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LONDON FORUM 
 
The London Forum of Amenity and Civic Societies (London Forum) is a charity 
established for 21 years operating as a federation of over 130 community and 
amenity groups and civic societies in the Greater London area. 
 
London Forum aims to protect and to improve the quality of life and opportunities 
of people living in, working in, or visiting the area comprising Greater London, in 
particular by promoting and encouraging:  

 
(i) high standards of planning, urban design, housing, services, 
landscaping, infrastructure and transport; 
 
(ii) the conservation of lands, buildings, open spaces, waterways, 
amenities, features of historic interest and the individual character of 
localities, plus improvement to them;  
 
(iii) a sense of civic pride amongst members of the public and the fostering 
of community involvement and the capacity to effect necessary change; 
and 
 
(iv) the principles and practice of sustainable development and tackling 
climate change. 
 

In pursuing its objects London Forum promotes and encourages the activities of 
local amenity societies and acts in a representative capacity on their behalf on 
amenity and environmental issues affecting Greater London. 
 
London Forum has appeared as a participant at each of the Examination in 
Public sessions for the initial and amended London Plan versions since 2000. 
 
 
Summary of the Main Issues 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the general strategy, many of the key 
changes and most of the policies in the Consultation Draft Replacement Plan.   
 
In reviewing the Draft Replacement Plan, we have considered whether: 
 

• we agree with the proposed strategy and the individual policies within 
each theme; 



• we agree with the wording/content of each policy, in particular whether the 
revised policy has changed the emphasis or omitted important points 
which had been agreed in previous iterations of the London Plan; and 

 
• certain issues need  expansion, such as to set out how the issue should 

be dealt with through LDFs where this is not stated. 
 
The London Forum has approached this task as a “critical friend”, in the 
expectation that policies might be revised or extended as a result of these 
comments. We hope that, after further discussion, a large number of these 
issues can be resolved in a statement of common ground, leaving only key 
unresolved issues to be discussed before the Panel. 
 
We have made clear where we agree with the proposed Plan and in doing so 
would expect to appear at the Examination in Public if those issues were chosen 
as matters to be discussed at the EiP. 
 
Main Issues 
 
 
Chapter 2: London’s Places 
 
Inner London – the policy framework is inadequate (Policy 2.9) 
 
Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas – need to phase implementation 
to coincide with improved public transport accessibility and transport capacity 
 
Town Centres – need more proactive approach to promote town centres and 
promote redevelopment of retail parks (Policy 2.15) 
 
Strategic Industrial Land - need to discourage large-scale office development 
and designate consolidation/break-bulk facilities (Policy 2.17 – see also Policies 
4.4 and 6.) 
 
 
Chapter 3: London’s People 
 
Increasing housing  supply – intensification, optimisation and phasing (Policy 
3.3) 
 
Optimising housing potential – the policy (Policy 3.4) fails to articulate how 
LDFs should take the density matrix into local policy 
 
Housing choice – need to address the specific housing needs of older people, 
students and key workers (eg nurses) (Policy 3.8) 
 



Affordable housing targets – concern about whether the policy (Policy 3.12) is 
strong enough to realise them  
 
Social infrastructure – the concept needs to be linked to neighbourhoods 
(Policy 3.17) 
 
Healthcare – concern about whether new healthcare facilities will be accessible 
(Policy 3.17) 
 
 
Chapter 4: London’s Economy 
 
Offices – location policy for new offices insufficiently clear – need for preferred 
locations; office floorspace forecast is likely to be exaggerated, needs 
disaggregation for sub-regions and plan phases; risk that certain Opportunity 
Areas will grab all the growth (Policy 4.2) 
 
Industrial land –welcome naming of potential locations for break-
bulk/consolidation (Policy 4.4) 
 
Visitor infrastructure – where will convention centre be? (Para 4.5) 
 
Retail and town centre development 
 
 
Chapter 5: London’s Response to Climate Change 
 
The Mayor's Transport Strategy does not support the objectives for climate 
change mitigation and air quality.   
 
There are risks from flooding and water shortage.   
 
The retrofit programme will not be as fast or extensive as it needs to be.  
District heating systems have to be pursued for Opportunity Areas but are 
unlikely to be sufficiently achievable in other areas. 
 
Chapter 6: Transport 
 
Reducing the need to travel – the location of development, public transport 
accessibility and capacity 
 
Western Extension – opposes abolition 
 
Transport capacity – capacity crisis before Crossrail 
 
Freight – consolidation/break-bulk 



 
Parking standards – need to tighten standards, not relax them, especially for 
retail and business uses in low public transport accessibility, and avoid relaxation 
in Outer London  
 
 
Chapter 7: 
 
Building neighbourhoods – need to recreate walkable communities (Policy 7.1) 
 
Architecture and Tall Buildings – both should be required to make a positive 
contribution to London’s townscape, views and vistas (policies 7.6 and 7.7) 
 
Heritage –needs strengthening (Policies 7.8-10) 
 
View Management – more views to be designated (Policy 7.11) 
 
Metropolitan Open Land  - needs greater protection – more than Green Belt 
(7.17) 
 
Blue Ribbon Network – currently marginalised, needs strengthening (Policies 
7.24-30) 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 2: London’s Places 
 
Need consistent treatment of Inner London, Outer London and Central London 
throughout!  
 
2.8 Replace the reference to ‘2010' with something more suitable to the 

timespan of this Plan. 
 
2.9 The London Forum supports the aim for moving international through-

traffic around London, instead of through it. That should apply also to rail 
borne freight. 

 
Policy 2.2 More information is needed for the examination of this plan on what 

has arisen from the Inter-regional Forum since the consolidated 
London Plan was published in 2008. 

 
Policy 2.3: Growth corridors and Co-ordination Corridors 
 
  The London Forum is concerned about the inclusion of car parking 

standards in the ‘level playing field’ strategic policy in section C (b).  
Relaxation of parking limits in new developments would encourage 
the use of cars and it should be allowed only where public transport 
accessibility is low. 

 
Policy 2.4: The 2012 Games and their legacy  
 
  An early draft version of the OLSPG mentioned in ‘B’ and ‘C/a’ 

should be produced by June 2010, as LDF preparation should be 
influenced by it at that time and planning decisions by the Olympic 
host boroughs may have to be made well before the Olympic 
Games. 

 
The Mayor’s priorities in section ‘B’ of this policy should include 
commitment to skills development of residents. 

