




 
 

Draft London Plan for Public Consultation 

 

1. Government Office for London have consulted across Government in 
responding to the draft London Plan. 

2. As part of the national Government Office Network, GOL work to help 
make sure that local services are delivered effectively for Londoners.  Our 
five key aims are: improving London’s economy; future-proofing London; 
moving to a low-carbon economy; working together for a better London 
and supporting London authorities. We look forward to working with you to 
ensure that the London Plan addresses Government policy requirements.  

3. We welcome the further detail provided in the full draft of the Spatial 
Development Strategy, one of your of statutory strategies. We note that 
you are jointly consulting on your Economic Development and Transport 
Strategies. The Department for Transport will be responding directly on 
your draft Transport Strategy and BIS will respond to your draft Economic 
Development Strategy. It will be important to consider these responses 
together as you take forward the three strategies. 

4. We would welcome the opportunity to continue to explore the detail of 
policy with the GLA as it develops.   

5. Our comments are contained in three appendices below. The first 
(Appendix A) sets out our comments on those issues where there is 
potentially the most concern around consistency with Government policy. 
The second, (Appendix B) sets out further comments on issues which we 
consider should be addressed through the Plan review process in 
advance of publication. The third (Appendix C) sets out minor issues 
where we would appreciate further clarification. Each annex provides 
general comments on the Plan as a whole, comments on individual 
chapters and specific comments on individual policies and paragraphs. 
Text in the main body of the appendices, and those in tables, should be 
considered to form part of our response.  

6. There are a number of areas that would benefit from further discussion between 
us. We will be in touch with your officers to arrange a suitable time to meet.  

7. If you would like to discuss further please contact Chris Poulton, Head of 
Strategic Planning at Government Office for London, Riverwalk House, 157-161 
Millbank, London, SW1P 4RR, by email (chris.poulton@gol.gsi.gov.uk) or 
telephone (020 7217 3285). 
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APPENDIX A: 

Key issues for consideration 

 

A.1. As noted in our response to “A New Plan for London”, published for 
consultation with the London Assembly, we have a number of 
comments on your proposed policies, particularly in regard to 
housing matters. Appendix A therefore sets out key issues for 
consideration, where we have particular concerns around 
consistency with government policy. 

General comments 

A.2. Government are responding separately to the Economic 
Development Strategy (EDS) and Transport Strategy which have 
been subject to consultation alongside the London Plan.  

A.3. We noted1 in our response to the earlier Assembly Draft proposals 
that the employment growth projections are reduced, in comparison 
to the current Plan. We are aware that other respondents have also 
noted this issue. We are concerned that there may be implications 
for the balance between population and employment growth 
projections and would therefore like to ensure that these have been 
fully considered. Policies in the Plan, including those on housing 
and affordable housing, outer London and the Central Activities 
Zone may also have a bearing on this balance. It is important that 
these are fully considered in developing the Plan and that the 
cumulative implications of the individual policies and the strategy as 
a whole on the Mayor’s objectives are properly thought through. 
Given the approach of previous EIP panels, it is likely that this could 
be an issue for discussion at the forthcoming Examination in Public.  

A.4. We would wish to see clear linkages between the three strategies 
currently being consulted on. The London Plan should2 “incorporate 
the spatial - that is, geographical and locational (though not site 
specific) - elements of transport, economic development, 
environmental and other strategic policies for London, bringing them 
together in a single, comprehensive framework. It should adopt an 
integrated approach, embracing all aspects of physical planning, 
infrastructure development, and other policies affecting or affected 
by the distribution of activities. By doing so it should help to secure 
the effective co-ordination and targeting of activities and resources, 
and a consistent, holistic approach to the delivery of policy 
objectives”. 

A.5. The London Plan could provide clearer links between a spatial 
strategy for growth (taking into account our comments at A.3) in 
accordance with the objectives it sets, the transport to deliver that 
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growth and the policies of the EDS to support it. At present it is not 
clear that the three strategies support each other in that way. There 
are also implications of other policies in the London Plan for other 
strategies, such as the provision of housing and affordable housing, 
which will have implications for economic growth, infrastructure 
requirements and other emerging strategies including the 
environmental strategies.   

Chapter 1 

A.6. We have commented above on the importance of considering the 
overall strategy for growth alongside other Mayoral strategies. In 
particular, we would  like further explanation as to why the 
employment projections in the draft Plan are lower than those in the 
current Plan, and further detail in the Plan about the relationship 
between population and employment projections.  

Chapter 3 

A.7. You have proposed that  London’s housing supply target should be 
33,380 additional homes per year 2011-21.  This is based on 
evidence from the recently completed London Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) which provides timely 
London-wide evidence on housing supply on a consistent basis.  
Housing provision not only addresses housing need but also 
impacts on affordability. Although the overall housing supply levels 
have been considered in detail through the SHLAA,  the increase on 
the current target proposed falls short of the NHPAU supply range 
and will have clear implications for affordability. A key issue is 
therefore whether the housing supply target proposed is within the, 
The supply range to be tested for London, as advised by NHPAU to 
Ministers on 30 July 20093, is 33,100 to 44,700 dwellings per year, 
yet on a like for like basis your target is 30,784.  This will have 
implications for the affordability and availability of housing in London 
over the next twenty years. We understand that NHPAU will be 
responding directly and our response on this issue is set out at 
TA3.1 below. 

A.8. We have particular concerns over the level of affordable housing 
proposed in the draft Plan. The change from a 50% target to a 
numerical one which represents about 40% of the proposed housing 
target  does not give sufficient priority to delivering more affordable 
housing in London. It clearly falls short of meeting the housing 
needs demonstrated by your own analysis (18,200). The lack of a 
benchmark against which individual developments can assess their 
contribution to the overall target, and the potential for a confusing 
array of local targets which may not deliver the strategic one are 
particularly concerning and will make it more difficult for the GLA to 
intervene to ensure affordable housing is delivered consistently 
across London. On the basis of your own evidence affordable 
housing need stands at 18,200, 80% of which should be social 
rented. We are concerned that, for a long term strategic plan the 
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target is one that lacks ambition in terms of meeting need. We are 
particularly concerned that a shift from 70/30 social rented / 
intermediate split to a 60/40 split takes us even further from meeting 
real housing need (which on the basis of your own evidence that 
need is split 80/20) and will not deliver the homes London needs.  

A.9. We have concerns around the balance of pros and cons with regard 
to space and design standards. In particular, we have some 
concerns about the impact of space standards (and other, currently 
undefined, design guidance) on the delivery of housing, in particular 
housing capacity, supply, build-cost and potential implications on 
affordability (potentially exacerbating concerns set out at A.7). See 
our comments at TA3.4, TA3.5, TA3.6, TA3.7 and TA3.9. 

A.10. Government is committed to the implementation of Lifetime Homes 
Standards.  However, we note that the Plan is proposing a change 
to policy and that the implications of this have not been fully 
evidenced (TA3.10, TA3.11).  

A.11. Government has previously commented on the draft Housing 
Strategy and it will be particularly important to consider the 
relationship between this strategy as it is published and emerging 
London Plan policy, particularly with regard to consistency of 
approach and implications for implementation.  As an example, the 
proposed upper income threshold for intermediate housing 
(£74,000) is a significant departure from current national policy. 
According to your own analysis, while only 16% of households in 
London have an income of more than £60,000, 60% have an 
average income of less than £30,000. We are concerned that such 
a change would reduce the availability of intermediate housing for 
those who need it most. We need better evidence on the need for 
this change and to understand the impact to ensure that 
intermediate housing provision is targeted at those unable to buy 
without it. The implications of this approach in the forthcoming 
Housing Strategy, when published, will need to be carefully 
considered in relation to London Plan policy as this develops (see 
our comments at TA3.14 and TA3.15). 

Table A3: Chapter 3 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TA3.1  3.3 

Anx 4 
 The NHPAU supply range for testing in London is 

33,100 to 44,700 dwellings per year. On a 
comparable basis, the Mayor’s proposed target is 
30,784 dwellings per year. NHPAU measure net 
additions to stock, the draft London Plan equivalent 
is the conventional component of the target, set out 
in Annex 4 Housing Provision Statistics.  This is 
below the bottom end of the NHPAU supply range. 
This will have implications for the affordability of 
housing in London.   
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
You will be aware that Caroline Flint’s letter to the 
Mayor of 16 July 2008 indicates that NHPAU 
independent advice should be taken into account in 
determining housing levels.  “Where a favoured 
option is identified that falls outside the NHPAU 
range the Regional Planning Body… must provide 
the Examination in Public with sufficient evidence to 
illustrate the spatial implications of delivering a level 
of growth within the NHPAU supply range.” 

TA3.2  3.3 
 
IIA 

 An objective of the London Plan is to ensure that 
London is “a city that meets the challenges of 
economic and population growth in ways that 
ensure a sustainable, good and improving quality of 
life for all Londoners and helps tackle the huge 
issue of inequality among Londoners.”  It is a key 
Government priority to address affordability by 
increasing housing supply. However, we are 
particularly concerned that the proposed target will 
continue to worsen the affordability of housing in 
London.      
 
In light of our comments at TA3.1, we note that 
from your Integrated Impact Assessment (October 
2009) that only your housing option 3 (41,454 
homes per year), when considering equalities, is 
identified as having any consequent effect on 
affordability.  

TA3.3  3.3  Housing potential depends on assumptions made 
about sources of supply and the development of 
planning policy and its application to these sites.  
You have come to a view, in consultation with the 
boroughs, in settling on the proposed housing 
target.   
 
We are concerned that you may have been too 
cautious in this.  There is scope to increase the 
target without harmful consequences, which we 
would expect to address the NHPAU supply range 
for London. In particular, we note that: 
 
 Identified housing potential in the SHLAA is 

for around 37,000 homes per year, which you 
have discounted;   

 Intensification in town centres assumes the 
mid-point of the appropriate density range.  
Arguably, in such well-connected locations, 
development densities towards the top of the 
appropriate density ranges might have been 
assumed;   
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
 You have reduced potential from small sites 

by taking a longer-term average of their 
contribution over seven years (2000-2007) 
compared to the previous study methodology 
which used an average over four years.  
Ostensibly, this better reflects the ups and 
downs of the housing market.  However, you 
have completed no assessment of borough 
policy changes that might uplift the small sites 
contribution to supply, as had been 
undertaken in the 2004 London Housing 
Capacity Study.       

 
These are areas where there is scope to increase 
the target and which should be examined.  

TA3.4  3.5 Table 
3.3 

Policy 3.5 (and Table 3.3) proposes policy to 
introduce minimum space standards for all new 
housing in all tenures in London.  Space standards 
currently exist for publicly funded housing (HCA 
standards) but there is no specific national policy on 
space standards for open market housing.  
Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS1): Delivering 
Sustainable Development, paragraph 38, states that 
“Design policies should avoid unnecessary 
prescription or detail and should concentrate on 
guiding the overall scale, density, massing… (etc). 
Local Authorities should not…stifle innovation, 
originality, or initiative through unsubstantiated 
requirements to conform to certain development 
forms or styles.”  
 
We have not seen any supporting evidence on the 
impact of introducing space standards. Nor have we 
seen evidence of existing policy failure and the 
subsequent need for space standards.   
 
Robust and credible evidence is needed.  See 
our comments at TA3.5, TA3.6 and TA3.9. 

TA3.5  3.5 Table 
3.3 

Following our comments at TA3.4, evidence is 
needed on the likely impact of the proposed 
minimum space standards on the overall supply of 
housing in London.  There could potentially be 
adverse impacts on delivery and we are aware that 
a number of developers have raised concerns about 
this and potential implications for the delivery of the 
Plan’s priorities.   
 
Questions: If overall housing provision is affected, 
what will the consequential impact be on the 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
delivery of affordable housing in London? Have the 
implications on the Plan’s other policies and 
priorities of any such impact been considered? 
 
Evidence should be provided assessing the 
impact of the proposed space standards on 
development densities achievable on sites (see also 
our comment at TB3.4).  Do the proposed minimum 
space standards have any implications for the 
density ranges in Table 3.2? 

TA3.6  3.5 Table 
3.3 

Minimum space standards may have cost 
implications for development.  Following our 
comments at TA3.4, evidence should be provided 
outlining these potential impacts. In particular: 
 
 What is the effect on housing build costs in 

London and how would scheme viability be 
affected?   

 If these effects are significant, what would this 
do to house prices?   

 What is the likely impact on affordability of 
market housing in particular, and would this 
increase the need for, and pressure on, 
affordable provision?     

TA3.7  3.5  We wish to understand how the minimum space 
standards proposed in the London Plan relate to, or 
differ from, national standards for affordable 
housing being developed by the HCA. The potential 
application of multiple space standards could be of 
concern.  

TA3.8  3.5  As currently worded, the flexibility afforded in 
section D of the policy is ambiguous. It is not clear 
that this provides sufficient flexibility to take account 
of particular site circumstances where it may not be 
possible to fully meet the policy requirements.  
 
Suggestion: This section of the policy should be 
more positively worded and clearly support 
schemes of exemplary design. It could more 
usefully set out that, schemes of exemplary design 
which may not fully meet the requirements of this 
policy, but which make significant contributions 
towards achieving other Plan objectives, should be 
supported. These objectives should be more clearly 
explained in supporting text as including increasing 
housing supply and addressing affordable housing 
need.  

TA3.9  3.5 
C 

3.31 The only new standards clearly proposed in the 
policy are those on space standards.  However, 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
E Policy 3.5 C refers to a number of different design 

elements for new dwellings, including “arrival at the 
building”, “home as a place of retreat”, “convenient 
and efficient room layouts”, “meet the changing 
needs of Londoners over their lifetimes”, “address 
climate change adaptation and mitigation and social 
inclusion objectives.”   
 
Policy 3.5 E proposes guidance on policy 
implementation, including on housing design for all 
tenures.  Paragraph 3.31 proposes guidance in a 
new housing SPG, drawing on the design guide for 
affordable housing, namely the draft London 
Housing Design Guide.  
 
We are concerned about this proposed approach.  
We need to be reassured that this policy is not 
seeking to introduce standards that ought to be 
properly tested in accordance with GOL Circular 
1/2008, and not left to supplementary planning 
guidance (see our comment at paragraph C.4).  
 
Suggestion: Any supplementary guidance on 
design standards needs to be more clearly framed 
in the policy. It is important that the opportunity is 
provided for individual elements of any proposed 
design guidance to be tested through the 
Examination in Public, should the panel choose to 
do so. At present the draft policy does not provide 
clarity on the proposed design guidance.  
 
Our concerns around the impact of individual 
elements of the proposed design guidance are the 
same as those for space standards, in particular as 
set out at TA3.4, TA3.5, TA3.6 and TA3.7.  
 
Evidence should be provided to outline the 
individual and cumulative impacts of guidance 
which is proposed by this policy. We are aware of 
specific concerns in relation to dual aspect, ceiling 
height and balconies in particular.  
 
We would also have concerns if the Housing 
Design Guide were translated directly into London 
Plan SPG, particularly in relation to some of the 
terminology which may have different interpretation 
in planning terms. For example, where the Design 
Guide currently includes a ‘presumption against’ 
development that does not meet certain standards, 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
it would be inappropriate for SPG to include such a 
presumption which implies such significant weight in 
decision making.  

TA3.10 3.8 
B (c) 
B (d) 

3.42 Policy 3.8 B c and d, and paragraph 3.42, changes 
policy in the current London Plan on addressing 
lifetime homes and wheelchair accessible housing 
in LDF preparation.  “Seek to ensure” has been 
replaced with “ensure” in policy, now clearly 
introducing a mandatory standard that all new 
housing should be built to lifetime homes standards 
in London and that 10% should be wheelchair 
accessible.   
 
Government supports the take up of lifetime homes 
standards as set out in Lifetime Homes Lifetime 
Neighbourhoods - A National Strategy for Housing 
in an Ageing Society.  However, more recent 
announcements have been made in the 2009 Pre-
Budget Report, Securing the recovery: growth and 
opportunity  and Sustainable New Homes: The 
Road to Zero Carbon: Consultation on the Code for 
Sustainable Homes and the Energy Efficiency 
Standard for Zero Carbon Homes on the challenges 
facing the housing industry in the short-term.  
Further details are set out at TC3.2. 
 
Evidence should be provided on why mandatory 
standards are needed in London for lifetime homes 
and wheelchair accessible housing and also to 
demonstrate that the introduction of such standards 
will not adversely impact on housing delivery (see 
also TA3.11).   

TA3.11 3.5 
C 
 
3.8 
B (c) 
B (d) 
E 

3.31 As we understand it, Policy 3.8 B (c) and (d) refers 
to the existing lifetime homes standards in guidance 
from Habinteg Housing Association. 
 
Policy 3.5 C makes reference that the design of all 
new dwellings “meet the changing needs of 
Londoners over their lifetimes.”  Policy 3.5 E refers 
to providing guidance on implementation of this 
policy, including on housing design for all tenures.  
Paragraph 3.31 proposes guidance in a new 
housing SPG, drawing on the design guide for 
affordable housing, namely the draft London 
Housing Design Guide.  As we understand it, the 
draft guide adopts measures from two sources - the 
existing Lifetime Homes Standard guidance from 
Habinteg Housing Association (as in Policy 3.8) and 
DD266 from the British Standards Institute which is 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
not yet a full British Standard.   
 
