take account of an important view of the Grade II Listed Holy Trinity Church steeple 
identified in the Objection.  

The steeple can be seen at street level from Hardel Walk, above the existing Ropers Walk 
building, as can the Common Lime (one of the mature trees marked for removal). A 
photograph of this view is included at Appendix 419. 

The access from Trinity Rise through the estate to Brockwell Park (through the main 
Cressingham Gardens Gate) is a well-used public route. The proposed development, which 
would involve increased building height (here, an additional storey), would, our client 
understands, block the view of the church steeple, and not maintain the spire as the ‘dominant 
high focal point’ as the Applicant contends20.  This would harm local amenity and the local 
distinctiveness of the area contrary, in particular, to Policy Q5 (Local distinctiveness) which 
requires design that: responds to positive aspects of the local context and historic character; 
height and massing including roofscapes; siting, orientation and layout relationship with other 
buildings and spaces. Section 10.12 also emphasises that new buildings should be attractive 
and interesting, enrich their localities and improve the quality of people’s every day 
architectural experiences.  

LLP Policy Q20 (Statutory listed buildings) offers support to developments only where they do 
not harm the significance / setting (including views to and from) of the heritage asset. We 
consider that the removal of a mature tree, the unsympathetic design of the proposed 
development, and increased height and massing, which will block a view of the Grade II listed 
building from view from a popular pedestrian route, will cause less than substantial harm to 
the setting of this heritage asset, noting that it is established in policy and caselaw that the 
‘setting’ of a heritage asset is not restricted to sight but how the asset is ‘experienced’.  

In these circumstances, we do not consider the Officer’s report to have correctly directed the 
PAC to exercise its duty under section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 to attach ‘considerable and important weight’ to the desirability of preserving 
the setting of listed buildings when carrying out the balancing exercise21.  

Further, the Officer’s Report fails to consider the Cressingham Gardens Estate as a non-
designated heritage asset (paragraphs 11.39 and 11.37).  

The estate, having been hailed as ‘one of the finest council estates in the country’ by expert, 
John Boughton, has clear historical and architectural significance. This is evidenced in English 

 
18 At paragraph: 013, reference ID: 18a-013-20140306 
19 Appendix 4 of the Objection 
20 Para 7.2 of the Heritage Statement 
21 Barnwell vs East Northamptonshire DC [2014] 



 

 

Heritage’s 2013 recommendation for conservation area status22, and subsequent 
recommendations from amenity societies including the 20th Century Society and SAVE Britain’s 
Heritage23.  

Its significance in relation to the BPCA is also documented in the draft BPCA Character 
Appraisal document 202024 (at paragraphs 2.33 and 2.34): 

“This understated brick-built estate was carefully designed in the 1970s to respond to 
the setting of the park – with the single storey properties nearest the boundary and 
the building heights stepping up further away.  

As a result of the design the estate is largely invisible in views from within the 
landscape. The estates main, communal landscaped space adjoins one of the park 
entrances and is included within the conservation area. However, the houses 
themselves are not within the conservation area.” 

Paragraph 197 of the NPPF requires the effect of an application on the significance of a non-
designated heritage asset to be taken into account in determining the application and where 
the application directly or indirectly affects non-designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance 
of the heritage asset.  

4. Design  

In relation to design, the Objection notes that the proposed brick design with seam metal 
cladding comprising the upper storey fails to respond to local architectural character. The roof 
of the existing Ropers Walk building includes seam metal, which our client understands the 
Council intends to replace with glass reinforced plastic throughout the Cressingham Gardens 
Estate, and such replacement has already been implemented on other buildings (for instance, 
Upgrove Manor Way). Therefore, the design of the proposed development fails to complement 
the Council’s intended future character of the area (Policy Q7). The Officer’s Report does not 
refer the PAC to this.  

Further, our client contends that there remains a discrepancy between the Urban Greening 
Factor (UGF) of 0.4 recommended for residential developments under the New London Plan 
(Policy G5) and the level proposed under the Application. The Application originally included 
within the UGF calculation a strip of existing plants outside the Application Site, and the 
Officer’s Report consequently directs the PAC to an amended UGF to exclude this (paragraph 
15.23). However, the PAC should be aware that within the amended calculation remains the 
area marked for the relocation of communal bins which will exist for the exclusive use of the 
Cressingham Gardens Estate residents and will not be used by residents of the new proposed 
development. It will therefore exist as an offsite adjustment to enable development and should 
not form part of the UGF calculation. 