 
The policy needs additional references in the LDF section to 
reflect also the content of the Legacy Masterplan Framework (para. 
2.18) and the Strategic Regeneration Framework (para. 2.19). It 
needs to be clarified how the Olympic Park Legacy Company (para. 
2.18) will ‘lead the delivery and management of the Olympic Park’ 
and how they are involved in planning decisions. The London Forum 
is concerned that a £1.6bn shortfall in LDA funds was reported in 
December09 in the legacy schemes for skills and jobs. It is not clear 
how legacy plans will ‘address inequality’ and involve communities. 

 
Section ‘B’ of the policy promotes further release of industrial land 
but the London Forum thinks that should be ‘limited’ for LB 
Newham on Map 4.1 until that borough has completed the LDF work 
of Policy 4.4 ‘B’, which should be cross-referenced in Policy 2.4. 



 
 
Sub regions 
 
Policy 2.5 Sub-regions 
 
  The London Forum supports the reintroduction of sub-regions more 

aligned to those used in the 2004 London Plan and by the existing 
alliances of boroughs. However, the North sub region will need to 
maintain close liaison with Waltham Forrest and Hackney boroughs 
on cross border issues, as the former was part of the 2004 North sub 
region. 

 
Similarly, LB Wandsworth’s close involvement with the Central sub 
region, of which it was part in 2004, will be important because part of 
the borough is within the CAZ diagram map 2.3 and the borough is 
part of Inner London (Map 2.2). 
 

 
Outer London:  support increased role for town centres and neighbourhoods 
 
Policy 2.6 Outer London: support vision and strategy for Outer London 
 
Policy 2.7 Outer London: Economy:     
 

The London Forum welcomes the policy and supporting text in 
paragraph 2.31 for home working. 
 

 k. make clear that large-scale commercial leisure attractions should  
  be in or on the edge of town centres or in locations which are or will 
  be well-served by public transport (PPG13 and PPS6/new PPS4)  
 
Policy 2.8 Outer London: Transport :   
 
 The London Forum supports this policy 
 

A (a) Need to make clear that additional transport routes or facilities 
should be necessary, viable and cost effective. It will be 
important to improve access to town centres and places of 
employment.   

  
 A (d) what evidence is there that park-and-ride schemes are appropriate  
  in London, whether in financial or sustainability terms? If there is  
  none, it should be noted that many park-and-ride schemes   
  elsewhere in the country do not pass these tests. 
  



 A (g) London Forum supports the policy for traffic demand management 
measures 

 
Inner London   
 
Policy 2.9:  This policy statement is too brief and general to be of use. Inner 

London needs "a distinctive planning policy approach" (para 
2.37) but it is not given one. Far more detailed policy approach is 
proposed for other areas. 
 
This is unexceptionable, immeasurable and difficult to interpret. Why 
does Inner London deserve such wishy-washy, meaningless 
policies?  It needs “a distinctive planning policy approach” (para 
2.37) – why doesn’t it get one? The only “packaging” are the cross-
references in para 2.38 to policies elsewhere, which, although they 
may be the means to delivery, are not specific to Inner London. Very 
little of the supporting reasoned justification is evidenced by the 
specific circumstances of Inner London, except the reference to 
higher levels of public transport accessibility justifying higher housing 
densities. Inner London deserves more, better and more place-
specific policies than this.  
 
The strategies to be implemented by the Mayor and by boroughs in 
their LDFs should deal with each of the subjects covered by 
paragraphs 2.35 to 2.40. 
It must be made clear what the Mayor will do for the deprived 
communities in Inner London to meet his policy statement in 
paragraph 1.27 for a targeted approach. His intentions to deal with 
disadvantage were stated in ‘A New Plan for London’ (April 2009) as 
recognising the distinct social, economic and environmental issues 
facing parts of inner London outside CAZ; set out planning policies to 
accommodate growth in ways which will enhance the inner London 
environment; open up employment opportunities, especially to 
disadvantaged communities, and strengthen its neighbourhoods. 
Policy 2.9 lacks strategies for those topics. 

 
  The London Forum proposes that a further policy should be  
  developed to capture the Inner London-specific policy   
  elements in paras 2.30-2.40 in the form of place-specific   
  bullets with cross-references or a single policy of strategic  
  priorities such as policy 2.10 for the CAZ. 
 
   The London Forum supports the rejuvenation of Inner London’s  
  town centres and improved access to them as well as to the CAZ is 
  vital, but even more so to Opportunity Areas and Intensification  
  Areas, as without major improvements to public transport   
  accessibility and capacity many of these should not proceed. 



 
  The London Forum supports the need for improvements to the  
  public realm, security through design, respect for local character,  
  conservation and the Blue Ribbon network (para 2.40), but is  
  strongly sceptical about the appropriateness of tall buildings  
  outside the CAZ and Isle of Dogs. There are few, if any, places  
  where such buildings should be encouraged in order to enhance  
  the townscape. Nevertheless, we welcome the introduction of the  
  test that such policies should enhance the townscape. This test  
  must be carried forward into policies in Chapter 7, so that tall  
  buildings must make a positive contribution to the townscape. 
 
  The London Forum supports the importance given to improving  
  the quality of and access to open space and play space and the  
  development of district energy infrastructure. 
 
Para 2.38 The cross-references in paragraphs 2.38, 39 and 40 are to about 

thirty-two policies elsewhere in the Plan. However, most of them 
apply also to Outer London and the Central Activities Zone, not just 
Inner London. That should be made clear by listing the cross 
references that apply in all three of those ‘Places’ and then including 
in each strategic statement any cross references that are specific just 
to that ‘Place’. 

 
Para 2.39 There should be a cross-reference in this paragraph also to Policy 

4.6 ‘C/f’ on the management of the evening and nighttime 
entertainment and leisure activities. 

 
 
Central Activities Zone 
 
Policy 2.10 Central Activities Zone  
 
The London Forum supports this policy’s requirements for the Mayor and 
boroughs for this area, especially the safeguards for: 

• residential neighbourhoods (b); 
• the distinctive environment and heritage of the CAZ (c); 

 
However, it is not clear what “strategically-constrained” means in (d) – this needs 
explaining. Does it mean not constraining:  

• large projects despite lack of public transport accessibility or capacity? or 
• tall buildings because they do not contribute positively to the townscape? 

The wording of the policy is therefore unclear. 
 