The cost of adopting any such higher standards has 
yet to be properly assessed in order to ensure that 
the viability of housing development is not 
undermined, for example, from increased corridor 
widths and requirements for lift installation or future 
lift provision which do not form part of the existing 
(Habinteg) lifetime homes standards in Policy 3.8. 
 
Further to our comment at TA3.9, we need to 
understand that the Plan is not seeking to 
introduce higher Lifetime Homes Standards for 
dwellings that go beyond the requirements of the 
current Lifetime Homes Standards, and that ought 
to be properly tested, not left to supplementary 
planning guidance. 

TA3.12 3.9 3.50 
 
Table 
3.4 

Government policy in ODPM Circular 01/2006 
Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites, 
and CLG Circular 04/2007 Planning for Travelling 
Showpeople, requires the SDS to set out the 
number of gypsy and traveller, and travelling 
showpeople, pitches required in the region, 
distributed by borough.  We supported the London-
wide Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs 
Assessment (GTAA) carried out by the boroughs 
(with support from the GLA) which has informed the 
pitch targets proposed for London at Policy 3.9, 
Table 3.4 and paragraph 3.50.   
 
The London-wide GTAA concluded that 241 pitches 
were needed 2007-17 to address need arising from 
gypsies and travellers on existing sites (labelled 
“minimum”).   
 
To fully address need as set out in government 
guidance, an assessment of gypsies and travellers 
in bricks and mortar accommodation with a proven 
psychological aversion to housing was also 
required.  This put identified need at 771 pitches 
2007-17, labelled “maximum”.  The 771 pitch 
requirement refers to an expressed need for 
pitches.  In the GTAA, a further 762 families were 
identified as having a psychological aversion to 
housing but did not say they were dissatisfied with 
their current accommodation.  The GTAA took the 
view that proven psychological aversion implies a 
high level of confidence that the aversion is 
detrimental to their living standards, and these 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
families were consequently not included as having a 
need for pitches.   
 
The proposed target for gypsy and traveller pitches 
of 538 pitches 2007-17 is the mid-point between 
“minimum” and “maximum”.   
 
We have consistently stated that the 771 figure 
for pitches is that which would address the full level 
of need 2007-17, reflecting the intention of ODPM 
Circular 01/2006, paragraph 12 (e), including both 
need arising from sites and from gypsies and 
travellers in bricks and mortar accommodation. 

TA3.13 3.9 3.50 
 
Table 
3.4 

It is currently ambiguous in paragraph 3.50 and 
Table 3.4 whether the 538 total for gypsy and 
traveller pitches includes transit pitches and pitches 
for travelling showpeople.  We understand that the 
40 (transit pitches) and 73 (travelling showpeople 
pitches) are additional to the 538. See also our 
comment at TB3.8. 
 
Suggestion: Notwithstanding our comments at 
TA3.12, this should be made clear in the wording of 
paragraph 3.50.  At paragraph 3.49 “538 pitches pa” 
should read “538 pitches 2007-17”.  Reference to 
these targets, additional to the 538, should be in 
policy rather than only in supporting text.   

TA3.14 3.11 3.56 We note that the upper level of the intermediate 
housing eligibility threshold in paragraph 3.56 at 
£61,400 is different in London from the national 
standard threshold of £60,000 used by the HCA.  
This is true also of the current London Plan, where 
the Mayor has annually updated the London-
specific upper income thresholds for accessing 
intermediate housing.  However, publicly funded 
intermediate products are only available to those 
households with incomes up to £60,000 who are 
unable to purchase in the market. 
 
We are concerned that the impact of a higher 
threshold in the SDS would be that planning 
departments would be permitting intermediate 
products designed to be affordable to people on 
higher incomes than public funding would be 
available to support. 
 
Question: What are the implications of having 
different upper income thresholds in London 
housing and planning policies?   
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
TA3.15 3.11 3.56 Our main concern with the proposed upper income 

threshold for intermediate housing in the draft 
London Plan (the £74,000 proposed higher income 
threshold for larger family homes) is that it is not 
supported by evidence.  
 
GOL’s letter of 25 November 2009 on the London 
Housing Strategy, Draft Statutory Version, pointed 
out that lower quartile house price data shows the 
income needed to access a three bedroom property 
in London (£244k) is £70k – based on an income 
multiple of 3½.  Income to buy a 25% share is just 
under £18k and a 75% share is just over £52K.  The 
average lower quartile price for all properties in 
London is £209k and the income required is 
therefore £60k. A low percentage – 16% of 
households in London have an income of more than 
£60,000 whereas 60% have an average income of 
less than £30,000 
 
Further to these comments, and our comments at 
TA3.14, we would question stating a separate figure 
for households with dependants.  As you are aware, 
CLG keep the intermediate housing income limits 
under continuous review and they would be willing 
to work with you to consider the evidence for 
proposing a separate income limit for households 
with dependants. 
 
We note that the proposed upper income threshold 
for family-sized intermediate housing (£74,000) 
features in both the draft London Plan and the draft 
Housing Strategy, though only the former is subject 
to examination in public.  As such a significant 
change to HCA investment criteria is proposed, 
where intermediate housing has only been available 
to first time buyers with an annual household 
income of up to £60,000.  Further to our comments 
at paragraph A.11, we consider this to be an 
important matter for testing at Examination in 
Public.  This will enable the implications for the 
implementation of London Plan policy, and 
consequently of Housing Strategy policy, to be 
properly tested. 

TA3.16 3.12 
A 

 Further to our comments at paragraph A8, we note 
draft Policy 3.12 A takes forward the proposal to 
remove the current London Plan target that 50% of 
all new housing should be affordable, and replace 
this with a numeric target of 13,200 more affordable 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
homes per year.  We understand this equates to 
about 40% of the overall housing provision target. 
PPS3 does not favour one type of target over 
another. We have particular concerns about this, 
and the proposal to amend the current 70/30 social 
rented / intermediate split to a 60/40 split.  
 
While a numerical target does not appear to be 
inconsistent with government policy in PPS3 we do 
have a number of concerns.  PPS3, paragraph 28, 
states that the SDS should set out the regional 
approach to addressing affordable housing needs.  
The proposed policy and supporting text clearly set 
out the approach but the key question is whether 
this will address the need for affordable housing in 
London.  The London-wide SHMA identified a need 
for 18,200 affordable dwellings per year, 2007-17.  
This is 5,000 more affordable homes per year than 
your policy proposes.    

TA3.17 3.12 
B 
A (ii) 

3.62 Policy 3.12 A (after 3.12 C, under LDF preparation 
– see TC3.12) allows boroughs to set affordable 
housing targets in absolute or percentage terms in 
light of local circumstances.  This is consistent with 
PPS3, paragraph 29, which does not specify how 
local targets should be expressed.  Policy 3.12 B 
states that boroughs should set local targets based 
on local assessments of need.   
 
This draft London Plan policy appears to be 
intended to operate on a highly flexible basis.  
However, it is not clear how this local variability will 
help ensure that variable local targets deliver the 
numerical regional target for affordable housing.  
Paragraph 3.62 gives some insight, referring to 
Mayoral engagement with boroughs, and indicative 
benchmarks in supplementary planning guidance.  
Our key question here is whether more strategic 
direction is needed in the London Plan.  Does the 
London Plan provide a clear enough policy 
framework within which boroughs can set their own 
local policies? 
 
You will wish to consider whether clearer 
guidance can be provided in the Plan on how 
boroughs should set their own policies, and how it 
can be ensured these will deliver the regional 
numeric target. 
 
We also have particular concerns about how the 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
target will be achieved on the ground. Although the 
50% target was not achieved, and while we accept 
it was never intended to be a site-by-site target, it 
set a clear benchmark for which individual 
developments should aim and against which they 
could assess their overall contribution of affordable 
housing. It is arguable that a numerical (and lower) 
target provide less certainty for developers and will 
lead to a lower delivery of affordable housing. We 
would like evidence that this approach in setting a 
numerical target will ensure individual development 
proposals will deliver the affordable housing needed 
in London. 

TA3.18 3.12 
A 

3.58 We note draft Policy 3.12 A takes forward proposals 
to change the current London Plan objective (Policy 
3A.9) that, of all affordable housing, 70% should be 
social rented housing and 30% intermediate 
housing, to a 60/40 split.  At TC3.5 we refer to the 
London-wide Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
which puts the split at 80/20 social rented to 
intermediate on the basis of housing need for 
18,200 affordable dwellings per year.   
 
We note that the Plan cites “other relevant factors 
including the role intermediate housing can play in 
helping Londoners get a first step on the housing 
ladder, reducing the call on social rented housing” 
and that a 60/40 split is closer to recent delivery 
with available resources.  However, further to our 
comments at paragraph A8 we are concerned that 
the shift from a 70/30 split to a 60/40 one 
(particularly in the light of your own evidence which 
suggests that need is 80/20) will not deliver the 
affordable housing required to meet London’s 
needs.  
 
We are particularly concerned that a 60/40 split, of 
a lower number of affordable homes than housing 
need, clearly takes us further from addressing real 
housing need in London.  
 
Has the evidence for a lower split been fully 
justified? Have the consequential implications of 
this been fully considered? 
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Chapter 6 

Table A4: Chapter 6 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TA6.1  6.6  In our response to “A New Plan for London”, 

published for consultation with the London 
Assembly4 , we noted your proposals with regard to 
Heathrow Airport. We note that the draft Policy sets 
out the Mayor’s personal opposition to any further 
capacity increases at Heathrow (see our comment 
at TC6.4). Government policy is that a third runway 
at Heathrow should be built. You will be aware of 
the statement made by Secretary of State for 
Transport, Geoff Hoon, on 15 January 2009, which 
set out current Government policy on this matter.  
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APPENDIX B: 

Issues for consideration 

 

B.1. Further to our comments in Appendix A, Appendix B sets out 
comments where there may be potential for issues around 
consistency with Government policy. We have noted where changes 
to the Plan may assist.  

General comments 

B.2. There are a few areas of policy where the evidence base is still 
emerging. Policies need to be clearly evidence based, particularly 
where it is proposed to go beyond national policy requirements. 
Paragraph 11 of the PPS1 supplement (Climate Change) states that 
any requirement should be proportionate to the development and 
not duplicate information sought elsewhere, including for instance if 
a development comes under the Code for Sustainable Homes. 

Wording of policies 

B.3. We note that the policies in the plan vary in their requirements. 
Some require boroughs to develop policy on particular matter, for 
instance, in LDFs (see also our comment at B.13). Government is 
particularly concerned that borough progress on Local Development 
Frameworks should not be delayed unnecessarily.  

B.4. In the Plan you set out a number of policies which state that 
boroughs should develop policies on particular issues. In many 
cases it may not be necessary for boroughs to develop their own 
policies in DPDs, but instead can produce SPD on a subject that is 
linked directly to relevant London Plan policies. You should 
consider whether it is strictly necessary to state that boroughs 
should develop policies on a particular matter when, as part of the 
Development Plan, the London Plan provides a policy basis on 
which boroughs could hook SPDs setting out supplementary detail 
at the local level. For example, it may assist boroughs if policies 
were worded: “Boroughs may wish to, where appropriate…”.  

Chapter 1 

B.5. Notwithstanding our comments at Appendix A, we welcome the 
clear setting out of the challenges of growth in this Chapter.  

Table B1: Chapter 1 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB1.1  N/A 1.4-

1.14 
A range of data are used to set out household need 
figures. It is not clear whether you are directly taking 
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these household growth numbers to be housing 
need figures. In the absence of clear housing need 
figures from a SHMA for the full plan period the 
inclusion of a range of data clearly setting out the 
anticipated scale of growth is welcomed. However 
we would appreciate a clear commitment set out 
in the Plan to sourcing clear and consistent data 
through a SHMA.  

 

Chapter 2 

B.6. We welcome the clear inclusion of spatial policies, setting the spatial 
framework for the thematic policies in the rest of the Plan. We have 
commented at A.4 on the incorporation of spatial elements of the 
Mayor’s other strategies.  

B.7. We understand that concern about the spatial implications of some 
policy areas, for example growth areas and coordination corridors, 
and waste (chapter 5), has been raised in other regions.  

Table B2: Chapter 2 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB2.1  2.2  We welcome the references in the Plan to London’s 

relationship with the wider metropolitan area. 
Throughout the Strategy there are clear references 
to the work of the Interregional Forum, however it is 
not clear how the forum will undertake the work 
proposed. The 2008 London Plan, for example, 
listed areas for collaboration at paragraph 1.16, in 
particular coordination, whereas the draft Plan 
outlines linkages (para 2.13) with other regions but 
is not explicit about areas of work for the Forum. 
The Mayor’s website5 suggests that the last 
meeting of the Forum was in November 2008. 
 
We would welcome further clarification on the 
role of the Interregional Forum. 
 
See also our comments at TB2.2.  

TB2.2  2.3  Further to comments at TB2.1, it is not clear what 
section B will mean in practice from the wording of 
the Plan. We understand that some partners are 
particularly concerned with the balancing of housing 
and economic growth in the corridors, and how they 
can facilitate an approach that addresses concerns 
around infrastructure capacity. 

TB2.3  2.7  Although there are no general concerns with the 
overall approach to supporting and enhancing the 
Outer London economy, Policy 2.7 could provide a 
clearer strategic direction on which parts of Outer 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
London should be the focus for growth. Paragraph 
2.4 of the Plan identifies the need for renewed 
attention to unused land in east London and to 
“identifying places with potential for development on 
a strategic scale” but this Policy does not take the 
opportunity to clearly do so. The relationship 
between this general policy on Outer London and 
other policies in Chapter 2 which set out the spatial 
structure for the Plan would benefit from greater 
clarity and coherence.  
 
Furthermore, the Policy could better set out, and 
link to, economic sectors outside London in a 
spatial way to facilitate better interregional working 
between RDAs and other bodies, which is a clear 
aim of Policy 2.2. Is there potential for the Plan to 
identify, spatially, where synergies between existing 
and emerging sectors could be sought in order to 
assist boroughs in developing plans, and 
interregional working between agencies? 

TB2.4  2.7 
A (e) 

 While we recognise that you have identified that 
there are distinct challenges facing outer London, 
there is no justification given for this sub-section as 
an Outer-London specific consideration.  
 
Question: Is it implied that this issue is not a 
specific consideration for Inner London? See also 
our comment at TB2.7. 
 
PPS1 sets out key principles for the delivery of 
sustainable development, and in paragraph 23 of 
PPS1 the need to “recognise the wider sub-
regional, regional or national benefits of economic 
development and consider these alongside any 
adverse local impacts” is noted. It is not clear what 
is meant by appropriate weight and why weight 
given here would be any different to weight given in 
inner London or elsewhere. 

TB2.5  2.7 
A (g) 

 Please refer to our comments on the concept of 
land use “swaps” at TB4.2. 

TB2.6  2.8 
A (d) 

 Reference is made to park and ride facilities. It may 
be helpful to provide further guidance in supporting 
text noting that these should be subject to robust 
assessment so that they do not encourage 
additional travel/commuting by car.  (see PPG13, 
paragraphs 59-63 and PPG2) 

TB2.7  2.9  We note that the proposed policy outlines the 
challenges for Inner London and the approach to 
addressing these in far less detail than specific 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
policies on Outer London. See also our comment at 
TB2.4.  

TB2.8  2.10 &
2.11 

 We are aware that some respondents have 
concerns about the nature of CAZ policies and the 
balance between strategic and more local land 
uses. While Policy 2.10 appears to give a degree of 
primacy to local uses, Policy 2.11 gives a clear 
framework for strategic uses in the CAZ.  
 
Given the emphasis in paragraph 2.42 (1st 
sentence) it would be helpful if the policy could 
provide clear guidance on the prioritisation of these 
uses, in light of further comments we are making on 
these policies.  
 
It would be appreciated if you could provide 
assurance that policies are not inconsistent with 
Paragraph 2.27 of GOL Circular 1/2008. (See also 
our comments at TB2.9 and TB2.11). 

TB2.9  2.10  Further to our comments at TB2.11, it is not clear 
that with the enhanced recognition of more local 
constraints, which are not clearly defined, there will 
be sufficient land capacity to accommodate 
strategically important development, in particular 
the anticipated quantum of office and retail 
development.  
 
Suggestion: Greater clarity on this matter would 
assist in proper application of CAZ policies. 

TB2.10 2.10  Para 5.177 of the existing London Plan provides a 
general demand-side benchmark for the amount of 
office space anticipated in the CAZ. There is no 
such quantification included in Policy 2.10. While 
Table 4.1 provides more detail CAZ and the Isle of 
Dogs are combined. This may not provide sufficient 
clear guidance to inform development proposals 
and decisions in the light of other comments on 
these policies, for example the stronger emphasis 
on local functions of the CAZ.  
 
Suggestion: Further guidance, and clearer links to 
Policy 4.2 and other relevant policies would be 
welcome. 

TB2.11 2.10 
A (b) 

 This sub-section refers to “appropriate quarters” 
where development capacity should be brought 
forward. The CAZ diagram outlines areas with a 
strong particular use character. It is not clear that 
these definitions are related. It is also noted that, 
while the CAZ diagram’s “strong character” areas 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
set out some of central London’s most important 
areas of functional agglomeration, it is not 
exhaustive. For example, primary office locations 
are not identified. The current wording of Policy 
2.10 A (b) would require the Plan to provide greater 
clarity on where those uses which are not on the 
CAZ diagram, but which are essential to London’s 
global, national and regional role should be located. 
It would be simpler to do this by amending Policy 
2.10 than making alterations to the CAZ diagram. 
 