 
22 English Heritage Report (20 December 2013) Case Number:1415845 
23 https://mcusercontent.com/9ea03bb11e3ccc82634488e2b/files/78f391ec-52ff-4505-adb4-
bac506f5097c/210115_Combined_SAVE_C20_Letters_CGE.pdf 
24 https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/co-Draft-Brockwell-Park-CA-Character-Appraisal.pdf  



 

 

 

The Objection also sets out our client’s concerns relating to community cohesion, a theme 
heavily promoted in the LLP25. The Application proposes a communal garden ‘located to the 
rear of the new building for residents of the new homes’.26 The Cressingham Gardens Estate 
currently enjoys open access for all residents regardless of which block they live in, as well as 
the wider community outside the estate, to communal gardens and green space. Further, the 
proposed ‘private’ communal garden approach indicates the future design of the wider 
regeneration project, which our client fears would cause significant and cumulative harm to 
community cohesion both within the Cressingham Gardens Estate and among the wider 
neighbourhood in which it is situated. The Officer’s Report fails to address this element of the 
harm to community cohesion and focuses only on design and increased mobility access (see 
table at para 8.27).  

Finally, the Officer’s Report also fails to consider the National Design Guide (NDG)27, which 
forms part of the Government’s suite of planning practice guidance and is itself is a material 
consideration. The thrust of this policy is that greater concentration will now be placed on the 
quality, design and the environment in planning than ever before, with the local community 
fully involved in how they want new developments to look and feel. The NDG (para 400 
articulates that well designed places are:  

x based on a sound understanding of the site and surrounding context; 
x integrated into their surroundings; 
x responsive to local history, culture and heritage.  

The extant Application - which proposes to remove mature trees that the existing estate was 
designed to accommodate; harm designated and non-designated heritage assets; ignore 
sympathetic existing design features; and disregard community feeling – cannot therefore, be 
said to be well-designed. 

Conclusion 

The PAC must urgently consider the legal consequences of the clear and deliberate attempt 
to ‘salami slice’ this Application away from the Cressingham Gardens Estate regeneration 
project to avoid planning controls such as EIA, viability, and heritage considerations.  

Notwithstanding the above, in considering the Application - which is a departure from the LLP 
and therefore does not have the benefit of presumption in favour of development – the PAC 
should not be minded to grant permission as recommended by the Officer’s Report given the 
significant areas in which the Officer’s Report fails to sufficiently take account of material 
considerations in respect of the Application.  

 
25 It is one of the 6 key themes of spatial planning issues: ‘(E) Promoting community cohesion and safe, liveable 
neighbourhoods’. See also paras 2.92, 2.95, 10.2, 10.3 
26 Design & Access Statement, p.33. 
27 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/957233/
National_Design_Guide.pdf  



Please confirm receipt. 

Yours faithfully, 

Harrison Grant 

Enclosures: 

Appendix 1 Views of the English Oak softening the built environment (Ropers 
Walk), taken from main outside path of Brockwell Park; 

Appendix 2 View of the Common Lime and Yew softening the effect of the built 
environment, particularly on Brockwell Park Gardens and Trinity Rise, 
obscuring the view of Ropers Walk; 

Appendix 3 Confirmation of Cressingham Gardens on the register of amphibian 
migratory crossings dated 4 February 2021; 

Appendix 4 View of Grade II Listed Holy Trinity Church steeple from Hardel Walk. 



Oak tree to be removed. 
Top floor of Ropers Walk visible

View taken from the main path that goes around the outside edge of 
Brockwell Park.   
Proposal is for the removal of the Oak tree (visible see below), which 
currently hides Ropers Walk from view. 
Proposal to increase height of building by one floor and to extend all the 
way to edge of Upgrove Manor Way terrace homes

End of Upgrove Manor Way
Proposal is for 4 stories at this point
(compared to 2 stories on UMW)
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Yew tree to be removedView taken from the corner of Brockwell Park 
Gardens and Trinity Rise looking up the street.
Current Ropers Walk set back slightly from the 
1930s homes.  Proposal is to bring building 
forward.
Lime & Yew tree to be removed. Currently, hide 
the building

Lime tree to be removed Ropers Walk today
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Froglife is the campaign title for The Froglife Trust, Registered Charity No 1093372 (in England & Wales) and SC041854 (in Scotland); Registered 
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View taken from Hardel Walk looking toward Holy Trinity church.
Lime tree to be removed. New building to be higher at 4 stories 
(ie 1 story higher) and extended back.

View of steeple will effectively disappear.

This stretch of Hardel Walk past Ropers Walk is used as route to 
the Brockwell Park (Main Cressingham Gardens Gate)

Lime tree to be removed

View of church steeple to effectively disappear with 
height of new building
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