We consider that the wording of this policy unclear, ambiguous and, potentially, 
dangerous. “Strategically-constrained” should be defined or deleted. 
 



The extension of the CAZ to include some “peripheral” Opportunity Areas which 
have neither high public transport accessibility nor public transport capacity, such 
as Vauxhall/Nine Elms, should be clearly phased to ensure that major trip-
generating development does not precede the arrival of public transport 
improvements. (see 2.10 (g)) 
 
Policy 2.11 Central Activities Zone – strategic functions 
 
The London Forum generally supports this policy, but has reservations about: 
 

• 2.11 (b).  the phrase “seek solutions to constraints on office provision 
imposed by heritage designations” would not stand legal scrutiny as to its 
intention or interpretation. If the policy is to override objections to buildings 
which because of their scale or height harm rather than make a positive 
contribution to the townscape or to the setting of buildings or areas with a 
heritage designation, we would be strongly opposed to this policy. Both 
developers and communities need clarity – wording such as this appears 
to provide unfettered discretion to the decision maker. This will, in part, be 
overcome by amending policy 7.7 to make clear that tall and large 
buildings, like architecture generally (policy 7.6), should make a positive 
contribution to a coherent public realm, streetscape and wider 
streetscape, rather than “should not have an unacceptably harmful impact 
on their surroundings” (policy 7.7).  Nevertheless, we still consider that the 
wording of this policy unclear, ambiguous and, potentially, dangerous. 

 
• 2.11 (e) Should Soho/Covent Garden also include Leicester Square? (see 

also para 2.46 and Policy 4.6. 
 

• 2.11 (f) the Strategic Cultural Areas should include the area around the 
Aldwych and the “Kensington Museum Complex” should be expanded to 
cover “Albertopolis” as shown on the CAZ Diagram 2.3 – Map 4.2 needs 
amending accordingly.   

 
• 2.11 (j) What is “the fringe of the CAZ”?  How wide a “buffer” is it?  What 

are the public transport accessibility and capacity and supporting 
infrastructure (eg hotels and restaurants) requirements of such locations? 
What are “appropriate locations” (para 2.47) 

 
The protection and enhancement of the quality of CAZ’s residential 
neighbourhoods, as in paragraphs 2.42 and 2.54, should be a strategic intent 
in Policy 2.11. 
 
 
Map 2.3 CAZ Diagram: this should distinguish more clearly: 
This map is too small and the boundaries of the various areas hard to relate to 
London on the ground – perhaps a double-page spread and include some roads. 
 



• Arts and cultural areas from entertainment/evening economy areas (eg 
South Bank and the South Kensington Museums from Soho/Leicester 
Square/Covent Garden) 

• Opportunity Areas from Areas of Intensification (eg the area from Victoria 
along the south west boundary north of the Thames, but also elsewhere – 
the differentiation does not show up on the diagram. 

 
Para 2.41 Add galleries to theatres and concert halls, as in paragraph 4.31. 
 
Para 2.43 This is one of the few references to “CAZ and the Isle of Dogs”.  
 Does the Isle of Dogs only figure in terms of producing sites for new office 
 developments? (see para 2.52 – only the CAZ offices policy applies) 
 
 The London Forum is highly sceptical about the scale of net additional 
 office floorspace that will be required in the CAZ and the Isle of Dogs in 
 total and separately with the likely trend in floorspace/employee ratios with 
 changing working practices and economic pressures to economise on 
 expensive Central London space. This is not dealt with in Chapter 1 nor in
 para 2.43 – there is a need to indicate a range figure on what “significant 
 demand for new office space” means and to disaggregate this by areas 
 within CAZ and Isle of Dogs separately, especially if this is regarded as 
 “strategically significant”. Only if the scale of the expected need for space 
 is articulated can the soundness of the policy be assessed. Both para 1.22 
 and para 2.43 are extremely vague! 
 
Para 2.44 The London Forum strongly supports measures to improve the 
 offer and attractiveness of the West End and Knightsbridge as London’s 
 international shopping centres, especially improvements to the 
 environment and to the public realm. However, this is not captured in 
 policy 2.11 (c) and (d). 
 
Para 2.48 The West Kensington Museum Quarter should be South 
 Kensington. 
 
Para 2.50 Until Crossrail is completed in 2017/18, the Central London 

underground system will be congested. It is essential that significant trip-
generating developments close to the proposed Crossrail stations should 
not open before the stations do.  

 
 The London Forum is concerned that these developments should be 
 phased to avoid their completion ahead of any  significant increase in 
 public transport capacity. Will this be spelt out in the supplementary 
 guidance and the development frameworks for the Opportunity Areas and 
 Areas of Intensification? (para 2.51) 
 
 
 



Policy 2.12 Central Activities Zone predominantly local activities 
 
 The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but suggests that the 
 needs of residents should also be recognised in the retail offer of both the 
 West End and Knightsbridge, despite their designation as international 
 centres, albeit that these shops are unlikely to be in the primary frontages.  
 
 
Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas 
 
Policy 2.13 Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas 
 
The development of these areas must be made explicitly dependent on the timely 
delivery of improved public transport accessibility and capacity. This will 
obviously have to be spelt out in the Planning Frameworks, but must also be 
embodied in the policy as a pre-condition for large-scale development – 
otherwise the development will either not happen or, if it were to, it would be 
unsustainable. The policy needs to spell out that both public transport 
accessibility and capacity will be an essential  - this must in the policy itself, 
not relegated to the reasoned justification (para 2.55).  
 
Annex 1 does indicate the degree to which these areas rely on/require 
improvements in public transport accessibility and capacity, but none of the 
entries give any dates for the delivery of these improvements. Few are ready to 
develop now – some indication of phasing should be included. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the use of the word “optimise” in section C (b), but 
is concerned that this is not explicitly linked to public transport accessibility and 
capacity. 
 
Additional strategic policies are needed (as in Policy 2.10 ‘A/g’) to ensure real 
benefit is to be achieved as a result of development and renewal for existing 
communities, many of which experience deprivation and worklessness, before 
plans are approved and in consultation with the communities within and adjacent 
to the development areas. 
 
That requires completion of a Social Impact Assessment on plans for OAs/IAs 
in borough PDFs and that should be added to section ‘D’ of the policy. 
 
The London Forum proposes that the achievement of affordable housing in 
Opportunity Areas is given more emphasis in Annex 1 and Policy 2.13 to meet 
the strategic intentions of Policy 3.10 for mixed and balanced communities. 
 