Suggestion: Policy 2.10 is amended to provide 
clarity of “appropriate quarters”, including where 
those uses which are not referred to in the CAZ 
diagram (including, for example, offices) are 
appropriately located.  

TB2.12 2.16  We note the approach to encouraging development 
in Strategic Outer London Development Centres. 
Please note our comments at TB2.3, TB2.4, TB4.1, 
TB4.2, TC2.8, TC2.9. 

 

Chapter 3 

B.8. Our primary concerns around Chapter 3 are set out in Appendix A. 
Further comments on issues where there could be potential conflict 
with Government policy are set out below and in Appendix C.   

Table B3: Chapter 3 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB3.1  3.3 3.19 In Policy 3.3 C, the proposed housing targets are to 

2021 only (the first ten years of Plan).  PPS3, 
paragraph 53 requires local planning authorities to 
set out how they will deliver housing provision for at 
least 15 years from date of adoption of local 
development documents.  The GOL/GLA joint note 
of March 20086 envisaged an interim approach to 
target setting in London until the new SHLAA was 
completed, which included an element of rolling 
forward targets.  However, the longer-term 
approach set out in the joint note (paragraphs 12 
and 13) envisaged that the new study of land 
supply, when completed, would address the policy 
objectives of PPS3.   
 
We recognise the arguments around the difficulty, in 
the unique circumstances of London, of identifying a 
supply of land for housing that will enable boroughs 
to plan for the period of their LDFs (15 years). 

20 



 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
However, it is not robustly explained and justified in 
the Plan or at paragraph 1.7 of the SHLAA report in 
the same degree of detail as the GOL/GLA joint 
note.  
 
We welcome the commitment to review in Policy 3.3 
B in the light of a target that does not address the 
period required by PPS3, paragraph 34. 

TB3.2  3.3 3.21 
 
Table 
3.1 

The status of the proposed London Plan target is 
unclear.  Is it a minimum, or an average?  It cannot 
be both.  Our preference is that the London Plan 
London-wide and borough housing supply targets 
should be minima.  In Policy 3.3 C the target 
appears to be both minimum and average, while in 
Table 3.1 it is clearly an average.   
 
Suggestion: To accord with Policy 3.3 C “average” 
should be removed from the text. The same 
terminology as the Policy should be used for the 
heading of Table 3.1.  

TB3.3  3.3 
F 

3.21 Policy 3.3 F and paragraph 3.21 seem to have the 
potential to introduce an extremely complex 
approach to monitoring.   
 
Both the unclear approach to targets (see TB3.2) 
and this potentially complex monitoring all seem 
geared to dealing with short-term uncertainty, 
stemming from current economic conditions.  Yet 
this is a twenty year Plan and should focus on 
delivery of housing numbers over the Plan period – 
see PPS3, paragraph 35 on RSS housing provision 
and monitoring.  In addition, some of this could be 
left to local planning authorities – see PPS3, 
paragraph 61 – and individual borough and London 
Plan AMRs.  
 
We would welcome a clearer and less complex 
approach to monitoring given the 20 year period of 
the Plan. The Plan could recognise that monitoring 
in light of current economic conditions can be 
addressed as necessary, without potentially 
ambiguous and complex mechanisms as suggested 
at paragraph 3.21. 

TB3.4  3.4  We note that the density ranges in Table 3.2 are 
unchanged from those in Table 3A.2 of the current 
London Plan.  However Table 3.3 in the draft 
London Plan is proposing new minimum dwelling 
space standards.  We are unclear whether these 
proposed new space standards have any 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
implications for the current density ranges in the 
London Plan.   
 
Questions: What is the evidence that these 
proposed standards have no impact on the London 
Plan density ranges in Table 3.2? What would the 
implications for housing capacity (Policy 3.3) be if 
there is an impact? 

TB3.5  3.8 3.38 Paragraph 3.38 refers to “a more diverse range of 
intermediate housing products providing greater 
flexibility for movement between tenures.”  
Government believes there is an adequate range of 
intermediate products available, aimed at those who 
don’t need the support of social rented 
accommodation but cannot access home ownership 
without assistance.  More generally, we are not 
clear that the London Plan is place to consider the 
range of products available; this may be more 
appropriate for the Mayor’s Housing Strategy.   
 
Suggestion: Our concern could be addressed by 
removal of the word “more”. 

TB3.6  3.8 3.43 We have some concern around the supporting text 
in paragraph 3.43 regarding Use Class C2, 
specifically the  advice to boroughs to seek to apply 
"the principles of its affordable housing policies 
(Policies 3.11 – 3.14) to the range of developments 
– including those falling within Use Class C2…"  As 
supporting text this does not have the same status 
as the policy but we feel some clarification to aid 
interpretation would be helpful.  The text, rightly, 
stops short of saying that the draft policies should 
be directly applicable.  Is this just an exhortation to 
the boroughs to consider the needs of older 
people?  If it is something more, a planning 
authority considering this type of policy would need 
to ensure it was underpinned by good evidence 
justifying the requirement, including an assessment 
of the economic effects of imposing the policy.  
There are two potential concerns here: that a 
requirement of this type, if applied to a Use Class 
C2 scheme, would make it unviable (although we 
recognise the provision of draft Policy 3.13 B); and 
the practicality of managing the affordable "unit" in 
some circumstances, for example if it is a place in a 
nursing home.  
 
It is also unclear from the supporting paragraph 
whether the intention is to extract new affordable 

22 



 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
housing (C3) provision from C2, or to influence the 
type of provision within a new C2 development. 
 
A further reference to the Use Classes order is 
made at paragraph 3.48 (see our comment at 
TC3.7). 

TB3.7  3.9 
A 

 It is unclear why Policy 3.9 A (a) focuses on “the 
priority to address the needs of groups already 
living in caravans on sites."  ODPM Circular 
01/2006, paragraph 20 refers to the GTAA 
informing preparation of DPDs.  ODPM draft 
practice guidance on Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessments (ODPM, February 
2006) refers to need arising from caravan dwelling 
households and bricks and mortar dwelling 
households and does not prioritise one set of need 
over the other. 

TB3.8  3.9 3.50 Further to our comment at TA3.13, we note that 
paragraph 3.50 refers to an even sub-regional 
apportionment of transit pitches and pitches for 
travelling showpeople.  Both ODPM Circular 
01/2006 Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan 
Sites, and CLG Circular 04/2007 Planning for 
Travelling Showpeople, refer to the RSS [SDS] 
identifying the number of pitches required for each 
local planning authority.   
 
The evidence for a sub-regional rather than 
borough-level apportionment is not clearly set out in 
the draft Plan. There is also potential for greater 
uncertainty as to how these will be distributed. It is 
not clear whether sub-regional areas referred to are 
those in Policy 2.5 (see our comment at TC2.3). If 
the current approach is taken forward, we would 
welcome further clarification in the Plan as to why 
the proposed approach has been adopted rather 
than that set out in the government guidance 
referred to above. 

TB3.9  3.10 3.52 As currently worded this policy is ambiguous. It is 
not clear what is meant by “predominates”, and at 
what spatial scale this should be assessed. We 
have noted at TC3.11 that we would be concerned 
if this policy were used to afford a lower priority to 
the delivery of social rented housing (taking into 
account Policy 3.12).  
 
Suggestion: Greater clarity on what “predominate” 
means in this policy, and what spatial area it is 
expected a “neighbourhood” would be (ward, super 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
output area, or some other) should be provided. 

TB3.10 3.13  We have some concerns with the proposed 
“overage” provisions in Policy 3.13 B and paragraph 
3.68.  We are aware of developer concern over this 
type of deferred benefit, where they consider that 
the local authority retains the reward without any 
increased share of the risk, which is left with the 
developer.   
 
You will want to consider how the proposed policy 
on “overage” provisions (Policy 3.13 B) accords with 
the advice in ODPM Circular 05/2005 Planning 
Obligations, for example the tests at paragraph B5 
and the clear statement at paragraph B7 that 
“...planning obligations should never be used purely 
as a means of securing for the local community a 
share in the profits of development, i.e. as a means 
of securing a "betterment levy."   
 
The concept of "overage" is based on commercial 
property deals where the seller may be entitled to 
an additional payment following completion of a 
development.  An overage clause is often used 
where there is some uncertainty about the state of 
the property market and it is possible that the 
eventual profit realised by the purchaser may be 
greater because of changes in values over the 
course of the development.  Planning applications 
should be determined on the basis of the 
information/evidence available at the time the 
decision is made rather than on predictions of what 
may happen in the future.  In some cases this may 
mean reducing policy requirements if viability is an 
issue and in others it may justify a refusal of 
planning permission if the development would 
otherwise be unacceptable. 
 
See also our comments at TB3.11 and TC3.13. 

TB3.11   Further to our comments at TA3.13 and TC3.13, the 
draft policy could potentially introduce great 
uncertainty as there is no indication of the 
circumstances in which such a policy might be 
applied in practice.  The policy should provide 
certainty on when it may be applied.  Exceptionally, 
where a large scheme is to be built out over a long 
period of time, there may be some justification for 
introducing a mechanism to determine the precise 
scope of a particular obligation for each phase of 
the development. This is provided a proper 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
framework is in place.  It is also possible for large 
financial contributions to be paid in instalments over 
a number of years linked to the progression of the 
development.  And, there is always the facility to 
modify an obligation should circumstances change. 

 

Chapter 4 

B.9. We have commented on the relationships between the London Plan 
and other Mayoral strategies, in particular the Economic 
Development Strategy, at paragraph A.5. There may be further 
scope for clear links between the Economic Development Strategy 
and the London Plan to be set out in chapter 4, and clearer links 
provided to the spatial structure for both set out in chapter 2 (see 
B.6). 

Table B4: Chapter 4 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB4.1  4.1 

A (c) 
 In Policy 4.1 A (c) any proposal to promote outer 

London as a location for employment should ensure 
new development is located in places that reduce 
the need to travel, especially by car (refer to PPS4 
Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth, 
including paragraph 10, policies EC2.1 e, EC5.1 b, 
EC10.2 a EC10.2 b). 

TB4.2  4.3 
B (b) 

4.14 Policy 4.3 B (b) refers to concepts of “swaps” and 
“credits” to sustain strategically important clusters of 
commercial activity. See also our comment at 
TB2.5.  We understand that these concepts apply 
successfully in primary locations, such as the 
Central Activities Zone.  Is further evidence of this 
available?  The intention of Policy 4.3 B (b), 
paragraph 4.14 and the reference to Land Use 
Credits/Swaps in the Glossary is to extend these 
concepts across London.   
 
It is important that any extension of policy in this 
way is supported by evidence that these concepts 
work in secondary locations, such as office centres 
in outer London.  National planning policy in PPS4 
clearly promotes vital and viable town centres.  We 
are concerned that, in the absence of such 
evidence, there may be a risk that the vitality and 
viability of town centres, which could be encouraged 
through new development, might be put at risk.  
These concepts should be underpinned by 
evidence that land values will support such 
proposals. 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB4.3  4.4 4.20 

 
4.21 

We note that there is a policy gap for the period 
2026 to 2031.  Draft London Plan paragraph 4.20 
identifies that industrial land use change should be 
monitored against a benchmark land release of 41 
hectares 2006-26. However, the draft Plan is for 
twenty years, to 2031, but contains no proposal for 
industrial land release for the final five year period 
as required by PPS4 EC1.2 b.  This may be of 
concern to boroughs preparing LDFs who are 
required to plan for a 15 year period.   
 
Question: Is further guidance needed on how 
boroughs should plan for the period after 2026?   
 
Although paragraph 4.21 indicates the intention to 
keep the matter under review and updated through 
supplementary guidance, there may be some 
difficulty with this proposal.  GOL Circular 1/2008 
Strategic Planning in London states that 
supplementary material should be reviewed 
alongside reviews of the SDS (paragraph 2.22) and 
that it should not be used to avoid subjecting to 
examination in public, policies and proposals which 
should be included in the SDS (paragraph 2.24).   
 
Suggestion: A clearer commitment to review than 
that given in paragraph 4.21 would be beneficial 
(such as that given at Policy 3.3 B).  It is currently 
unclear at paragraph 4.21 what would trigger a 
review of  Policy 4.4.  For example, if the monitoring 
work indicated that actual industrial land release 
continued at the recent much higher rate than that 
indicated by the monitoring benchmark, at what 
point would that trigger a review? 

TB4.4  4.4 4.20 We note the inclusion of Map 4.1 which provides 
borough-level groupings for the transfer of industrial 
land to other uses. The terminology used in this 
map is relative and therefore would benefit from 
further clarification supporting text to Policy 4.4. 
 
Suggestion: So as not to inappropriately constrain 
the potential for more appropriate use of surplus 
industrial land, and to allow boroughs to 
appropriately allocate land, the categorisations 
should be better explained. We would suggest that 
the explanation provided in paragraph 3.16 of the 
GLA Industrial Capacity SPG should accompany 
the map which now appears in the Plan.  
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
We also note the limited reference to mixed-use 
redevelopment of industrial land. Will this have 
implications for potential housing capacity? We note 
that policy 4.4 B (i) refers to the potential for surplus 
industrial land to help meet strategic and local 
requirements for a mix of other uses. However, 
given the emphasis of Implementation Point 8 of the 
Industrial Capacity SPG, it may be appropriate to 
include a direct reference to mixed-use 
redevelopment (including industrial) to be included 
in the policy.  

TB4.5  4.6 
B (a) 

 PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth, 
paragraph 7, refers to arts, culture and 
entertainment developments as town centre uses, 
so the sequential approach would apply (Policy 4.6 
B (a) & PPS4 Policy EC15).  Where a proposal of 
this type is not in accordance with a development 
plan (and is over 2,500 square metres) it should be 
accompanied by an impact assessment (PPS4, 
policy EC14.4 / EC16).  The impact assessment 
should be proportionate to the scale and nature of 
the proposal.   
 
Suggestion: Policy 4.6 B (a) might be amended to 
read: “fulfil the sequential approach (Policy 4.7) 
and, where necessary, complete an impact 
assessment.” 

TB4.6  4.6 4.35 PPS4, policy EC4, makes reference to local 
planning policies complementing local Statements 
of Licensing Policy.  It might be helpful to make 
clearer reference to this and to promotion of the 
licensing objectives under the Licensing Act 2003 at 
paragraph 4.35. 

TB4.7  4.9  We have previously commented7 on “A New Plan 
for London”, published for consultation with the 
London Assembly, that there may be difficulties in 
taking forward the Mayor’s proposals on small 
shops through the planning system. 
 
Proposed Policy 4.9 is, effectively, a S106 policy.  It 
will be important to ensure that the policy meets the 
tests in ODPM Circular 05/2005 Planning 
Obligations, which sets out clear criteria to be 
fulfilled by a planning obligation.  We refer 
particularly to tests (ii) necessary to make the 
proposed development acceptable in planning 
terms and (iii) directly related to the proposed 
development.  It is for you to demonstrate that this 
proposed policy can meet the relevant tests and the 
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policy or supporting text should at the very least 
contain reference to Circular 5/05. 
 
Others have commented that this proposed policy 
could potentially be in conflict with EU State Aid 
rules.  The suggestion is that it may provide unfair 
support to business.  We understand that this is not 
the intention of the policy and that it is instead 
aimed at supporting provision of smaller shop units 
at affordable rents. 
 
We would welcome clarification in the policy and 
supporting text as to what is meant by 
‘contributions’ at 4.9 A. Further guidance as to how 
the policy is intended to be applied would also be 
welcome.  

 

Chapter 5 

B.10. With regard to emerging policies on renewable energy, you may 
wish to consider liaison with the Office of Renewable Energy 
Deployment (ORED) on planning and on other issues affecting the 
deployment of renewable and low carbon energy and specifically on 
development of the capacity assessment methodology. GOL are 
happy to assist in arranging a discussion between officials.  

B.11. Further to our comment at paragraph B.2, it will be important to 
ensure that proposals in respect of climate change policies are 
founded on robust evidence (PPS 1 paragraphs 30-33). For policies 
which extend beyond national policy it will be important to consider 
the impact on viability and cost to developers as well as any impact 
on delivery of housing targets.  Or, in the case of non-domestic 
buildings, that the approach does not undermine other development 
needs of the communities. 

B.12. It will be also important to demonstrate that the policy requirements 
in terms of information sought from applicants are proportionate to 
the scale of the proposed development (see paragraph C.4).  In the 
case of the Energy Assessment this should be in line with 
paragraph 11 of PPS 1 supplement, for both major development 
and the approach taken at local level. 

Table B5: Chapter 5 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB5.1.  5.1 5.8 The argument that building in adaptation from the 

start is the most cost-effective approach appears to 
be made by assertion.   
 
You may want to consider whether this conflicts 
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with other potential adaptation pathways and the 
need to build in flexibility to accommodate 
uncertainty - for instance supporting urban layouts 
that allow greening and shading and allow these to 
be put in later. 

TB5.2.  5.1 5.15 We note that the proposed carbon reduction target 
is an ambitious one.  
 