No basis is given for the way the minimum targets have been set for homes and 
jobs in Annex 1 and those figures need individual evaluation before ‘C/c’ can be 
applied. There seem to be some large reductions in the minimum numbers 
of homes in many Opportunity Areas since the current London Plan was 



produced in 2008, yet the replacement Plan covers a further five years. 
Examples are for Deptford Creek which was to have 8,000 homes to 2026 but is 
now shown for 5,000 to 2031; Woolwich + Thamesmead + Charlton Riverside 
which was 15,000 homes and is now 11,500 and Elephant & Castle with a 
reduction from 6,000 new homes to 2026 to 4,000 by 2031. The GLA should 
explain the differences and indicate how many homes have been created in such 
locations since February 2008. 
 
Para 2.56 and Map 2.4: If Intensification Areas need to have good existing or 
potential public transport accessibility, Mill Hill East (41) should be deleted as it 
does/will not meet these criteria.  
 
 
Regeneration Areas 
 
Policy 2.14 Areas for Regeneration 
 
The London Forum supports this policy – their dependence on “transport 
proposals” is explicit. 
 
Additional strategic policies should be included to achieve the intentions in 
paragraph 2.61 and which will achieve the quality of housing during estate 
renewal which will provide suitable space standards and homes for people at all 
stages of their lives. 
 
There should be policy cross references to Chapter 3's policies 3.1 to 3.8 and 
policies 3.17 to 3.20 which are essential to ensure improved quality of life after 
estate renewal. There must be adequate quantities and types of social rented 
housing after renewal.  Policy 3.10 applies also to regeneration of estates but 
see our concern for that below. 
 
 
Para 2.60 The London Forum doubts whether many LSPs are key agencies 

in delivering these. 
 

The London Forum supports the partnership with the local 
community in estate renewal, as in paragraph 2.60, but has not 
seen that well carried out. Existing residents should be involved in 
the selection of development partners, fully involved in 
masterplanning and contributing to Social Impact Assessments 
performed by boroughs, which this policy should promote in section 
‘B’ 

 
Para 2.61 The London Forum questions the use of “under-served markets” 

as a tool for identifying gaps in retail provision. 
 
 



Town Centres 
 
Policy 2.15 Town Centres 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. 
 
In addition the policy should:  
 

• specifically encourage and promote multi-storey, mixed-use development 
and discourage single-storey retail developments and promote the 
redevelopment of existing retail warehouse parks; 

 
• explicitly encourage improved access, especially on foot and by public 

transport (cf para 2.63) including waymarking and safe routes (in sections 
A, B and C of the policy) and improvements to the public realm (cf 2.64) in 
the LDF section. 

 
• extend the list of civic services to include libraries, health centres and 

pharmacies 
 

• explicitly encourage improvements to public transport accessibility for 
those centres with a PTAL of 3 or less – the average PTAL for each centre 
should be shown in Tables A2.1 and A2.2. 

 
• explicitly refer to reclassification of centres being brought forward through 

the London Plan in section A (not left to the reasoned justification in para 
2.66) 

 
• explicitly refer, as in para2.67, to “boroughs should identify and promote 

the complementary offers of the smaller centres in the network, including 
neighbourhood centres and local shopping parades” – the policy should 
be in Section C not in the reasoned justification. 

 
• be expanded to make clear that boroughs should both encourage new 

office development and retain existing offices within town centres 
 

• specifically maintain existing and encourage new entertainment (eg 
cinemas) in town centres 

 
Para 2.64  
 
Strategic Outer London development centres 
 
Policy 2.16 Strategic Outer London development centres 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 



 
This policy lacks strategic content for decision making. The ‘detailed testing’ 
proposed in paragraph 2.70 will need to be performed by the boroughs involved 
for their LDF content and for use in making planning decisions. 
 
The policy and supporting text should have references to policies 4.1 and 4.10. 
 
The London Forum considers that this policy should:  
 

• be expanded to make clear that “Logistics” and “Other transport-related 
functions” need to explicitly include break-bulk and transhipment centres; 
and 

• show these on a map, and/or include this within Policy 2.17 – preferred 
industrial locations where distribution is the main activity; and 

 
• contain a cross reference to Policy 6.14 

 
The London Forum objects to the failure in Policies 2.4 to 2.16 inclusive to refer 
to Chapter 7.  It is referenced only for Inner London (Policy 2.9, paragraphs 2.38 
and 2.40) yet good place making, infrastructure development and improved local 
quality of life are essential for all parts of the capital and are part of the Mayor’s 
commitment explained in paragraph 1.52. 
 
The policies in Chapter 2 for all London’s places must make clear in strategic 
aims, decision making and required LDF content the vital work that must be 
done in Place-Shaping, by implementing Policies 7.1 to 7.7. 
 
London Forum’s chairman was a Commissioner on the Mayor’s Outer London 
study and it was clear during its work that quality of life would be significant in the 
development of outer London’s boroughs. Emphasis on the way people perceive 
and use their neighbourhoods must apply to all areas of change and 
communities should be engaged by boroughs in analysing deficiencies, defining 
actions and improving neighbourhoods. 
 
 
Strategic Industrial Locations 
 
Policy 2.17 Strategic industrial locations 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy and the supporting text. 
 
The policy should, however: 
 

• discourage large-scale offices on Industrial Business Parks – these are 
unlikely to meet the criteria in PPG13 (paras 6 and 20) of being or will 
become well-served by public transport  - para 2.71 needs to make clear 
that IBPs will not be suitable locations for large-scale office development; 

 



• clarify whether “strategically-important logistics” (cf para 2.71, 2.73 and 
2.74) includes break-bulk/transhipment centres – these should be 
separately identified in the same way as SILs – the justification is identical 
to that for SILs as in para 2.72 and the characteristics are almost identical 
to the criteria in PPG13 para 45. – this needs coordination with Policy 6.14 
and the Mayor’s Transport Strategy. This will require specific references to 
this type of development in all four sections of the policy, especially the 
requirement to identify and safeguard freight break-bulk centres as in the 
last part of para 2.74 – their designation should be a matter of policy. 

  
The Strategic section and the LDF section of the policy should both make 
reference to policy 4.4 for managing industrial land and premises and the two 
policies must be applied together. It is unfortunate that the structure of the 
Plan divides strategic aims and policies for some locations between the 
Places chapter and the Economy one. 
 
The London Forum proposes marking on Map 2.7 for Strategic Industrial 
Locations the navigable waterways 1, 2, 6 and 7 from Map 7.3, because 
paragraph 2.73 emphasises the importance of SILs for supporting the logistics 
system for which transport by waterways should be optimised. That should be 
added as a requirement in the LDF preparation part of Policy 2.17. 
 
 
Strategic network of open spaces 
 
Policy 2.18: Green infrastructure: the network of open and natural spaces 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, albeit that it omits mention of 
the Thames as perhaps the largest strategic open space in London - it should be 
recognised that it performs all of the functions listed in para 2.80. 
 
There should be reference in policy 2.18 to the Blue Ribbon Network policies 
7.24 through to 7.30 and the associated Thames Policy Area maps. 
Waterways provide most of the beneficial facilities summarised in paragraph 
2.80. 
 
The policy aim at the end of paragraph 2.78 for closing gaps in the network of 
open spaces should be added to policy 2.18 in section ‘F’ for LDF preparation. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the references and actions on biodiversity in 
policy 2.18 and in almost fifty other places in the draft replacement Plan. That 
should help the Habitats Regulations Assessment requirements to be met. 
 
Key Diagram 
 
The Blue Ribbon Network should be shown on the key diagram and shown on 
the key, Gatwick Airport should be indicated, and Regeneration Areas should be 
referenced as 2.14



CHAPTER 3: LONDON’S PEOPLE 
 
The London Forum supports the three main objectives in para 3.1. 
 
Policy 3.1: Ensuring equal life chances for all 
 
The London Forum strongly supports ensuring equal life chances for all, 
especially by ensuring that social infrastructure is provided and that it is retained 
and maintained. Its provision is vital and there should be a reference in the 
policy section ‘A’ to Policies 3.17, 3.18 and 3.19. 
 
The policy, however, needs to be more specific – the “lead policy should make 
specific reference to access to social infrastructure – policies 3.17-3.19 – 
especially in section A of this policy. This is particularly important because of the 
history of poor spatial planning by social infrastructure providers. The London 
Plan is addressing this for the first time – probably the first time since the 1940s.  
 
 
Addressing Health Inequalities 
 
Policy 3.2: Addressing health inequalities 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. 
 
While para 3.8 provides examples of how this policy will be implemented through 
other policies in the plan, there are no specific cross references to other policies 
or guidance.  
 
The policy needs to be strengthened to ensure better access to health facilities 
by considering the spatial location of them, the transport to them and the type of 
services available at them. That should be part also of section ‘E’ of this policy 
so that deficiencies are addressed and there should be reference to Policy 3.18 
for the provision of healthcare facilities. 
 
Action:  Add specific cross references to other policies in the Plan, in this and 
other chapters, which would ensure that this policy is delivered. 
 
The policy contains little if any reference to the spatial/place dimension – the 
policy should be seeking to identify and tackle gaps in provision of facilities and 
areas where action should be targeted. There appears to be little attempt at 
spatial targeting. Where is the evidence base for this policy? 
 
Action:   Both the policy and the reasoned justification needs sharpening up to 
ensure a more targeted approach to delivery of this policy. 
  
London Forum would expect more inequalities than just health ones to be 
covered here to accord with requirements of the Equalities Impact Assessment. 



Housing Supply 
 
Policy 3.3: Increasing housing supply 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. In particular, the proposal to 
achieve an average of 33,400 additional homes per year is considered realistic, 
in terms of the capacity of the sites that have been identified through the Housing 
Capacity Study. 
 
This London Forum considers that the policy provides good cross-referencing to 
policies which will help ensure delivery – it is a model for other policies which 
would be more “concrete” if the means of delivery were better articulated drawing 
on the GLA’s evidence base. 
 
While it might be seen as a matter of detail, it would be reassuring to both 
boroughs and local communities if the reasoned justification explained that the 
capacity of a site was based on the mid-point of the “appropriate density range” 
for a site – ie that the aim is to “optimise” (Policy 2.13(C) (b) and Policy 3.4) and 
not to “maximise” the amount of development.  
 
The London Forum objects to the use of the term “intensification” in Policy 3.3 
(D) (a) - it is too bald and gives no reassurance that the policy on density (Policy 
3.4) has been modified in the light of the review of the use of the density matrix. 
The London Forum proposes that were this explained, in terms of Policy 2.13 (C) 
(b) and 3.4, as ensuring that densities are “optimised” - they are appropriate to 
their setting, public transport accessibility and capacity – this would be less 
emotive.    
 
Para 3.20 Annex 4 shows eighteen boroughs have no targets to reduce long-

term vacant housing stock.  It seems unlikely that there would be zero 
vacant dwellings in those boroughs. 

 
Para 3.21 introduces the issue of phasing. The London Forum is concerned that 
the Plan provides no indication of the phasing of the delivery of housing (and 
Jobs) from the Areas of Opportunity, Areas of Intensification and of 
Regeneration.  
 
 
Policy 3.4: Optimising housing potential 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, as it manages to decouple the 
principle of appropriate density ranges from the former policy of maximising the 
density of development that led to widespread abuse of the policy. 
 
However, the policy fails to stipulate how this should be articulated in LDFs – 
what boroughs should be doing to implement the policy. Policy 3.4 is not 



correctly disaggregated – it purports to talk about LDF preparation but only talks 
about planning decisions. Para 3.23 provides guidance on how – but not what. 
 
The London Forum would prefer the use of “appropriate” to “relevant” to describe 
the density ranges in Table 3.2. 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the Density Matrix in Table 3.2, but would 
urge the Mayor to reintroduce maximum car parking standards related to setting 
and public transport accessibility, since it is the provision of car parking space, 
usually at ground level, which undermines the achievement of higher densities 
and good design, as well as greatly increasing the cost of housing. It is not 
appropriate to base parking standards on the number of beds (sic) as on page 
161 – they need to be related to setting and public transport accessibility. 
 
Action:   
 
Policy 3.4 needs rewriting/expanding to make clear what boroughs should do to 
articulate it in plan preparation. 
 
Line 5: change “relevant” to “appropriate”  (cf Notes to Table 3.2 on page 68) 
 
Table 3.2: Reintroduce maximum residential parking standards within the table to 
relate parking provision to setting and public transport accessibility levels.    
 