We also note supporting text that the target will be 
extremely challenging “but it will be achievable with 
the full commitment and collaboration of all 
stakeholders, particularly national government”. 
Government has made clear its commitment to 
carbon reduction, and set targets into statute 
through the Climate Change Act. However, it is not 
clear what is meant by this reference in the Plan. 

TB5.3.  5.2  We would like reassurance that the proposed policy 
is compatible with Government policy set out in the 
Code for Sustainable Homes. 
 
In particular, the hierarchy should be sufficiently 
flexible for renewable energy to contribute as much 
as possible. You will want to consider whether 
this priority is compatible with, and clear, in the draft 
policy. See also TB5.4.  

TB5.4.  5.2 
A 

 The proposed hierarchy in section A of the policy 
appears to differ from Government's zero carbon 
homes policy, which is a hierarchy of (a) energy 
efficiency, (b) on-site low & zero carbon / directly 
connected heat, and (c) 'allowable solutions' (not 
yet fully defined).   
 
Suggestion: To avoid the risk of confusion for 
development proposals as to which approach takes 
precedence for developments straddling 2016, it 
would be helpful if the policy was amended in a way 
that fitted with the national hierarchy. 

TB5.5.  5.2 
B 

 Having regard to the Government’s proposed 
approach to zero-carbon homes and non-domestic 
buildings, it will be important to be clear that the 
policy is compatible and in line with government 
policy, not duplicating or contradicting it.  
 
The trajectory shown in Part B of the policy for the 
move to zero carbon differs from the national 
trajectory - which, for the corresponding period, is 
25% / 44% / zero carbon.   
 
It is important that there is a clear evidence base 
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to support the proposed approach which is more 
demanding than the national trajectory.   
 
The table assumes that Government will take a flat 
approach in Part L 2010, it should be noted that this 
has yet to be decided. 

TB5.6.  5.7  We note that the draft Plan proposes a target for 
renewable energy supply of 5%. Although this is 
below the national government target of 15%, it is 
not necessary to translate that directly to the 
regional level.  
 
Suggestion: We are generally satisfied with the 
approach but would like to see greater clarity on the 
evidence for this target and what contributions it 
includes. GOL would be happy to arrange further 
dialogue with GLA, CLG and DECC officials.   

TB5.7.  5.7 
A 

 We note that Table 5.1 sets clear targets for energy 
capacity generated by renewable, supported by 
policy which expects these minima to be achieved.  
There is some concern that a strict approach does 
not provide flexibility in this fast-developing field. 
See also our comments at TB5.8. 
 
You will wish to consider whether, as currently 
drafted, this policy is sufficiently flexible to take 
account of emerging technologies. Recognising the 
possibility of new types of technology coming on 
stream in time to deliver national 2020 targets is 
articulated in PPS22, paragraph 5 which advises 
that fixed targets for specific technologies should 
not be set given that rapid technological change 
may mean that new sources of renewable energy 
might be developed in the longer term. 
 
Suggestion: It may be more appropriate for targets 
to be indicative (see TB5.8), and the policy to make 
clear why flexibility is important.  

TB5.8.  5.7 Table 
5.1 

The breakdown between different technologies in 
Table 5.1 appears very specific.  We question 
whether it is appropriate to "expect" these individual 
(as opposed to aggregate) targets to be met (as set 
out in Policy 5.7), and how has this breakdown has 
been determined. See also out comments at 
TC5.13 and TB5.9.  
 
Suggestion: Further to our comments at TB5.7, we 
suggest including reference to the Renewable 
Energy Strategy so that more flexibility is built into 
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the plan. Renewable Energy Strategy Paragraph 
2.12 explains that the chart presents a breakdown 
for each sector and technology and that this 
breakdown is purely illustrative. 

TB5.9.  5.7 Table 
5.1 

Further to our comments at TB5.7, TB5.8 and 
TC5.13 we have some concerns about the reliance 
on gasification/pyrolysis. Neither are proven 
technologies, and we would therefore question how 
reliable and robust the figures given are.  Without 
knowing what technical assessment was done in 
promoting these specific technologies it would 
appear difficult to confirm that they will be 
commercially viable enough to meet the 2015 
targets.   
 
Also of some concern is the apparent lack of 
increase in use of landfill gas, despite the fact that 
there are best practice technologies which can 
extract (prevent the escape of) greater amounts of 
landfill gas.  It would be useful to know how many 
landfills will be capped between now and 2025 and 
therefore what additional landfill gas is not being 
exploited. 

TB5.10. 5.12  To ensure consistency with PPS25, we suggest 
that this policy is amended along the lines of: 
‘Where developments are required to pass the 
PPS25 Exception Test, they will in addition to 
passing the test also need to address ….. by 
demonstrating that’ 
In 1, insert ‘where appropriate’ between the words 
‘and’ and ‘operational’. 
In 2, amend to: ‘they have incorporated a strategy 
of safe evacuation, or, if this is not possible, safe 
refuge within a building, under flood conditions.’  
For 3, this goes beyond PPS25 policy and we do 
not see how this is a reasonable requirement to 
place on developers. We therefore suggest that it is 
omitted. 
 
Also, we suggest that the last part of E is amended 
to read: ‘… particularly through opportunities 
presented by the redevelopment of sites at risk of 
flooding’. 
 
You will wish to ensure that this policy properly 
reflects the risks - see PPS25, Annex G (G2). 

TB5.11. 5.13  To ensure consistency with PPS25, we suggest 
that the opening sentence of this policy should be 
amended to: “Development should prioritise the use 
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of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) [see our 
comment at TC5.22] wherever practicable and 
should aim to achieve run-off rates no greater than 
the existing run-off for the same event”.   

TB5.12. 5.14 
B 

 The Water Framework Directive applies to all water 
bodies, not just the Blue Ribbon Network. 
 
We therefore suggest that the second sentence of 
section B is amended to read: “proposals that would 
result in a contravention of the requirements of the 
Water Framework Directive should be refused.” 

TB5.13. 5.16  We note that the current target for waste self-
sufficiency is not in the draft Plan. We are aware of 
the concerns of some parties outside London about 
the removal of the target. Government is keen for 
London’s waste to be managed in the most 
appropriate manner. We also wish to see progress 
towards self-sufficiency made as quickly as possible 
and are pleased to note that the Plan remains 
committed to “manage as much of London’s waste 
within London as practicable”.  

TB5.14. 5.16  Further to our comments at TB5.13, we note the 
commitment to work with Authorities close to but 
outside the London area and strongly support this 
stance.  Exporting SRF for energy recovery outside 
London may be a practical and realistic way of 
supporting outcomes likely to achieve CHP and / or 
fossil fuel substitution.   
 
However the third bullet point of paragraph 5.73 
reflects a misunderstanding of (a) provisions within 
the Renewable Obligation Order 2009 and (b) the 
commercial solutions likely to result from the ROO 
where SRF and mixed fuels are involved. The 
biodegradable content of SRF is around 60% but 
can vary from 30% to 70%.  Producing a > 90% 
biomass SRF is possible but unlikely – and the 
costs would be very high.  
 
We therefore suggest that the third bullet point of 
paragraph 5.73 is revised to read “it is solid 
recoverable fuel (SRF) produced in London that 
meets the minimum standard for SRF as set out in 
Renewable Obligation Order 2009 and is used for 
energy recovery purposes within or outside the 
London area”. 

TB5.15. 5.17 5.81 Paragraph 5.81 refers to a range of technologies, 
some of which the Mayor is said to prefer.  PPS10 
is ‘technology neutral’ however, we do not have any 
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serious concerns over the plan being ‘technology 
specific’ provided that it does not rule out particular 
technologies, and as long as it delivers the 
requirements of PPS10 in terms of a ‘pattern of 
waste management facilities’ and supports low 
carbon.   
 
We would welcome clarification in the Plan as to 
why there is a preference for certain technologies 
and confirmation that such flexibility is afforded. 

TB5.16. 5.22 5.91 CLG Circular 04/00 Annex A paragraph A1 requires 
that the risks presented by major hazards be “given 
due weight, when balanced against other relevant 
planning considerations, in making planning 
decisions”.  The wording in the draft policy appears 
to be elevating the specific considerations of 
development benefits and the existing pattern of 
development over and above any other 
considerations. This is contrary to Circular 04/00, 
which states at paragraph A5 that “any advice from 
HSE that planning permission should be refused for 
development for, at or near to a hazardous 
installation  or pipeline, or that hazardous 
substances consent should be refused, should not 
be overridden without the most careful 
consideration”. 
 
Suggestion: Taking into account these comments 
and those at TC5.35, section A sub-section (a) of 
the policy be amended to read: in giving due weight 
to the risks presented by major hazards, careful 
consideration should  be given of the nature and 
severity of the risks to people associated with the 
development against other relevant planning 
considerations. When taking account of site specific 
circumstances and proposed mitigation measures, 
any advice from the Health and Safety Executive 
against the granting of planning permission should 
not be overridden without the most careful 
consideration. Paragraph 5.91 should refer to the 
need for development decisions to be made in 
accordance with CLG Circular 04/00. 

TB5.17. 5.22  In section B of the policy with respect to LDF 
preparation we suggest that, in order to ensure that 
local planning authorities fully reflect the objectives 
of the SEVESO II Directive, section b is 
strengthened to include reference not just to 
consultation with the HSE, but also the need for 
due weight to be given to its advice in the allocation 
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of land for new development. 
 
Suggestion: That B (b) is amended to read: 
“consult, and give due weight to advice from, the 
Health and Safety…” 

 

Chapter 6 

B.13. Further to our comments at B.3, we note that the policies in this 
chapter refer consistently to DPDs. This is different to the rest of the 
Plan which instead refers to LDFs. We understand that reference to 
DPDs throughout chapter 6 is an error and we suggest that 
references throughout this chapter should be amended. Reference 
in LDFs need not necessarily be in Development Plan Documents 
(see also our comments at B.4). 

Table B6: Chapter 6 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB6.1  6.2  As set out at paragraph A.2, government are 

responding separately to the draft Transport 
Strategy. You will want to carefully consider this 
response, and any further development of the 
Transport Strategy in finalising this policy.  

TB6.2  6.2  This policy sets a number of clear requirements. 
Further to our comments at TB6.1 it would be 
helpful for further clarification on transport schemes.
 
We note that the policy states that the Mayor will 
work to securing funding for and implementing for 
transport schemes. It should be clear which 
schemes there is funding for already and the 
remaining schemes should be prioritised. It will be 
particularly important for clear prioritisation of 
transport schemes to enable boroughs to develop 
LDF approaches to deliver London Plan objectives. 

TB6.3  6.2 Table 
6.3 

Table 6.3 does not provide clear guidance on 
transport schemes and prioritisation as noted in 
TB6.2 above. 
 
Suggestion: At a minimum, timescales for all 
schemes should be included in the table 
(anticipated completion column). At present this 
column is empty for many of the schemes.  
Reference to linkages to LDF infrastructure 
planning could also be made. 

TB6.4  6.2 
C 

 Further to our comments at TB6.2 and TB6.3, it 
does not seem appropriate to require the same 
level of safeguarding for all schemes in Table 6.3 as 
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funding and timescales for many appear to be 
unknown. The table sets out a wide range of 
schemes, some of which are more certain than 
others.  
 
We suggest that further clarity is provided in Table 
6.3 and that it is made clear in Policy 6.2 C which 
schemes should be safeguarded. You will also want 
to note our comments at TB6.1 in amending Table 
6.3 and policy 6.2. 

TB6.5  6.4  Further to our comments at TB6.1, you will want to 
consider government comments to the draft 
Transport Strategy. You will want to consider, and 
be consistent with, the Transport Strategy (when it 
is published) on Crossrail 2.  

TB6.6  6.5  We note that the policy, as currently drafted, is 
different to that which was considered at the 
Examination in Public into the draft Crossrail 
alteration. Further to our comments at C.11 and 
Table C8, you will want to consider, as far as 
possible, using the wording of the policy in the 
forthcoming published Alterations.  

 

Chapter 7 

Table B7: Chapter 7 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TB7.1  7.7 

B 
 The policy appears to accord with paragraph 2.7 of 

the CABE Tall buildings guidance with regard to 
urban design analysis.  However, the CABE 
guidance as a whole clearly expects that sites 
suitable for tall buildings will be identified in the local 
plan, in order to “,,,ensure that tall buildings are 
properly planned as part of an exercise in place-
making informed by a clear long-term vision, rather 
than in an ad hoc, reactive, piecemeal manner”. 
 
Suggestion: include reference to the CABE / 
English Heritage Guidance on Tall Buildings (July 
2007) in part B of the policy. 

TB7.2  7.7 
C (a) 

 As currently worded C (a) of the policy provides a 
framework for location of tall buildings for 
development management purposes while E sets 
out policy on LDF preparation. In light of our 
comment at TB7.1, an appropriate policy framework 
is expected in order to inform proposals. 
 
In order to avoid potential for ambiguity, we 
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suggest that in section C sub-section (a) of the 
policy a cross reference is made to section E of the 
policy and that the expectation is that areas 
appropriate for tall buildings be identified within 
borough LDFs in advance of specific proposals. 

TB7.3  7.7 
D (a) 

 Given that all tall buildings are to varying degrees 
likely to have some adverse effects in relation to the 
factors listed in section D sub-section (a) of the 
policy, we suggest qualifying “adverse” to say 
“have a significant adverse effect…” which leaves 
room for judgement by the local planning authority. 

TB7.4  7.10 
B 

 Reference is made in the last sentence of section B 
of the policy that in considering applications 
appropriate weight should be given to implementing 
the provisions of WHS Management Plans.   
 
We consider that he reference to “implementing the 
provisions of Management Plans” is unclear and 
suggest that it is revised to read: “In considering 
planning applications appropriate weight should be 
given to implementing the provisions of the World 
Heritage Site Management Plans and to treating 
relevant policies in the Management Plans as key 
material considerations”. 

TB7.5  7.10 
C 

 We suggest that section C of the policy should 
refer to ‘Outstanding Universal Value’, as in the 
earlier sections A and B policy references, rather 
than 'historic significance'. 
  
An additional reference to 'sustainable use' is also 
suggested in accordance with guidance given in 
paragraph 10 of the CLG / DCMS Circular on the 
Protection of World Heritage Sites 
07/2009.Sustainable future use of the site is often 
the best way of conserving it. Therefore, we 
suggest adding reference to policies ensuring 
sustainable future use of a site provided that the 
protection of the OUV, authenticity and integrity of 
the Site is maintained. 

TB7.6  7.11 
C 

7.32 Although reference is made in section A of the 
policy and paragraph 7.31 to assessing the impact 
development will have in the background of a view, 
no specific reference is made to the background in 
either section C of the policy or in paragraph 7.32 
which defines the components of a Protected Vista.  
We understand that the background assessment 
areas are to be identified as part of the wider 
setting consultation areas.  However, for the 
purposes of the Protected Vista Directions it will 
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presumably be necessary to define the background 
protection areas separately.   

Suggestion: Therefore, for the avoidance of doubt 
and to ensure consistency of approach and 
application of the LVMF, we advise that  both the 
policy and supporting text describing the 
components of a Protected Vista should clarify the 
status of areas falling in the background of views 
beyond identified Strategically Important 
Landmarks. 

Our response TB7.8 below on policy 7.12 also 
refers. 

TB7.7  7.12 
F 

7.35 It is noted that section F sub-section (a) of the 
policy and paragraph 7.35 seek to apply a stricter 
policy approach than the current LVMF policies in 
respect of development above threshold heights 
within Protected Vista Landmark Viewing Corridors.  

We would welcome clarification of the evidence to 
justify the stance that developments exceeding 
threshold heights should be refused and that such 
development will have a negative impact on the 
viewer’s ability to see the strategically important 
landmark afforded protection. We are aware that 
other parties have concerns about the impact of 
any such strengthened policy on development 
potential and we would like to understand the 
implications of this on the delivery of other policies 
and priorities in the Plan. 

TB7.8  7.12 
F 

 We note in section F of the policy defining the 
constituent parts of the Protected Vistas and 
outlining the policy approach, that no specific 
reference is made to background consultation 
areas. See our response at TB7.6 regarding the 
desirability of clarifying the definition and status of 
background areas within behind the Strategically 
Important Landmarks protected in Protected Vistas. 

TB7.9  7.12 7.35 Paragraph 7.35 includes the only reference in the 
draft revised London Plan policies to Landmark 
Lateral Assessment Areas. To avoid the potential 
for confusion or misunderstanding, reference to 
Landmark Lateral and Background Assessment 
Areas should be deleted from the LVMF policies in 
favour of references to Wider Setting Consulting 
Areas if that is now the preferred terminology.  
Either way, it is important for references made in 
the plan policies to be consistent. 
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TB7.10 7.14 7.41 We consider that the policy (rather than at present 

the justification text, paragraph 7.41) should make 
clear that the air quality assessment applies to 
proposals for biomass boilers below 500Kwth in 
areas designated as an Air Quality Management 
Area for fine particulate matter (PM10).   
 
The second sentence of section B sub-section (b) 
of the policy states that “Permission should only be 
granted if no adverse impacts from the biomass 
boiler relative to the use of a conventional gas 
boiler are identified” whereas the justification text 
(paragraph 7.41) states that the type of biomass 
boiler should not be used. The stance outlined in 
paragraph 7.41 is the Government’s preferred 
approach which we consider that the policy could 
reflect. However, the stipulation that a new biomass 
unit can only be used where “if no adverse impacts 
from the biomass boiler relative to the use of a 
conventional gas boiler are identified” is likely to 
result in a de facto ban on biomass.  In order to 
reflect the balanced approach set out in the 
Renewable Energy Strategy, we advise insertion of 
“significant” before “adverse impacts” in the text of 
section B sub-section b of the policy. 

TB7.11 7.15 
A 

7.43 This policy refers to the transport, spatial and 
design policies of the London Plan being 
implemented in order to reduce noise and support 
the objectives of the Mayor’s Ambient Noise 
Strategy.  
 
It would be prudent for the Mayor’s ambient noise 
strategy and the policies within it to be reviewed in 
light of the implementation of the noise action plans 
promulgated under the Environmental Noise 
Directive (due for implementation in 2010, draft 
noise action plans are currently being consulted 
upon) new noise legislation, the changing noise 
climate (including airport related matters), changing 
political landscape and priorities and new and 
emerging evidence regarding noise and its impacts 
on health and the economy. 
 
We note that the words ‘control’ and ‘minimise’ are 
used in the Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy, which 
are not the same as the Plan Proposal wording 
‘reducing’ and ‘protect’ in paragraph 7.43. The word 
‘reducing’ in particular might give the public high 
expectations of what will be delivered, when in 
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reality, it may not be technically or economically 
feasible to reduce noise in all situations. 

TB7.12 7.15 
B 

 With regards the first sentence of this section of the 
policy, we consider that the overall aim should be 
to manage noise in the context of sustainable 
development and this will not necessarily always 
mean a reduction in noise levels as is currently 
stated here. 

TB7.13 7.19  To avoid potential for conflict with government 
policy the wording of the Habitats Regulations 
should be reflected accurately. 

TB7.14 7.19 
B 

 Directive 92/43/EEC (the Habitats Directive) on the 
Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna 
and Flora requires that any plan or project not 
directly connected with or necessary to the 
management of a designated habitats site, but 
likely to have a significant effect thereon, either 
individually or in combination with other plans or 
projects, is to be subject to an Appropriate 
Assessment (AA) of its implications for the site in 
view of the site's conservation objectives. Where 
significant negative effects are identified, alternative 
options should be examined to avoid any potential 
damaging effects. 
 
At 7.19 section B the phrase “will not adversely 
affect” does not seem to allow the imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest. (See policy 
NRM5 of the South East Regional Spatial Strategy 
and draft policy SR4 of the West Midlands Regional 
Spatial Strategy as examples of more rigorously 
worded policies). We would welcome 
amendments to more accurately reflect the 
requirement for Appropriate Assessment in such 
circumstances.    

TB7.15 7.19 
C (c) 

 It is unclear what “resist” and “significant” mean in 
this context. The policy does not appear to 
sufficiently separate the requirements for European 
and nationally designated sites and may not be 
consistent with Circular 6/05: Biodiversity and 
Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations 
and Their Impact Within the Planning System. We 
would welcome further clarification to ensure 
consistency with government policy.  
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APPENDIX C: 

Minor points of clarification and further guidance 

 

C.1. Further to comments in Appendices A and B, comments set out in 
Appendix C are generally noting where further amendments may be 
necessary for the sake of clarity, and pointing to additional policy 
and guidance, where appropriate.  

General comments 

C.2. You will want to consider whether the Plan is clear and 
unambiguous. It will be important to ensure that the language used 
is clear and policies readily understandable.  You may want to 
particularly consider this in relation to Policy 7.4, and our comments 
at TC2.4, TC2.7, TC2.11, TC2.13, TC3.1, TC4.4, TC4.9, TC5.2, 
TC5.9 and TC7.4. 

C.3. In a number of places target dates given in policies do not 
correspond with the 2031 end date for the plan as a whole.  Whilst 
we appreciate that in most – if not all – cases there will be good 
reason for using a different date, it would be helpful if the plan could 
reflect any relevant Governmental target and interim target dates 
and briefly explain / justify why a different date has been used in the 
London Plan policies. This is the case, for example, at Policies 3.3, 
3.9, 4.4 and 5.1. 

C.4. We note that you have referred to about fourteen separate 
Supplementary Planning Guidance documents which will 
accompany the Plan. You will be aware that paragraphs 2.22-2.24 
of GOL Circular 1/2008 refer to the role supplementary material can 
play in supplementing the SDS. It must not be used to avoid 
subjecting to examination in public policies and proposals which 
should be included in the Plan. We also note reference to 
supplementary material, such as Accessibility Management Plans 
and Construction Logistics Plan to accompany planning 
applications. You will be aware that these are referred to in 
paragraph 2.23 of Circular 1/2008 which notes that supplementary 
material may be taken into account as a material consideration in 
planning decisions.  

C.5. We welcome the clear setting out of policies into three sections 
(paragraph 0.21 of the Plan). It may be appropriate to include 
reference here to ‘development management’. Government has 
noted8 that “development management is a positive and proactive 
approach to shaping, considering, determining and delivering 
development proposals… It is undertaken in the spirit of partnership 
and inclusiveness, and supports the delivery of key priorities and 
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outcomes”. This is the primary process by which ‘planning 
decisions’ policies will be implemented.  

Chapter 1 

Table C1: Chapter 1 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC1.1   1.4-

1.14 
We understand that the figures on projected 
population growth are consistent with the latest sub-
national population projections released by the 
ONS. 

TC1.2   1.4-
1.14 

We also understand that the household projections 
are consistent with the latest official household 
projections by CLG (published March 2009). 

TC1.3   1.44 You state that the Infrastructure Planning 
Commission “will plan for major items of 
infrastructure such as airports”. For the sake of 
clarity, it would be preferable to amend this 
reference to make clear that the Infrastructure 
Planning Commission is an independent body 
which makes decisions on applications for 
nationally significant infrastructure projects. 

 

Chapter 2 

C.6. While we recognise that it is not possible to cross-refer to all related 
policies for another policy in the Plan, those in Chapter 2 may 
benefit from some additional signposting given their overarching 
strategic and spatial nature and the clarity provided in other related 
policies. 

Table C2: Chapter 2 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC2.1  2.1 2.9 You refer to the “European Commission’s Spatial 

Vision for North West Europe”. Attributing the 
document in this way may be incorrect. The 
document was prepared by the Member States who 
were responsible for the North West Europe 
INTERREG funding programme (using structural 
funds money) when it was in its second phase of 
funding. You may want to check whether 
suggesting this is a European Commission 
document is incorrect.  

TC2.2  2.4 2.19 We support the reference made here to 
convergence, which is a clear priority of the 
Strategic Regeneration Framework.  

TC2.3  2.5  We note the proposed changes to sub-regions and 
the flexible approach to arrangements, suggesting 
sub-regions should be those that are most effective 
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for the purpose they are intended to serve. 
Paragraphs 1.13-1.15 of PPS11 set out in more 
detail the government’s policy on sub-regional 
planning for regions outside London. 

TC2.4  2.6  The phrase “locally sensitive development 
frameworks” could be confusing. It may assist 
boroughs if this were clarified.  
 
Suggestion: This approach could be better linked 
to LDFs by being amended to say “…by providing 
locally sensitive approaches through LDFs to…” 

TC2.5  2.7  
A (b) 

 This sub-section appears to cover the support of 
local centres as well as those with a “wider than 
sub-regional offer”, without distinguishing which 
types of area should be the focus for development. 
The policy links to Policy 2.16, but not to Chapter 4 
of the Plan. Draft PPS4 Policy EC1 emphasises the 
importance of using evidence to plan positively. 
 
Suggestion: Clearer linkages to Chapter 4 would 
provide a clearer outline of the thrust of this 
overarching policy on directing economic growth. 

TC2.6  2.7 
A (d) 

 Further to our comments at TB2.1 and TB2.2, it is 
not made clear how strategic and local co-
ordination will be developed within the growth and 
coordination corridors and across administrative 
boundaries. Whilst this intention is supported as a 
clear requirement of successful spatial planning, 
more information on the mechanisms to achieve it 
would be desirable to provide guidance for 
boroughs and other agencies. 

TC2.7  2.7 
A (f) 

 Reference is made to “these locations”, but it is not 
clear which locations the sub-section refers to, as 
the preceding parts of the Policy are not location-
specific. It may be helpful to clarify. 

TC2.8  2.7 2.30 The reference to public sector employment within 
the policy appears to include central government 
operations (paragraph 2.30). You will wish to be 
aware that the Lyons Review ‘Well placed to 
deliver? –shaping the pattern of government 
service’ (2004) acknowledged that London needs a 
governmental core supporting ministers, but 
recommended a strongly enforced presumption 
against London and South East locations for new 
government bodies and activities that did not need 
a central location. This recommendation was 
supported by Government (see also TC4.1). 

TC2.9  2.7 2.30 In considering the scope for new employment 
growth in Outer London, the Plan could be clearer 
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on how this relates to the policy for Inner London 
(Policy 2.9), as well as the overall vision in Chapter 
1. 

TC2.10  2.8 
A (g) 

 Reference is made to the relationship between 
office development and car use. It may be helpful 
if this policy clearly referred to Policy 6.13. See also 
our comments at TB4.1 and TC4.2. 

TC2.11  2.10 
A (d) 

 This sub-section refers to development being 
“strategically constrained”. The meaning of this is 
not clear. 
 
It may provide greater clarity if this were 
amended to read “unduly constrained by the 
strategic policies set out in this Plan”. 

TC2.12 2.10  Questions: Further to our comment at B.3, 
boroughs are required to define the CAZ boundary 
in DPDs. If a borough already had a defined 
boundary as part of a saved UDP policy, that 
generally accords with the CAZ diagram, would that 
suffice? Will there be resource implications for 
boroughs in engaging with the process to develop 
SPG for the CAZ? 

TC2.13 2.13  It is not clear what is meant by the phrase “optimise 
residential… densities”. The density matrix at table 
3.2 includes ‘setting’ as an essential part of the 
component while paragraph 3.27 of the draft Interim 
Housing SPG recognises that some large sites may 
have no definable character.  
 
Questions: Would additional guidance for such 
areas help? Would it be better to refer to optimising 
residential output (as per policy 3.4)? 

TC2.14 2.15  This policy establishes the importance of town 
centres as the foci of residential intensification, 
commercial development and Londoner's sense of 
place. The policy could benefit from further 
signposting to other policy areas of the plan. 

TC2.15 2.15  We welcome the strategic direction provided by 
Policy 2.15 and Annex 2 which sets out a strategy 
for the management and growth of London’s town 
centres. We recognise the established hierarchy of 
centres which are of importance and welcome the 
choices about which centres will accommodate 
growth set out in Annex 2. We note that reference 
to regeneration in Annex 2 is addressing the 
requirements of PPS4 Planning for sustainable 
economic growth policy EC3.1 (b) (iii).  
 
It may be helpful to more explicitly refer to 
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regeneration in the supporting text to policy 2.15. To 
ensure Annex 2 is properly considered, it may be 
helpful for section A of the policy or supporting text 
to more clearly stated that Annex 2 sets out which 
centres will accommodate any identified need for 
growth in town centre uses.  

TC2.16 2.16 2.69 Suggestion: Further to our comments at TB2.12, 
better cross-references in supporting text to other 
Plan policies, particularly Chapter 4 and policies 
2.15 and 2.17 may provide clearer direction on 
appropriate ‘business offer’ referred to at 2.16 A (c). 

TC2.17 2.17  In general, it is preferable for planning policies to be 
positively framed, rather than refer to development 
being “refused”. This principle has been in place for 
some time in relation to local level planning policies 
and it would be desirable to reword this section of 
Policy 2.17 to make it a more proactive 
development management policy (see paragraph 
C.5). It would be helpful if the evidence base for 
the identification or redevelopment of SILs should 
be acknowledged. 

TC2.18 Key 
Dia’m 

2.82 We note that an orbital rail link appears on the Key 
Diagram, but is not included in the key.  

 

Chapter 3 

Table C3: Chapter 3 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC3.1  3.3 

D 
 The phrase  “…through the spatial structure it 

provides…” could be clarified. The subsequent 
policy sub-sections are means of realising 
brownfield capacity, rather than a detailed spatial 
structure. 
 
Suggestion: remove the words: “the spatial 
structure it provides including”.  

TC3.2  3.5  You will also be aware of the position the 
Government has adopted on the Code for 
Sustainable Homes with regard to the Lifetime 
Homes Standards.  We refer you to two recent 
statements: 
 
There is a clear statement in the 2009 Pre-Budget 
Report, Securing the recovery: growth and 
opportunity9 that “… Government will consider in 
early 2010 the case for and form of regulation on 
lifetime homes standards (LHS), focusing on a 
proportionate approach. Any move to make LHS 
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mandatory would not be until 2013 at the earliest” 
(Box 5.2, page 88). 
 
Subsequently, the Government has published, on 
16 December 2009, Sustainable New Homes: The 
Road to Zero Carbon: Consultation on the Code for 
Sustainable Homes and the Energy Efficiency 
Standard for Zero Carbon Homes.  This document, 
issued for public consultation, reiterates the Pre-
Budget Report position: “delaying plans to make the 
Lifetime Homes Standards mandatory at Code level 
4 in 2010, pending a fuller review of this policy. 
Whilst we remain committed to ensuring that the 
housing we build is suitable to respond to the needs 
of disabled or older people, we also need to 
recognise the challenges facing the housing 
industry in the short term by adopting a more 
proportionate and flexible approach. The 2010 
review of Lifetime Homes will consider all these 
issues and set the direction for future action. In the 
meantime, the Lifetime Homes Standards will 
remain Mandatory at Code Level 6 and voluntary at 
all other levels of the Code.” 

TC3.3  3.5 
A 

 The proposed policy on back gardens rightly leaves 
this to local discretion, where such an approach is 
justified by boroughs.  Justification might include 
evidence that such a policy would not compromise 
a borough’s ability to meet its housing target, or to 
address identified housing need within the borough.

TC3.4  3.6  It would be beneficial to make links to health more 
explicit, namely the link between health and obesity, 
and between emotional health and wellbeing and 
play.  See Healthy Weight, Healthy Lives Strategy 
(Department for Health, 2008). 

TC3.5  3.8 3.38 
 
3.40 
 
3.14 

Paragraph 3.38 refers to the London regional 
SHMA evidence, which extends to 2017 only, when 
the Plan period runs to 2031.  This evidence is used 
to inform setting of the affordable housing target.  
The need for affordable housing from this study is 
estimated to be for 18,200 affordable dwellings per 
year to 2017.  Yet, partly informed by this study, a 
target has been set for only 13,200 affordable 
dwellings per year, to 2031.  A twenty year target 
has been set but informed by only six years of 
evidence of housing need (by the time the Plan is 
published).  Communities and Local Government 
SHMA practice guidance (August 2007), page 61, 
indicates that SHMAs should “provide a robust 
basis for developing housing and planning policies 
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by considering current and future housing need and 
demand over a period of at least 20 years.”   
 
Reference to the SHMA is also made at paragraph 
3.14, in a section setting out the various sources of 
evidence that inform London’s housing requirement.
 
We would strongly support the development of a 
Londonwide SHMA as set out in paragraph 3.40 
and would welcome a stronger commitment to 
ensuring the evidence base for London Plan 
reviews is sufficiently robust and extends over a 
sufficient period.  

TC3.6  3.8 3.41 We would recommend that “boroughs’ SHMAs” is 
replaced with “sub-regional or borough SHMAs” to 
reflect PPS3, paragraph 33 and the five sub-
regional SHMAs currently under way in London in 
accordance with the joint GLA/GOL note10. 

TC3.7  3.8 3.46 Reference is made to investigating how changes to 
the Use Classes Order (UCO) might support greater 
institutional investment in affordable homes for rent.  
It is unclear how changes to the UCO will help here.  
The UCO is a tool for managing spatial impacts 
rather than management or quality standards as 
advocated in paragraph 3.46. 

TC3.8  3.9  ODPM Circular 01/2006, Planning for Gypsy and 
Traveller Caravan Sites, paragraphs 71 and 72, 
refers to the duties on authorities to promote 
equality of opportunity and good race relations.  
 
We note that the phrase “In accordance with 
Government requirements” is included at the start of 
Policy 3.9 A.  We also note that this is not used 
elsewhere in the Plan (for example at Policy 3.3 on 
housing supply, Policy 3.12 on affordable housing, 
or for other policies).  
 
We note also the absence of any “strategic” section 
to this policy.  The Mayor has a responsibility to 
address the housing needs of all groups and to 
respond to the accommodation needs of 
communities living within London with a clear 
shortfall in site provision.  It would be appropriate to 
refer to the overall strategic target for pitch provision 
in London in policy rather than supporting text, as is 
done in Policy 3.3 for housing supply more 
generally.  

TC3.9  3.9 3.48 We note that the second bullet point of 3.48 does 
not refer to the availability of 100% grant for new 
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pitch provision through Gypsy and Traveller Site 
Grant. 

TC3.10 3.9 3.48 We note that the third bullet at paragraph 3.48 
discusses the needs of Gypsies and Travellers and 
general needs for housing on density criteria.  It 
may be the case that the average density of 
housing development is 140 dwellings per hectare 
in London, against the equivalent of 50 dwellings 
per hectare for pitch provision. However, as set out 
in your Annual Monitoring Reports average 
densities in many outer London boroughs are much 
closer to 50 than 140. 
 