 
Policy 3.5: Quality and design of housing developments 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that: 
 

• the meaning and implications of “a presumption against development on 
back gardens where this can be locally justified” is unclear – does it 
include rear extensions, swimming pools, garages, studios, summer 
houses, granny annexes and subterranean development? What is it 
designed to achieve – greater permeability of the soil, retention of private 
open space, maintaining the character?  Para 3.28 does not really clarify 
this matter. 

 
• the words ‘design and materials’ should be added between ‘highest’ and 

‘quality’ in the second line of ‘A’ of this policy on housing design, to 
support the aims in paragraph 3.29. 

 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the Mayor’s commitment to minimum 
space standards (Policy 3.5 (C)) as explained in para 3.30 and Table 3.3. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the cross references in par 3.27 which should 
make the Plan more accessible. 



 
The London Forum objects to the use of the words “unless they are otherwise of 
exemplary design” in section D, as they are subjective.  No housing which 
compromises delivery of the standards should be contemplated and this phrase 
does not help planning decisions. 
 
The use of cross references, as in paragraph 3.27 is fully supported and 
should be used for more policies in the Plan. 
 
 
Policy 3.6: Children and young people’s play and informal recreation 

facilities 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the increased emphasis placed on play 
and informal recreation, especially as large areas of London suffer from 
inadequate open space provision at the local park level. 
 
For children’s play space, words should be added to the end of section A:   
‘. . in a suitable layout with regard to other communal and private space.’ 
 
Emphasis should be placed on achieving the minimum play space standards and 
maximum distances to play locations given in the SPG. 
 
The word ‘safety’ should be put after ‘access’ in section C (b). 
 
The 2004 and 2008 versions of the London Plan had proposals for “opening up 
public access to privately owned open spaces such as sports pitches and utilities 
land, including sites that are no longer required for their original purpose. Other 
innovative initiatives, such as roof terraces, play space created as a result of 
traffic calming measures, and better use of amenity space around housing 
estates, should be encouraged. There should be appropriate provision for 
different age groups, including consideration of communal space, roof gardens 
and indoor space for young people. Appropriate arrangements for management 
and maintenance of play and communal facilities should be provided.” 
 
These aims should be carried forward into this replacement plan. 
 
There should be additional policy for the protection of recreation, play and 
sports areas of London’s schools – as part of social infrastructure and/or under 
open space in chapter 7. 
 
 
Policy 3.7: Large residential developments 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, especially the need for:  
 

• highly accessible locations; 
• accessibility to local services; 



• social infrastructure provision, and 
• improved permeability for pedestrians and cyclists. 

 
Large residential developments should be able to make greater provision than 
normal for social rented housing. That should be made an aim in the policy. 
 
 
Policy 3.8:  Housing Choice 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but considers that the policy 
is too vague about the specific needs of older people, students and certain types 
of key workers, which is not just a matter of choice but of tackling major 
deficiencies in the existing stock, including flats, sheltered accommodation, extra 
care housing, cluster housing, hostels, etc. (see para 3.43)  
 
The policy should propose making specific provision of types of housing that 
would meet these needs and would reduce the pressure on and increase the 
supply of other types of housing. A more nuanced approach is needed, which 
would by ensuring an increased supply of housing more attractive to older 
households – modern, better designed, easier to manage and with easy access 
to their everyday needs – would result in more larger units being freed up. 
Similarly, by encouraging more purpose-built student housing pressure would be 
taken off other parts of the housing stock. 
 
Para 3.43 highlights some of the needs of older households, whilst para 3.44 
deals with student accommodation. 
 
Action: 
 
The policy should include more specific references to meeting the needs of older 
households, students and other special groups by better-targeted provision.   
 
The London Forum supports the strategic priority in B (b) for family-sized 
affordable housing but it is not clear how this will be achieved and there is no 
section in this policy related to this on planning decisions. The density matrix and 
the Mayor’s housing SPG indicate that dwellings with three or more bedrooms 
should be located in areas of lower public transport accessibility. That is of 
concern if it places family sized social housing homes away from town centres 
and in locations inadequately connected. The policy needs to be developed to 
restrict that problem and ensure housing choice will exist in all areas. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the requirement for borough planning for 
supported and affordable housing provision for older Londoners in policy section 
‘B/e’. However, such needs have not been adequately met in recent years and 
supporting people to remain in their homes, as in paragraph 3.42, could result in 
too many family sized homes being occupied by one person. There has to be 



more assessment by the GLA of the housing needs of the elderly and specific 
support for homes and services to be created for them. 
 
Paras 3.38 and 3.40 refer to the current annual average strategic housing 

requirement of 32,600 dwellings annually. It is recommended to use this 
figure beyond 2017. However, the annual monitoring target in Table 3.1 to 
2021 is 33,380. No reason is given to reduce that target to the current 
annual level for rolling forward from 2017. 
 
The requirement for affordable housing stated in this paragraph up to 
2017 is over 55% of the total new homes, a higher proportion than in the 
current London Plan. Is this policy? 

 
   
Policy 3.9: Gypsies and travellers 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
Part of paragraph 3.72 in the Feb08 version of the London Plan should be 
retained, as follows: “Where the use of a site as a gypsy and traveller site will 
also include non-residential uses, these uses should be compatible with 
neighbouring land uses.” 
 
 
Policy 3.10: Mixed and balanced communities 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the creation of more mixed and balanced 
communities. 
 
The policy suggests distribution of people now in mono-tenure estates, but it 
lacks LDF preparation guidance for the re-distribution of tenants. That is not 
covered in Policy 2.14 for Regeneration Areas and Policy 3.15 section ‘B’ 
must be applied for resisting affordable housing loss – not just in terms of 
number of units, but in the number of people housed or bed rooms.  
 
The London Forum is concerned that the policy for mixed tenure achievement 
during estate renewal will be unfair to existing social housing tenants, if they 
have to be relocated some distance. Social housing estates were created to 
meet needs and should not be criticised for having too many occupants of the 
tenure for which they were built. 
 
It is not made clear how deprived communities benefit from an influx of residents 
with higher skills and income, nor how they will relate to each other. 
 
Increase in costs for goods and services should be resisted where market 
housing is added to what were mono-tenure estates. 
 



Para 3.53 The sentence "New social housing development should be 
encouraged in areas where it is currently under represented" is 
important in the development of Opportunity Areas. 

 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
Policy 3.11: Definition of affordable housing 
 
The London Forum supports this statement, but is not sure whether a 
“definition” is a policy. 
 