It should also be noted that the draft pitch target 
would equate to 77 pitches per annum if full level of 
need were used, (see comment at TA3.13, or 54 
using the current draft target). This is against your 
overall target of an additional 33,400 dwellings per 
year (i.e. one quarter of one per cent).  

TC3.11 3.10 3.52 We understand the intention of this policy, which is 
consistent with PPS3, paragraph 21 that you set out 
the region’s approach to achieving a good mix of 
housing.  However, we do have some concern over 
how this policy is expressed and greater concern 
over how this policy might be interpreted locally.  
The greatest need for housing in London is for 
social rented accommodation.  Your own evidence 
in the London SHMA identifies need for affordable 
housing at 18,200 dwellings per year, of which 80% 
should be for social rent and 20% intermediate.   
 
The converse of Policy 3.7 B is also true.  This is a 
point made in supporting text at paragraph 3.52, but 
only areas where social renting predominates is 
addressed specifically in policy.   
 
We note your Integrated Impact Assessment of the 
draft London Plan (October 2009), Appendix E, 
suggested revising Policy 3.10 B to reflect the need 
for a more balanced mix of tenures in all areas 
(including areas where social renting does not 
predominate).  Although this alternative was not 
taken forward, we suggest it would be appropriate 
that converse should also be included in policy.    
 
We would welcome greater clarity in the Plan on 
how boroughs are to deliver their share of social 
rented housing if they applied this policy in areas 
where social renting predominates (e.g. building 
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greater quantities elsewhere in the borough). The 
Plan could usefully state explicitly that it is the role 
of LDFs to set out the scale of local housing need 
and the local policies to address this, including for 
social rented housing.  We would be concerned if 
this policy were to be used by boroughs to afford 
lower priority to the provision of social rented 
housing throughout their area.   

TC3.12 3.12  Policy 3.12 appears to include a sub-section A after 
a subsection C, under LDF preparation. This is 
referred to in our comment at TA3.17. 

TC3.13 3.13  Further to our comments at TB3.10 and TB3.11, as 
presently drafted, the policy is far too vague in that 
use of the term "overage" is not explained.  Further 
explanation is needed. 

TC3.14 3.14 3.71 Questions: Is it clear enough to boroughs at 
paragraph 3.71 how the affordable housing 
contribution would be worked out and delivered?  Is 
the expectation that the affordable provision in 
these circumstances would be on- or off-site, or 
achieved through a financial contribution? 
 
You may wish to consider whether further 
clarification could be provided in the supporting text.

TC3.15 3.15 3.72 References in paragraph 3.72 are to 2003 and 
2006.  Is this the most up to date evidence?   
 
Footnote 36 does not appear to give the correct 
reference. 

TC3.16 3.15 3.76 Could the final sentence of paragraph 3.76 be made 
clearer by amending the final sentence to read 
“…using these existing sites and premises should 
be explored”? 

TC3.17 3.17 
A 

 Within the Strategic section A of the policy 
specifically with regard to the Mayor’s role it would 
be helpful to include a cross reference to 
production of the Implementation Plan referred to in 
policy 8.4 and to table 8.2 which includes indicative 
actions that will be recorded and monitored in 
respect of social infrastructure provision.   

TC3.18 3.17 
D 

3.81 In relation to working at the sub-regional level, it 
may be helpful in section D of the policy and 
paragraph 3.81 to include explicit recognition to 
giving consideration to the desirability of developing 
a cross borough approach in the provision and 
delivery of social infrastructure. 

TC3.19 3.17 
E 

 It is assumed that Area Action Plans (AAPs) are 
meant by the reference to “Action Area Plans” at 
the end of section E of the policy.  If this is not the 
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intention then we consider that reference should be 
included in the policy to the need to address 
adequate provision for social infrastructure in 
relevant DPDs as well as in OAPFs. 

TC3.20 3.17 3.83 It would be helpful to clarify what is meant by the 
reference in paragraph 3.83 that “boroughs should 
develop a criteria-based approach to the provision 
of different types of social infrastructure facilities”. 

TC3.21 3.17  Reference might helpfully be included in supporting 
text that, in the protection and enhancement of 
social infrastructure, it is important that the impact 
on community cohesion, racial harmony and 
integrated community is considered. 

TC3.22 3.18  We understand that the GLA are undertaking 
further work to assist boroughs in producing 
planning guidance on healthcare facilities, which 
we welcome. 

TC3.23 3.19  The supporting text to the policy might usefully 
include a reference to the DCSF’s national policy 
on the growing need for primary school places 
including the Building Schools for the Future 
programme and 21st Century schools which aims to 
provide more tailored education for pupils and more 
involvement for parents in their child’s progression 
through school.  It would also be helpful to refer to 
academies that have strong links to the local 
community and need the support of local 
authorities. 

TC3.24 3.19 
B 

 The planning decisions section B of the policy 
might usefully add reference to the need to 
consider mobility issues in London and take note of 
trends/ patterns.  The supporting text should also 
make reference to sustainable schools, where 
schools take a holistic approach to the service of 
providing education and services (including the 
provision of food, the use of energy, the disposal of 
waste and the travel involved in getting to the 
location). 

TC3.25 3.20 3.104 We note in paragraph 3.104 that the Mayor intends 
to initiate a facilities strategy for London to identify 
existing deficiencies and address demand from 
population growth. It may be appropriate to include 
specific reference to this in the Strategic section A 
of the policy. 
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Chapter 4 

C.7. We are broadly supportive of the approach taken to London’s 
economy in Chapter 4.  It appears to be strongly evidence based, 
strategic, and addresses well the complex legacy of locations that 
have developed to serve London’s businesses. 

C.8. Relevant national planning policy on economic development is set 
out in PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth, published 
in December 2009. This replaces both PPG4 Industrial, commercial 
development and small firms (1992) and PPS6 Planning for Town 
Centres (2005).    

C.9. You will be aware that PPS4 policy EC2.1 g, proposes that regional 
spatial strategies should disaggregate minimum job targets to 
borough level.  Clearly, at present the London Plan does not do this.  
We would not wish to hold up review of the London Plan while you 
consider how this requirement can be met in full, in terms of further 
evidence needed, or consultation on any policy proposals. However, 
it would be helpful if the Plan could outline that this requirement 
of national planning policy will be addressed through further 
alteration or review. 

Table C4: Chapter 4 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC4.1  4.1 

A (c) 
 We note that Policy 4.1 A c promotes outer London 

as an attractive location for national government.  
You should be aware that The Lyons Review Well 
placed to deliver? – shaping the pattern of 
government service (2004) acknowledged that 
London needs a governmental core supporting 
Ministers, but recommended a strongly enforced 
presumption against London and the South East as 
locations for new government bodies and activities 
that did not need a central location.  This 
recommendation is supported by national 
government (see also TC2.8). 

TC4.2  4.2  PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth 
identifies offices as a main town centre use 
(paragraph 7) and sets a clear priority to 
accommodate growth in existing town centres.  
Paragraph 4.11 of the draft London Plan makes 
reference to London’s legacy of out of centre 
locations, for example, “mid-urban business parks” 
and “existing linear office developments” and 
promotes growth in these locations. We note that 
these locations are broadly the same as in the 
current London Plan.  
 
The Plan could usefully set out more clearly how 
these are considered suitable locations in 
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accordance with PPS4 (in particular policies EC2 
and EC3).  In considering the distribution of new 
office development among the various types of 
location in paragraph 4.11, the national policy focus 
on existing centres should be borne in mind and on 
locations that seek to make the most efficient and 
effective use of land.  This would also be consistent 
with the strategic approach to transport and 
development set out in Policy 6.1 of the draft Plan. 

TC4.3  4.2 4.10 At paragraph 4.10, the reference in the first 
sentence to “1999” was presumably intended to 
refer to 2009.   
 
Also at paragraph 4.10, the last part of the final 
sentence does not make sense. 

TC4.4  4.3  There may be some ambiguity in the language used 
under “Land Use Swaps/Credits”, as defined in the 
Glossary to the draft London Plan: “Typically, a land 
use swap is where a developer provides an off-site 
residential development to satisfy the housing 
requirement generated by a specified 
office/commercial development.”  ODPM Circular 
05/2005 Planning Obligations states that “A 
requirement through a planning obligation for the 
provision of an element of affordable housing in 
residential or mixed-use developments with a 
residential component…”   
 
Suggestion: The glossary definition could usefully 
link back directly to Policy 4.3 which sets out that 
mixed-use development is a key priority of the Plan. 
We would suggest: “Typically, a land use swap is 
where a developer provides an off-site residential 
development to satisfy the housing requirement 
generated by a specified office/commercial 
development in accordance with Policy 4.3.”    

TC4.5  4.4  Further to our comment at paragraph C.9, PPS4 
Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth 
identifies that within Regional Strategies [or the 
SDS in London], minimum job targets should be 
disaggregated to local authority level (PPS4 
paragraph EC2.1 g).   
 
We also note that PPS4 outlines that if necessary to 
safeguard land from other uses at a local level, 
development plans need to identify a range of sites 
to facilitate a broad range of economic development 
however if there is ‘no reasonable prospect’ of the 
site being used for the allocated use, a wider 
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economic or alternative use should be considered 
(PPS4 paragraph EC2.1 h). 

TC4.6  4.5  We welcome the Mayor’s continued recognition of 
the importance of the visitor economy to London.  It 
would be helpful if the text in support of Policy 4.5 
was clearer on how this policy will be implemented 
and monitored (specifically, progress on the delivery 
of 40,000 net additional hotel bedrooms, of which at 
least 10% to be wheelchair accessible). 

TC4.7  4.6 
C (f) 

 This is a very long sentence and might be usefully 
split in two, to deal with, first, clusters of evening 
activity and, secondly, minimising impact. 

TC4.8  4.6 4.34 At paragraph 4.34, we assume the reference to 
“LPDs” is meant to refer to “LDFs”. 

TC4.9  4.7 
C (d) 

 Policy 4.7 C d states that LDFs should firmly resist 
inappropriate out of centre development. This 
phrase could be considered to be ambiguous.   
 
Suggestion: Some elaboration of what is meant by 
“inappropriate” is given at paragraph 4.43 but 
further clarification would be helpful.  Specifically, 
“that which causes harm to the objectives of this 
Plan” at paragraph 4.43 appears to be a broad 
statement and could benefit from further 
clarification.   
 
We support the references to the sequential and 
impact tests in this paragraph. A signpost to these 
tests in PPS4 and practice guidance would be 
helpful. 

TC4.10  4.8  
B 

 PPS4 focuses on local planning authorities taking a 
proactive approach to understanding and managing 
their town centres, planning for appropriate growth 
as well as decline.  This is reflected in policy 4.8 B.  
We suggest this could be strengthened by adding 
the wording: "LDFs should take a proactive 
approach to planning for retailing" before the 
following sub-sections. 

TC4.11  4.8 
B (c) 

 Policy 4.8 B c requires local planning authorities to 
develop policies "to prevent the loss of retail and 
related facilities...".  It is unclear how local planning 
authorities can do this other than by refusing 
change of use.  Is this what is meant by this policy?  
Local planning authorities need to have regard to 
the viability of such uses.  Could such action have 
unintended consequences on the vitality and 
viability of town centres? 
 
We would welcome further clarification in 
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supporting text. 

TC4.12  4.8 
B (f) 

 Policy 4.8 B (f) on supporting “…the development of 
“e-tailing” and more efficient delivery systems” 
sends the right signals.  However, this may be an 
area of policy that is not well understood locally.  A 
fuller explanation of what is meant in the supporting 
text would be beneficial. 

TC4.13  4.10  PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth 
promotes, where possible, support for new and 
emerging sectors but also identifies that policies 
should be flexible enough to accommodate 
unanticipated sectors and changes in economic 
circumstances (PPS4 Policy EC2.1 b).       
 
In October 2009, the Government published a 
consultation on a Thames Gateway eco-quarter.  
This should complement the concept of a Green 
Enterprise District referred to in proposed Policy 
4.10 A (d), as it will be a sustainability exemplar and 
a showcase for new initiatives and best practice. 

 

Chapter 5 

Table C5: Chapter 5 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC5.1  5.1 5.5 It would assist if clearer explanation is given about 

which scenarios are being quoting from here. They 
would appear to be upper range scenarios, and 
although that may be justified in risk management 
terms, this should be explained, perhaps in a 
footnote 

TC5.2  5.2 5.17 To ensure clarity, in paragraph 5.17 references to 
achieving zero carbon it should read “from 2016”. 

TC5.3  5.3 5.26 We note from paragraph 5.26 that it is considered 
that the Mayor’ approach is compatible with the 
Code for Sustainable Homes.  As this a nationally 
prescribed standard, care should be taken not to 
duplicate or cut across this in drafting policies. 

TC5.4  5.3 5.27 As the HCA trajectory to higher levels of the Code is 
under review, the statement in paragraph 5.27 that 
level 4 is required from 2011 is premature. 

TC5.5  5.3 
 
5.11 

 In Policy 5.3 on sustainable design and construction 
and Policy 5.11 on green roofs and development 
site environs you may wish to consider whether 
sub-section (f)  might usefully be strengthened by 
more explicitly linking to government policy11 to 
promote sustainable drainage systems as standard 
in major new developments (and other new 
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developments), considering ways in which 
development opportunities can work to reduce risk 
of local flooding, not just avoid the building being 
flooded. 

TC5.6  5.4  We welcome that this policy includes efficiency of 
resource use.  
 
You may wish to consider whether it could be 
extended to include more adaptation responses 
such as flooding and overheating (where these may 
be appropriate). 

TC5.7  5.5  We welcome the commitment to delivering 
decentralised energy networks in London.  
 
This policy should refer to Government’s 
forthcoming Heat and Energy Management 
Strategy (expected early 2010). It would also be 
helpful to explain how the figure of 25% has been 
arrived at and how it is proposed to be implemented 
and monitored.   

TC5.8  5.5 
B 

 We note the reference in section B of the policy to 
SPD, however, the PPS 1 Supplement (paragraph 
33) states that any policy relating to local 
requirements for decentralised energy supply 
should be set out in DPD and thus tested at an 
examination. 

TC5.9  5.6  Clarification of the phrase "communal heating and 
cooling" could usefully be provided in supporting 
text. For example, is this meant for individual 
buildings such as apartment blocks? 

TC5.10 5.7 
C 

 We note from section C of the policy that guidelines 
and criteria are to be outlined in the Mayor’s 
forthcoming guidance on Renewable Energy.  In 
developing this approach you will wish to have 
regard to PPS 22 paragraphs 6-7 which states that 
criteria for assessing renewable energy projects 
should be set out in RSSs [SDS] and LDFs and that 
more detailed issues may be appropriate for 
inclusion in supplementary documents. 

TC5.11 5.7 
D 

 In relation to part D of the policy you will want to 
consider the suite of draft National Policy 
Statements (NPS) on energy currently on 
consultation which set out the criteria for impacts 
and mitigation, and how section D is consistent with 
NPS. 

TC5.12 5.7 5.42 The second sentence of paragraph 5.42 currently 
reads like policy.  
 
You may wish to consider whether it is more 

54 



 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
appropriate to include the second sentence of 
paragraph 5.42 on land as part of the policy rather 
than in supporting text. 

TC5.13 5.7 Table 
5.1 

Further to our comments at TB5.7 and TB5.8 and 
TB5.9, it would be helpful to understand more about 
the reasoning that underpins the targets in Table 
5.1.  We assume that it relates to paragraph 5.46 
which suggests that food waste will be turned into 
transport fuel (see policy 5.8).  It would also be 
helpful to clarify whether the figures quoted take 
into consideration government policy to minimise 
waste to landfill. The figure for “biodegradable 
element of incineration plant” seems to suggest only 
one larger plant or two smaller will be built and as 
such is likely to be inadequate, especially given that 
neither gasification nor pyrolysis are currently 
commercially viable.  

TC5.14 5.8 5.46 The third sentence of paragraph 5.46 states  
‘Advanced conversion technologies for treating 
waste can be linked to highly efficient energy 
generation methods such as gas engines and 
hydrogen fuel cells’.  You may wish to note that fuel 
cells are energy conversion (rather than generation) 
devices. 

TC5.15 5.10  We welcome the proposed cooling hierarchy set out 
in the Plan. The Policy would benefit from further 
clarification as to whether this is a blanket 
requirement or intended to be applied in the areas 
at risk of urban hear island effects.   
 
Also, you may wish to consider whether the 
hierarchy should include caveats such as ‘where 
necessary’, ‘feasible’ and ‘viable’. 

TC5.16 5.10  The Policy is focussed on how buildings can 
address overheating and cooling. It might be 
usefully expanded to provide a spatial aspect to 
tackling the Urban Heat Island as well (given 
existing buildings etc), for example to linking with 
provision of green infrastructure.  
 
Suggestion: Noting that policy 5.10 goes some 
way to addressing this we suggest that making 
more of a link between these two polices. 

TC5.17 5.10 
B 

5.50 There is no reference to managing the orientation of 
the building in part B of the policy, although there is 
a reference to orientation in para 5.50.   
 
You may wish to consider including reference to 
orientation in the policy or making clear how this is 
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already included within the Policy. 

TC5.18 5.11  We welcome the proposed policy on urban 
greening. Policy 5.11 could usefully provide better 
links to other Plan priorities. 
 
Policy on urban greening could usefully refer to the 
social aspects of managing the urban heat island 
effect - for instance ensuring that green space, 
especially shaded green space is accessible very 
locally, by local residents and workers and by those 
with limited mobility or income - access to cool 
outdoor space is key not just managing the overall 
heat of the city.  
 
This policy could also explicitly consider the 
potential for multi-functional green space - for 
instance space which helps reduce local flood risk, 
and provides public access and shade - and the 
cost effectiveness of such multifunctional space. 
Greening is more likely to provide a positive cost 
benefit ratio if it is multifunctional. A green roof that 
provides no shade, uses scarce water and is not 
publicly accessible may be less cost effective. 

TC5.19 5.11  This policy might usefully cross refer to those 
aspects of policy 7.18 that relate to green 
infrastructure and open space. Green infrastructure 
should be an integral part of the design process for 
all development and it should be made explicit that 
it is not limited to green roofs. Major development 
proposals should take account of the ecosystem 
services which green infrastructure provide.  
 
Suggestion: The policy might be expressed in a 
way that recognises that whilst green roofs and 
walls are an important element in achieving the 
ecosystem services and reducing the impact of 
climate change through green infrastructure 
provision, they are not the only means of doing so. 

TC5.20 5.12  Reference might be added to the need to take 
account of effects of climate change as part of the 
policy on flood risk. Also, in accordance with 
PPS25, some reference to use of sequential 
approach to manage flood risk (PPS25 Practice 
Guide), and to establishing broad locational criteria 
for London-significant land uses. 

TC5.21 5.12  The policy could also usefully add reference to the 
need for Strategic Flood Risk Assessments to 
inform this work.   

TC5.22 5.13  Further to our comment at TB5.11, SuDS does not 
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just encompass urban drainage systems. The 
abbreviation ‘SUDS’ stands for Sustainable 
Drainage System (for England and Wales) and not 
Sustainable Urban Drainage System. The latter 
definition is only used for Scotland. 

TC5.23 5.13  Further to our comment at TC5.21, this policy 
should include reference to the need for this work to 
be informed by Strategic Flood Risk assessments 
and, where appropriate, to be taken forward through 
Surface Water Management Plans. 

TC5.24 5.13  Defra is currently developing  regulatory Standards 
for Sustainable Drainage systems (SUDs) to 
accompany the new role for local authorities in the 
proposed Floods and Water Bill as SUDs adoption 
bodies. We welcome the principles in this proposal 
which we believe are consistent with those that will 
be contained within the new standards. 
 
However, the prevention of surface water run-off is 
more complicated than this hierarchy suggests. 
DEFRA, through CIRIA (Construction Industry 
Research and Information Association) is 
developing National Standards that will set out a 
more detailed hierarchy, which we will be happy to 
discuss when appropriate.  
 
The policy needs more explanation on how it would 
work, particularly on what criteria would allow a 
change in the position in the hierarchy. Some of 
these factors are for instance dependant on geology 
or the depth of the water table.  
 
As regards points 6 & 7, the Flood and Water 
Management Bill proposes that discharged 
rainwater shall not be directed to the combined or 
surface water sewer unless the SAB has approved 
drainage plans as meeting National Standards. 
 
We suggest that points 6 and 7 of the hierarchy 
are amended to more appropriately reflect the Flood 
and Water Management Bill.  

TC5.25 5.16 5.67 It would be helpful for clarification why there are 
no targets at paragraph 5.67 post 2020 given that 
the plan period is until 2031.  
 
In relation to the 95% target in section B sub-
section (e) of the policy for recycling and re-use 
levels in construction, excavation and demolition 
waste, it would be helpful for confirmation of the 
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baseline in setting the target (i.e. the current 
percentage for recycling/re-use). 

TC5.26 5.16 
A (c) 

5.70 In relation to what is said in part A c of policy 5.16 
and paragraph 5.70, regarding the commitment to 
working towards zero waste to landfill, it would be 
helpful to include more brief details on how this will 
be achieved, for example will be through increasing 
recycling? Also, information about what material 
other than municipal household waste that currently 
goes to landfill. 

TC5.27 5.16 
B (c) 

5.67 To be consistent with policy 5.16 B (c), it would be 
appropriate for paragraph 5.67 refer to exceeding 
the recycling/composting levels given here. 

TC5.28 5.17 
F 

5.77 
 
5.78 

The policy states that boroughs preparing joint 
waste LDFs may wish to collaborate by pooling their 
apportionment requirements.  We will consider, and 
if necessary comment in more detail on proposed 
waste arisings and apportionments when 
responding to the December 2009 Minor Alterations 
to the Consultation draft London Plan document.  
However, from what is stated in paragraph 5.78, we 
assume that it is not necessary for all boroughs to 
meet their individual apportionment figures for 
municipal and commercial / industrial waste arisings 
provided that it can be demonstrated that the 
combined total apportionment figure can be met 
 
We would welcome further clarification on this 
matter in the Plan. 

TC5.29 5.18 5.83 It would be helpful if a source could be given for the 
82% estimated re-use and recycling rate for 
construction, excavation and demolition waste in 
London in 2008. 

TC5.30 5.19 
A 

5.84 Paragraph 5.84 explains how the amount of 
hazardous waste produced will grow and that 
London will need more and better hazardous waste 
treatment facilities to cope with this.  We therefore 
consider that it would be helpful if the section A of 
the policy was able to go further in seeking to 
identify the capacity gap for dealing with hazardous 
waste and the likely timeframe for addressing this. 
 
Suggestion: It would be helpful to be more specific 
about the Mayor’s role by clarifying what is 
envisaged by the reference "to provide and 
maintain direction on the need for hazardous waste 
management capacity”.  We understand this would 
entail planning for hazardous waste management 
capacity, including what is required and when. 
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TC5.31 5.19 

B 
 Suggestion: Following our comments at TC5.30, 

section B sub-section (a) could usefully be 
expanded slightly so as to also make the link with 
wider policy on self-sufficiency and where such 
sites would be appropriate.  We also suggest a 
minor revision of the wording to sub-section (b) to 
clarify what is meant by the reference to “certain 
hazardous waste streams”.  It might be clearer to 
make reference to “reprocessing of relevant or a 
range of hazardous waste streams”. 

TC5.32 5.19 
B (a) 

 Some clarification may be helpful to more clearly 
explain what is sought in relation to hazardous 
waste by asking boroughs in part B a of the policy 
to set out in their LDFs “at regional level the 
necessary waste management requirements. 
Perhaps the policy should refer to making “provision 
for regional hazardous waste management facilities 
to achieve the necessary London-wide waste 
management requirements”.  

TC5.33 5.22  Guidance on planning controls for hazardous 
substances is contained in CLG Circular 04/00. 
Following the Buncefield explosion, an independent 
Major Incident Investigation Board (MIIB) was 
established. In July 2008 the Board published a 
report on land use planning and the control of 
societal risk around major hazard sites.  Lord 
McKenzie responded with a Ministerial statement 
on 13th November 2008 which included CLG’s 
intention to commission a study into the operation of 
the legislation. This is currently being undertaken. 

TC5.34 5.22  The reference to hazardous installations could 
usefully be expanded to include “pipelines 
carrying hazardous substances”. 

TC5.35 5.22  It is unnecessary to include reference within the 
draft policy to the PADHI methodology, as what is 
important is the HSE advice, however that is 
delivered. See our comment at TB5.16. 

TC5.36 5.22  We interpret section d in Part B of the policy as 
referring to land use allocations for non-hazardous 
developments on the site of hazardous installations.  
 
Suggestion: If this is correct, it would be helpful to 
amend the wording to make clear that it relates to 
ensuring that land use allocations for the 
redevelopment of hazardous installations, or land in 
close proximity, take account of the need to 
incentivise and fund decommissioning. 

TC5.37 5.22  Suggestion: Further to our comments at TB5.16, 
the reference to PPS12 and the EU Directive in 
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paragraph 5.91 should be revised as the text 
appears to relate to the original version of PPS12. 
The current version of PPS12 (2008), which is more 
strategic in nature, does not contain the detail of the 
original PPS12; but this does not detract from the 
need to take account of the Seveso II Directive in 
local spatial planning. 

 

Chapter 6 

Table C6: Chapter 6 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC6.1  6.1 

A (c) 
 Reference to borough infrastructure planning may 

be helpful in supporting text.  
TC6.2  6.1 6.10 Regarding paragraph 6.10, see our comments at 

TA6.1 and TC6.4. 
TC6.3  6.4  We welcome reference to High Speed 2 in this 

policy. You will be aware that HS2 Ltd was created 
in January 2009 to look at the feasibility of, and 
business case for, a new high speed rail line 
between London and the West Midlands (and the 
potential development of a high speed network 
beyond the West Midlands, at the level of broad 
corridors). Their report has been submitted to 
Ministers who are expected to respond by the end 
of March 2010. It is expected that the report will be 
published as part of this response. 
 
You will want to consider this report, and 
government response, in finalising this policy.  

TC6.4  6.6  As the Panel who conducted the examination in 
public of the draft further alterations to the London 
Plan (Panel report, September 2007) concluded on 
policy in relation to Heathrow “as an elected 
politician, democratically accountable to one of the 
world’s major cities, the Mayor must of course be 
able to hold and express views independent of 
Government”. However, further to our comment at 
TA6.1, the London Plan is a statutory document 
with legal authority, and of the legal constraint in 
Section 41 of the GLA Act 1999 of “the need to 
ensure that the strategy is consistent with national 
policies.”   

TC6.5  6.9  We welcome support for cycle parking set out in this 
policy. In addition to provision of convenient, safe 
and secure cycle parking and changing facilities in 
developments you may wish to support the 
provision of cycle storage facilities at transport 
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interchanges (including any proposed Park & Ride 
schemes).  

TC6.6  6.12 6.36 We note that Managing Our Roads refers to limited 
scope for tackling urban congestion through 
additional road capacity, instead promoting 
alternative management methods. Paragraph 6.36 
notes that there is limited scope. Therefore the word 
‘however’ at the start of the third sentence may be 
unnecessary.  

TC6.7  6.13 
E 

6.38 
 
6A.1 

Policy 6.13 E and paragraphs 6.38 and 6A.1 could 
usefully refer to policy EC 8.1 of PPS4 which 
states that “local planning authorities should, 
through their local  development frameworks, set 
maximum parking standards for non-residential 
development in their area, ensuring alignment with 
the policies in the relevant local transport plan and, 
where relevant, the regional strategy”. 

TC6.8  6.13 6.38 Would the word ‘should’ be more appropriate than 
‘must’ in the 6th sentence? 

TC6.9  6.15 6.46 In order to ensure clarity, it may be helpful to amend 
the last sentence of paragraph 6.46 to read 
“…justify any loss of Green Belt in accordance with 
Policy 7.16, and localised…” 

 

Chapter 7 

C.10. In addition to the London Plan we are aware that the Mayor’s Air 
Quality Strategy is also currently being reviewed.  As both 
documents progress, it will be necessary to ensure that what is said 
in these strategies is entirely consistent.  

Table C7: Chapter 7 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC7.1  7.1 

F 
 Section F could usefully add a reference 

encouraging where appropriate cross borough / sub 
regional working in relation to provision of 
infrastructure and services.  Potential to cross refer 
to CIL and general infrastructure planning 
requirements in PPS12 (paragraphs 4.8 – 4.12). 
 
Refer to PPS11, PPS12 and forthcoming CIL 
guidance. 

TC7.2  7.2 
E 

 It may not be necessary for boroughs to develop 
detailed policies as suggested. Please refer to our 
comment at B.4. 

TC7.3  7.3 
B 

 It is not appropriate to require consistency with the 
three design safety documents as these are not 
policy documents. 
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Suggestion: that paragraph B of the policy is 
rephrased to say that development ought to “have 
regard to” the principles set out in the three 
documents listed. 

TC7.4  7.4  It may provide additional clarity if some terms were 
included in the glossary and references made to 
urban design guidance where appropriate.  
 
At 7.4 B (c), reference to ‘human in scale’ could 
usefully be expanded as in Policy 7.5 B to provide 
clarity on meaning (see TC7.5). 

TC7.5  7.5  The reference in this policy to human scale is more 
appropriately couched than in policy 7.4 (see 
TC7.4). It could be explained that street furniture is 
meant by the term “furniture” in part B of the policy.  
Also, the words “where appropriate” might be added 
in the last sentence of part B of the policy to 
recognise that in some cases efforts will be directed 
at improving an area that historically is considered 
to have been poor. 

TC7.6  7.7 
D (c) 

 Our comments at TB7.1 and TB7.2 set out that 
there should be a clear policy framework for the 
location of tall buildings. 
 
Suggestion: To avoid ambiguity, the first sentence 
of part D (c) of the policy should be revised to say 
that tall buildings should not “be encouraged in 
areas unless they have been identified as being 
appropriate for tall buildings. Areas that are 
inappropriate or sensitive to the impact of tall 
buildings might include…” 

TC7.7  7.8 
A 
C 
D 
G 

 In parts A and C of the policy 'conserve' rather than 
'preserve' would better reflect the terminology of 
draft PPS 15. 
 
In relation to parts A, D and G of the policy 
reference to 'heritage assets' as used in draft PPS 
15 is a term that would embrace (ie. it is not 
separate from) conservation areas, World Heritage 
Sites, Scheduled Ancient Monuments etc. 

TC7.8  7.8 
A 

 With regards the reference to 'restored' in part A, as 
restoration would not be appropriate in every case, 
we suggest inserting 'where appropriate' (though 
the reference could probably be deleted if 
'conserved' is to replace 'preserved').” 

TC7.9  7.8 
B 

 For reasons of consistency, reference in this section 
should be to ‘Development proposals’ rather than 
‘Development’. Further detail on what is meant by 
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‘present’ could usefully be provided in supporting 
text (for example explanation of whether the 
physical archaeology or the records of archaeology 
should be presented, and how). 

TC7.10 7.9 7.27 The Plan might usefully refer to “World Class 
Places: The Government’s strategy for improving 
quality of place” published in May 2009 and the 
more recent Action Plan12. 

TC7.11 7.9 
B 

 It is not clear what is meant by 'new development 
should repair, refurbish and re use heritage assets'. 
We assume that the intension is that where 
appropriate any new development should look to 
incorporate these things in their proposals, but 
clarification would be welcomed. 

TC7.12 7.10 7.28 We consider that the references to 'surrounding 
built environment' and 'surrounding land' in this 
paragraph are ambiguous and unclear insofar as 
their relationship with setting is concerned. The 
CLG Circular 07/2009 on the Protection of World 
Heritage Sites refers to the UNESCO idea of a 
buffer zone (an area around the site with legal 
restrictions) but recognises that the setting of a 
World Heritage Site (WHS) may extend beyond any 
buffer zone and will therefore need additional 
protection. Setting is defined in paragraph 15 of the 
Circular as the area around a WHS in which change 
or development is capable of having an adverse 
effect on the WHS. The references to the 
‘surrounding built environment’ and ‘surrounding 
land’ may not therefore fully deal with the setting of 
a WHS, if that is what is intended.   
 
Suggestion: To avoid the potential for  ambiguity 
we advise amending these references in order to 
clarify intent. 

TC7.13 7.10 7.29 The last sentence of the paragraph states that it is 
vital that development in the setting of World 
Heritage Sites contributes to the provision of an 
overall amenity and ambience appropriate to their 
World Heritage status.  This sentence is cross 
referenced to the CLG Circular 7/2009 Protection of 
World Heritage Sites. We have been unable to find 
the phrase “provision of an overall amenity and 
ambience appropriate to their World Heritage 
status” in either the Circular or the accompanying 
English Heritage Guidance Note.   
 
The phrase is consistent with the need to protect, 
conserve and enhance the Outstanding Universal 

63 



 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
value, authenticity and integrity of the World 
Heritage Site set out in paragraphs 10 -12 and 15-
18 of the Circular. However, we feel that the 
sentence is open to interpretation and could be 
removed as the preceding sentence in paragraph 
7.29 effectively covers the same area. 

TC7.14 7.11  
B 
C  
D 

7.32 
  
7.34 

The Mayor’s London View Management 
Framework has been fully operational since 13 July 
2007 when the supplementary planning guidance 
was published.  However, these policy references 
are couched in the future tense e.g. ‘the Mayor will 
identify’, ‘the Protected Vista will be composed’ and 
‘the SPG will provide guidance’. 

It would be more appropriate and clearer if the 
policy and supporting text were couched in terms of 
recognising that views policies and the LVMF SPG 
are already in existence. 

TC7.15 7.10 
A 

 Section A of the policy makes clear that the Mayor 
will work with relevant stakeholders to develop SPG 
to define the setting of World Heritage Sites.  The 
CLG/DCMS Circular  on the Protection of World 
Heritage Sites 07/2009 says (paragraph 10) that 
regional spatial strategies (the Spatial Development 
Strategy in London) should include appropriate 
policies for the protection and sustainable use of 
World Heritage Sites (WHS) including 
enhancement where appropriate and take account 
of the specific regional or local circumstances of a 
particular WHS.  Local Planning Authorities should 
take account of the need to protect and conserve 
WHS and policies for the protection and 
sustainable use of a WHS should apply to the site 
itself and as appropriate to its setting including any 
buffer zone.    Paragraphs 15, 16 and 18 of circular 
07/09 refer to the need to assess and protect 
setting of World Heritage Sites. 