This policy should be re-named as ‘Affordable housing provision’ 
 
Para 3.55 The first words of this paragraph should be changed to ‘The policies 

for affordable housing set out above.’ The policy is more than just 
‘definition’ and should be strategic. 

 
It should be made clear that student accommodation is in addition to other 
affordable housing, to meet the intentions expressed in paragraph 3.45 that 
“Addressing these [student] demands should not compromise capacity to meet 
the need for conventional dwellings, especially affordable family homes, or 
undermine policy to secure mixed and balanced communities.” 
 
Policy 3.12: Affordable housing targets 
 
The London Forum is concerned that: 
 

• the proposed target of “at least 13,200 more affordable homes per year” 
could be interpreted as at least 40% of total new housing target (32,600); 

 
• the proposed “long-term strategic target” for the split between social-

rented and intermediate housing change from 85:15 to 60:40 – there is 
little or no evidence to support this choice, based not on need but 
pragmatism about cost, which may not be deliverable. 

 
3.57 The implication of this paragraph is that the required number of affordable 

homes per year cannot be met because delivery of them in recent years 
has not been adequate and funding could be a problem. The revised 
target will result in a shortfall of 50,000 affordable homes over the ten 
years from 2011 compared to the London SHMA figure of 18,200 pa 
quoted. That is unacceptable. The lower strategic target of 13,200 
additional affordable homes per annum is set within a stated total target of 
32,600 pa which is the SHMA figure for the ten years from 2007, whereas 
Policy 3.3 sets an annual target of 33,400 from 2011. 

 
3.59 No basis is given for the social rented homes 60% target of 

affordable housing. 



In paragraph 3.44 of the current (Feb08) version of the London Plan the 
required percentage for such homes was 85 which would be supported by 
the current SHMA. 

 
3.62 The last sentence is superfluous, as it merely repeats the policy content 

which is at the end of policy 3.12. 
The Mayor’s engagement with the boroughs to set local affordable 
housing targets is vital and a natural extension of the Housing Capacity 
Study. It will give a necessary basis for his interventions in planning 
decisions. 

 
 
Policy 3.13: Negotiating affordable housing on individual private 

residential and mixed-use schemes 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
 
Policy 3.14: Affordable housing thresholds 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, especially the flexibility that it 
gives to boroughs to tackle “threshold abuse” – such as the deliberate choice of 9 
units where the total floorspace could quite easily have accommodated 10 or 
more units. 
 
 
London’s Housing Stock 
 
Policy 3.15: Existing housing 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the policy to: 
 

• maintain and enhance the condition of the existing housing stock; 
• resist the loss of housing, including affordable housing, on redevelopment; 
• resist the loss of hostels, staff accommodation and shared 

accommodation 
• resist the loss of housing to short-term lettings; and 
• reduce vacant, unfit and unsatisfactory dwellings. 

 
The policy does not adequately address the need to resist the loss of houses in 
multiple occupation (HMOs) where these make a significant contribution to the 
supply of affordable market housing, which have been threatened by the higher 
values of turning the non-self contained units into a single house, which 
cumulatively also results in a loss of housing units. Para 3.46 recognises this 
issue, but it is not covered by Policy 3.8 or 3.15. 
 



Action:   Clarify the position with regard to HMOs. There should be an 
additional reference in ‘B’ to houses in multiple occupation and there should 
be a supporting paragraph for this policy with content similar to that in the last 
two sentences of paragraph 3.46 for its protection from loss. 
 
 
Para 3.73 This paragraph’s text on retrofitting existing housing stock to 

address climate change adaptation and mitigation should be part of the 
strategic aim, policy and LDF preparation parts of Policy 3.15. 

 
Para 3.77 This paragraph gives numbers for empty homes and it is unlikely 

that the eighteen boroughs with a zero target for bringing such homes 
back into use in the SHLAA/HCS 2009 capacity list actually have no 
vacant properties. All boroughs need to apply Policy 3.15 section ‘D’. 

 
 
Policy 3.16: Coordination of housing development and investment 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
 
Social infrastructure 
 
Policy 3.17: Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure 
 
The London Forum particularly welcomes and strongly supports this policy. 
 
This policy is a most welcome advance in recognising that London needs not just 
large new housing developments but also the associated social infrastructure.  
The range of social infrastructure needs to be extended to include those uses 
that have been systematically eroded in recent years, including post offices, 
petrol-filling stations, premises for voluntary organisations, libraries, swimming 
pools, etc, largely due to the higher land values paid for housing, resulting in 
mono-use housing schemes rather than mixed-use developments which retain 
the existing use and add housing above. 
 
There needs to be stronger policy on achieving lifetime neighbourhood standards 
as in para. 3.73. There is not enough in this policy about infrastructure and 
services to support an ageing population. Social Impact Assessments should be 
prepared for all major developments and of masterplans for Opportunity Areas to 
ensure infrastructure and impact will be satisfactory. 
 
 
Paras 3.79 to 3.84, especially 3.79, indicate some of these. The issue of 
premises needed by the voluntary and community sector rated a whole 
policy in the last London Plan (policy 3A.19) and deserves a policy bullet of its 
own. 



 
In terms of policy for resisting the loss of land and buildings currently providing 
social infrastructure, the boroughs should be encouraged to take a sequential 
approach to change of use which, if it is no longer required for its original use, 
means that its use for other social infrastructure uses is exhausted before being 
released for other types of uses, especially for housing. This is similar ion 
approach to that used for protecting open spaces in PPG17.  
 
The policy and the reasoned justification both fail to indicate the key delivery 
mechanism – the use of S106 agreements for major schemes. 
 
Action: 
 
The policy and the reasoned justification in paras 3.79-3.84 need to be extended 
to include: 
 

• additional types of social infrastructure which need to be on the “shopping 
list”, including post offices, petrol-filling stations and premises for 
voluntary and community organisations; 

• a specific policy bullet for voluntary and community organisations; 
 

• a sequential approach to disposal of land or premises to offer it to other 
social infrastructure uses before going to the open market 

 
• an indication of the main means for achieving “delivery” – S106 

agreements.  
 
Policy 3.18: Healthcare facilities 
 
The London Forum considers that whilst the policy is innocuous, it fails to 
provide a spatial planning framework for these uses that is consistent with the 
main thrust of the Plan, which emphasises reducing the need to travel and 
ensuring that social infrastructure is easily accessible on foot.  
 