Appropriate policies should be included in the LDFs 
of planning authorities bordering a WHS as well as  
the authority in which the site is located.  The 
proposal for the Mayor to produce SPG is 
supported given his regional coordinating role in 
working with Boroughs to draw up specific 
guidance, building on the work done in the LVMF. 

TC7.16 7.10 
A 
B 

 Sections A and B of the policy should refer to the 
Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of a site in the 
singular. 

TC7.17 7.10  It is possible that a development proposal could 
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B bring positive changes to the setting of a WHS. We 

suggest that it may therefore be useful recognising 
in the first sentence to Section B of the policy the 
possibility that a new development could remove an 
existing property that affects the Outstanding 
Universal Value (OUV) and replace it with one that 
does not. 

TC7.18 7.10 7.28 In paragraph 7.28 the reference to the Westminster 
World Heritage Site (WHS) should include 
Westminster Abbey (including St Margaret’s 
Church) as well as the Palace of Westminster – the 
correct name of the WHS is Palace of Westminster, 
Westminster Abbey and St Margaret’s Church. 

TC7.19 7.11 7.32 Paragraph 7.32 is currently included in support of 
policy 7.11 which outlines the London View 
Management Framework (LVMF). This paragraph 
explains about the Protected Vistas designated to 
protect the ability to recognise and appreciate three 
identified strategically important landmarks.  It also 
explains about the composition of the Protected 
Vistas. 
 
We suggest that consideration is given as to 
whether it would be more appropriate and clearer to 
users of the plan policies, if the contents of this 
supporting paragraph were moved to support policy 
7.12 which relates to implementation of the LVMF, 
and section F of which explains how the Protected 
Vistas should operate. 

TC7.20 7.11 7.32 As currently drafted, paragraph 7.32 implies that all 
the Protected Vistas,(including the ‘slot’ views of St 
Paul’s Cathedral from Richmond Park and 
Westminster Pier), have a Wider Setting 
Consultation Area (WSCA).  If the WSCA is taken 
to include the protected background areas beyond 
the Strategically Important Landmarks then this will 
be the case but we consider that some clarification 
would be helpful on this matter. 

TC7.21 7.12 7.37 In paragraph 7.37 it would be more appropriate to 
refer to seeking the Secretary of State’s agreement 
– rather than support – for adopting the Protected 
Vista Directions.  It may also be helpful adding in 
this paragraph reference to the fact that the 
Directions need to be in conformity with the London 
Plan policies and the LVMF SPG. 

TC7.22 7.12 
F 

 We understand the intention is that a canyon effect 
would not occur around the Protected Vistas, 
including the Wider Setting Consultation Area 
(WSCA), and within the Protected Vista (i.e. around 

65 



 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
the Landmark Viewing Corridors).   
 
Section F sub-section b states that development 
“should not cause a canyon effect around the 
Protected Vista.”  As the WSCA forms part of the 
Protected Vista we suggest that  it would be 
clearer if the policy read “It should not cause a 
canyon effect in complying with the Protected 
Vistas”. 

TC7.23 7.13 
B 

7.39 Below shown in bold are some suggested minor 
changes.  None of these changes reflect a specific 
conflict to government policy, but rather amended 
to reflect the language used in the CONTEST 
strategy, Crowded Places and Safer Places 
documents (all Office of Security and 
Counter-Terrorism documents):   
  
B:  Development proposals should contribute to 
the minimisation of potential physical risks, 
including those arising as a result of fire, flood 
and related hazards. Development should include 
measures to design out crime that, in proportion 
to the risk, deter terrorism, assist in the detection 
of terrorist activity and help mitigate its effects.  
 
7.39 Measures to design out crime, including 
Counter terrorism, measures should be integral to 
development proposals and considered early in 
the design process20. This will ensure they provide 
adequate protection, do not compromise good 
design, do not shift the vulnerabilities elsewhere, 
and are cost-effective. Development proposals 
should incorporate measures that are 
proportionate to the threat by way of the risk of an 
attack and the likely consequences of one. New 
development should incorporate elements that 
deter terrorists, maximise the probability of 
detecting intrusion, and delay any attempts at 
disruption until a response can be activated (see 
also Policy 7.3 on secure by design). 
Consideration should be given to physical and 
electronic security (including detailed questions of 
design and choice of material, vehicular stand-off 
and access, air intakes and telecommunications 
infrastructure).  

TC7.24 7.13 
B 

7.39 Further to our comments at TC7.23, it would be 
helpful if specific reference to the advice contained 
within the Safer Places: A Counter Terrorism 
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Supplement guidance document were made, rather 
than just a numerical footnote. 

TC7.25 7.15 
B (b) 

 The policy outlined in section B sub-section (b) is 
broadly in line with current government policy 
contained in PPG24 although it is not always 
practicable, in all circumstances, to separate noise 
sensitive and noisy development. It is considered 
that such decisions will need to be made on a local 
level taking into account local factors. In some 
circumstances, sound insulation and proper 
acoustic design may allow development to proceed. 
It would be helpful if this were clear in the policy.  

TC7.26 7.15 
C (b) 

 We support the approach that boroughs should 
have policies in place to reduce the adverse impact 
of noise. The nature and content of these policies 
would need to be decided upon at a local level. In 
particular, further to our comment at TC7.25, it may 
not be appropriate to separate noise making and 
noise sensitive uses in all circumstances due to 
pressures on land use. Noise management should 
occur in the context of sustainable development 
and noise should not be considered in isolation of 
other issues. 
 
In respect of section C sub-section (b) Quiet areas 
you may wish to note that presently, the draft 
national policy on quiet areas is due to be adopted 
in March 2010, and will therefore take effect before 
the revised London Plan is published. Emerging 
government policy only relates to certain existing 
quiet urban open spaces and only provides for 
protection from certain types of noise (mainly road, 
rail, aircraft and some types of industrial sources). 
Although the proposed policy goes further than 
current government policy on this issue, it is felt 
that local authorities could do more on a local level 
to protect areas where the noise environment is 
currently good, or to enhance the noise 
environment within such areas. We consider 
therefore that this proposed policy will complement 
and enhance national policies on the protection and 
improvement of the noise environment. 
 
Section C sub-section (b) refers to Spaces of 
relative tranquillity. The government does not 
currently have policies regarding the protection of 
tranquillity or relative tranquillity or soundscape. 
However, local Open Space Strategies do seem to 
offer an appropriate local vehicle for the 
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development of local policies on such issues. It is 
generally accepted that “tranquillity” encompasses 
many acoustic and non acoustic factors and 
therefore this policy would appear to go beyond the 
protection of the noise environment. We would 
support this policy being clarified and developed 
further. 

TC7.27 7.15 7.44 In relation to what is said in paragraph 7.44, it 
should be noted that Boroughs will also need to 
liaise with other government departments/agencies 
in relation to quiet areas, in order to address noise 
resulting from major sources, such as strategic 
roads which fall within the London area. 

TC7.28 7.15  The definition of “Quiet Area” within the glossary 
should be amended to reflect that within the 
relevant Directive, Regulations and the draft noise 
action plan agglomeration template. 

The definition of “ambient noise” within the glossary 
be amended to reflect the definition currently used 
within the Mayor of London’s Ambient Noise 
Strategy (which is more comprehensive). 

TC7.29 7.16 
B 

 The wording in the third paragraph of section B of 
the policy is unclear.  We suggest that it be 
reworded so as to avoid saying that “forms of 
development that might be appropriate …. will be 
supported.”  
 
Suggestion: It would be preferable to say 
“Development will be supported if it is appropriate 
and helps secure the objectives of improving the 
green belt as set out in PPG2.” 

TC7.30 7.17 7.47 If the policy is intended to reflect the policy in PPG2 
then reference to small scale structures to support 
outdoor open space uses may be superfluous since 
appropriate development is by definition small 
scale. (PPG2 Green Belts) 

TC7.31 7.18 7.48 Whilst the approach taken broadly accords with 
PPG17 Planning for Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation, the policy and supporting text on 
protecting local space and addressing deficiency 
might be read to imply that there is no surplus of 
open space anywhere in London (only 
deficiencies). The PPG17 policy is to identify 
surpluses and deficits.  
 
Suggestion: Redraft policy to refer to 
circumstances where a surplus of open space exist.

TC7.32 7.19  Generally, we consider that there is scope for the 
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A 
D (a) 
E (3) 

policy to be clearer and more focussed. To provide 
greater clarity we suggest considering revising the 
wording of the following sections of this policy: 
 
Section A – It is not clear what is meant by the 
“beginning of the development process”. Is it the 
construction, planning or inception? 
 
Section E sub-section (3) – It is not clear whether 
this is referring to European or nationally 
designated sites.  For example does the word 
“compensation” refer to compensation in the 
context of the Habitat Regulations? For European 
sites, please see Fig 1 of Circular 6/05 for further 
information.  From the reference to “seek 
appropriate compensation” - in this sense, we 
assume that compensation means compensating 
the nature conservation interest to be lost, e.g. by 
creating new habitat elsewhere to replace the lost 
site. This is as opposed to mitigation, which refers 
to reducing the impact on the site itself. 

TC7.33 7.19 
E 

 The hierarchy outlined broadly follows that set out 
in PPS9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 
(page 3, key principles). The policy seeks 
appropriate compensation but is does not 
specifically include the requirement to consider 
alternative sites where the proposal would result in 
significant harm to biodiversity. We would 
welcome clarification about this and would not 
want the PPS9 approach to be undermined. 

TC7.34 7.19 
E 

 The hierarchy at sub-section 3 is a generalisation. 
The actual test is that damaging development can 
only be consented to on a European protected site 
when: 
- there are no feasible alternatives; 
- there are Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public 
Importance (IROPI); and 
- compensatory measures are secured to ensure 
the overall coherence of the Natura 2K network. 
It may be useful if this were clarified (in regard to 
the phrase ‘exceptional circumstances’) in 
supporting text. 

TC7.35 7.19 
F 

7.49 We suggest making the following revisions to 
section F sub-section (a) of the policy in recognition 
of a change in procedure, in line with DEFRA 
guidance: 

Delete "use the procedures in the Mayor’s 
Biodiversity Strategy to identify Sites of Borough 
and Local Importance for Nature Conservation" 
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and replace with : "Boroughs should consult with 
the London Wildlife Sites Partnership to agree 
the designation of borough and local sites of 
nature conservation value, using the criteria in 
the Mayor's Biodiversity Strategy, based on an 
appropriate and current evidence base." 

 
We also suggest making similar appropriate 
changes to paragraph 7.49: 

In relation to section F of the policy, para 5(ii) - 
PPS9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 
states that LDFs should identify any areas or 
sites for the restoration or creation of new priority 
habitats which contribute to regional targets and 
support the restoration or creation through 
appropriate policies.  

 
Section F (c) of the draft London Plan policy seeks 
to include policies for the protection of 
protected/priority species. We consider that this 
should be amended to also include habitats. 

TC7.36 7.19 
F 

 Section F, sub-section c states that boroughs in 
their LDFs should include policies for the protection 
of protected / priority species and the enhancement 
of their populations via BAP targets.   
Whilst supporting the inclusion and protection of 
biodiversity in the LDF, further to our comments at 
B.3 and B.4, we would not want to specifically see 
a Core Strategy policy on biodiversity required. 
Consideration of biodiversity and nature 
conservation as part of the evidence base and/or 
as part of a Biodiversity Action Plan should be 
sufficient. 

TC7.37 7.19 7.48 In paragraph7.48 (the second paragraph in the 
draft plan with this number) it is unclear what is 
meant by the phrase “that are vulnerable” towards 
the end, or what they may be vulnerable to. We 
consider that the words could be omitted. 

TC7.38 7.19 7.51 For the sake of clarity, the second sentence of 
paragraph 7.51 could more appropriately be 
reworded to start: “The indirect impacts of 
development (e.g. disturbance due to noise…” 

TC7.39 7.19  In relation to sections A, B and, in particular, D of 
the policy, it would be helpful if the Plan, perhaps in 
the Glossary, could provide a fuller description of 
what is a European site under the Habitats 
Regulations : 
- Special Area of Conservation (SAC); 
- Site of Community Importance (SCI); 
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Ref Policy Para Comment 
- a candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC); 
- Special Protection Area (SPA). 
In addition, it is Government policy to treat potential 
SPAs, and sites designated under the Ramsar 
Convention in the same manner (for planning 
purposes) as the above sites.  

TC7.40 7.23  The Ministry of Justice is responsible for burial law, 
but does not have any operational responsibility for 
providing burial space. A survey of burial grounds 
in England and Wales indicated in general terms 
the amount of space available for burial in future 
years and in 2007, Ministers announced that the 
Government would develop good practice guidance 
on the provision of burial space but this has not yet 
been finalised. In the meantime, it is open to local 
authorities to make their own arrangements to 
identify any shortages of burial space and to 
develop their own plans as to how they might best 
address any problems. The survey indicated that 
burial space was under particular pressure in 
London, confirming studies which had been 
undertaken earlier by LPAC. In part response to 
this, provision was successfully promoted by the 
London Boroughs within the London Local 
Authorities Act 2007 to re-use old graves in certain 
circumstances.  Further to our comments13 in 
response to “A New Plan for London”, published for 
consultation with the London Assembly, it is noted 
that the draft London Plan policy makes no 
reference to this. 
 
An assessment of burial space in London as 
proposed at paragraph 7.57, would not cut across 
Government policy in respect of burial grounds.  
However, as the GLA has no direct policy 
responsibility for cemeteries, clearly it would be 
necessary to proceed with the consent and support 
of the London boroughs. This could usefully be 
reflected in supporting text by referring specifically 
to boroughs as one of the ‘other key stakeholders’.  

 

Chapter 8 

C.11. We note that some of the policies in Chapter 8 were debated at the 
Examination in Public (EIP) into the draft Crossrail Alterations in 
December 2009.  While the structure of policies in the draft revised 
Plan differs from those in the draft (and, we expect, the forthcoming 
published) Crossrail Alterations, you will want to consider the extent 
to which the wording of policies 6.5 (see our comment at TB6.6), 8.2 
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and 8.3 can accord with those in the forthcoming published 
Crossrail Alteration.  

Table C8: Chapter 8 policy/paragraph specific comments 

Ref Policy Para Comment 
TC8.1  8.1  We welcome support for effective development and 

implementation of the proposed Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL). In addition to our 
Statement14 to the Crossrail Alterations EIP you will 
be aware that more recent announcements on the 
CIL were made in the 2009 Pre-Budget Report, 
Securing the recovery: growth and opportunity and 
that government is expecting finalised regulations 
and guidance early in 2010.  

TC8.2  8.2 
E 

 You will want to take note of our comments on 
proposals for supporting provision of small shops 
through planning obligations at TB4.7. 

TC8.3  8.2 
F 

 We have noted at paragraph B.4 that it may not be 
necessary for boroughs to include policies in DPDs 
in order to implement London Plan policies. We 
have also noted that we do not wish to see 
development of Core Strategies delayed 
unnecessarily (paragraph B.3). Suggestion: 
Further to comments in relation to the draft 
Crossrail Alteration15, you will want to consider re-
wording 8.2 F and 8.2 F (c) to refer to LDFs instead 
of DPDs and allow boroughs flexibility to consider 
the most appropriate way for them to take forward 
the proposed policy. 

TC8.4  8.3  This policy was debated in detail at the EIP in 
December 2009. We suggest that you will want to 
incorporate any suggested amendments to the 
policy as may be taken forward into published 
Alterations to the current London Plan. You will 
want to note in particular our comment16 in 
response to proposed policy 6A.5A in the public 
consultation draft of the Crossrail Alterations.  
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Endnotes: 

 
1 Chris Hayes letter to Boris Johnson of 30 June 2009, paragraphs 5-9 
2 See Government Office for London Circular 1/2008, paragraph 2.2 
3 More homes for more people: advice to Ministers on housing levels to be considered in 
regional plans. See: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/nhpau/keypublications/reports/morehomesadvice/ 
4 Chris Hayes letter to Boris Johnson of 30 June 2009, Appendix A, section 3, paragraph vi 
5 See http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/irf/ 
6 See http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/shlaa-shma.jsp 
7 Chris Hayes letter to Boris Johnson of 30 June 2009, paragraph 33 
8 See Development management: Proactive planning from pre-application to delivery 
Consultation on a draft new planning policy statement on development management, and on 
draft policy annexes on the pre-application and determination stages (paragraph 1.4), 
Communities and Local Government, December 2009 
9 HM Treasury, December 2009 
10 See http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/shlaa-shma.jsp 
11 See in particular the Flood and Water Management Bill and the forthcoming regulatory 
standards for SuDs being developed by Defra 
12 See: http://www.culture.gov.uk/reference_library/media_releases/6482.aspx 
13 Chris Hayes letter to Boris Johnson of 30 June 2009, Appendix A, section 3, paragraph xiii  
14 See http://www.london.gov.uk/london-plan-
eip/docs/statements/Matter4/43GoLMatterFour.pdf 
15 Andrew Melville letter to Boris Johnson of 17 August 2009, Appendix A, paragraph iv 
16 Andrew Melville letter to Boris Johnson of 17 August 2009, paragraph 12 
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