New primary healthcare centre or polyclinics are presented as decentralisation 
whereas they would amount to greater centralisation, which would reduce access 
to local services – this model is not appropriate in many parts of Inner London, 
whilst in Outer London the loss of GP surgeries and dependence on more widely-
spaced facilities poses a problem where public transport to new healthcare 
centres is inadequate. 
 
Action: 
Amend the policy and the reasoned justification to recognise the importance of 
ease of access to local health facilities rather than the less sustainable option of 
healthcare clinics/polyclinics would be a more preferable outcome in many parts 



of Inner London, whilst in Outer London the issue may be one of locating facilities 
in the most accessible locations where access by public transport is possible. 
 
Policy 3.19: Educational facilities  
 
The London Forum supports this policy. However, we are concerned about the 
lack of primary school places, the continued low attainment of children at the age 
of eleven and the absence from this policy of a section on education for those 
who are unemployed now or who lack the skills for work. 
 
 
Policy 3.20: Sports facilities 
 
The London Forum welcomes the more proactive approach to tackling 
deficiencies and improving access to sports facilities. 
 
The London Forum suggests that there should be an additional policy section 
on the provision of additional and well-managed youth facilities. 
 
The following advice for Sports Facilities in Policy 3D.6 of the current (Feb08) 
London Plan should be retained for the LDF preparation part of this policy :- 
“In considering proposals for sports facilities, boroughs should ensure that: 

• a sequential approach is applied 
• sites have good access by public transport, cycling and walking, or 

improved access is planned 
• facilities are accessible to all sections of the community, including disabled 

people 
• new provision is focused on areas with existing deficiencies in facilities 
• the multiple use of facilities is encouraged, including those of schools and 

commercial organisations.” 
 
Sports facilities must remain financially accessible for the young people from 
social housing estates, to tackle inequality. 



4. LONDON’S ECONOMY 
 
Policy 4.1: Developing London’s economy 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, particularly securing a more 
suitable mix of types, sizes and cost for both larger employers, as well as 
medium-sized and smaller enterprises. 
 
The Strategic policy A (e) should not relate only to Inner London. 
Regeneration and renewal should apply to all housing estates that have not been 
upgraded. Map 1.1 indicates the wide spread of deprivation which must be 
tackled. 
 
 
Policy 4.2: Offices 
 
The London Forum generally supports this policy, but considers that “focusing 
new development on viable locations with good public transport” (A (b), second 
bullet) is: 
 

• too vague – “viable” and “good public transport”; and 
 

• insufficiently prescriptive compared with Policy 6.1 (A (c)) which states 
that the strategic approach is that the Mayor will support  

 
“development that generates high levels of trips only at locations with high 
levels of public transport accessibility, either currently or committed, 
funded improvements.”  
 

The aim of this policy should, in accord with PPG13 and PPS4: 
 

• focus major generators of travel demand in city, town and district centres 
and near to public transport interchanges (PPG13, para 20); and 

 
• encourage boroughs in developing their LDFs should give particular 

emphasis to accessibility in identifying the preferred areas and sites where 
such land uses should be located (PPG13, para 19). 

 
PPS4 sees offices as a key town centre use (Para 7), sets out how to plan for 
offices at the regional level in policy EC1.2, and recognises that edge-of-centre 
locations for offices are outside the town centres but within 500 metres of a 
public transport interchange, including railway and bus stations. (Footnote 16 
page 26) 
 
The London Plan and new LDFs provide the opportunity to get the “right 
development in the right places”, but this will only be achieved if the policy is 
clear and unambiguous about the location criteria and the need to identify 



“preferred locations” in LDFs. Vague references to “viable” and to “good public 
transport” are a recipe for failure – an analysis of the locations of all new office 
schemes in London in the last 10 years would indicate the degree to which 
practice has departed from policy. There needs to be a benchmark for 
accessibility - high levels of public transport need to be defined as PTAL4 or 
above.  
 
A key issue will be Areas of Opportunity which will struggle to qualify as 
“preferred locations” until such time as the chosen sites have transport 
commitments sufficient to justify their choice as such. 
 
With regard to existing locations, the Plan and LDFs provide an opportunity to 
reassess their appropriateness as office locations and, where appropriate, to 
retrofit them by improving public transport. 
 
Proposal: 
 
The London Forum considers that the London Plan should: 
 

• promote large-scale offices (ie over 1,000sqm) only at locations with 
high levels of public transport accessibility, either currently or via 
committed, funded improvements (as in Policy 6.1 (A (c));  

 
• add a new  lead policy for the LDF preparation section, that LDFs 

“should identify preferred locations for new office development in 
locations with high levels of public transport accessibility, in town 
centres or within 500 metres of a public transport “; and 

 
• delete all references to “viable locations” in Policy 4.2 Section A (b) 

and (c) and Section B (c), as well as para 4.11.  
 
 
Para 4.10 Should refer to 2009 London Office Policy Review and make clear 

that the central assumption for office employment density is 12 sqm 
(net) per worker. It is not clear whether this revised assumption 
has been applied only to new stock or whether the space 
savings in the existing stock have also been taken into 
account.  
 
LORP 2009 (section 5.6) highlights programmes to rationalise the 
use of office space by applying new space standards in the public 
sector, changes in working practice in the private sector and 
benchmarking studies showing falling amounts of floorspace per 
worker achieved by both lower space per workstation or more 
workers per workstation. One way or another, this points to major 
savings in office floorspace being required across the whole stock 



as a results of major savings within the existing stock. This 
suggests that, unless there is a major shakeout of existing office 
buildings to other uses, there will be a lot of additional office 
floorspace available to meet a significant proportion of the future 
need for office floorspace. 
 
The problem is that looking ahead to 2031 there could be: 
 

• a large amount of surplus floorspace available for reuse, due 
to rationalisation of the use of existing offices; 

• new working practices could both reduce workspace per 
workstation but also increase the number of workers per 
workstation; 

• a large amount of offices will become obsolescent and be 
redeveloped or converted to other uses. 

 
Looking forward to 2031 will require an assumption that higher 
densities (lower floorspace per worker) will apply across the 
stock.  
  
Estimates of future office requirements should be provided by 
5-year period by sub-region to avoid local oversupply or 
overconcentration in single locations.  

 
 The London Forum is concerned that certain Opportunity Areas 

could dominate the sub-regional supply, such as White City, and 
might have the same effect as Westfield London, has had in retail 
terms for town centres in that sub region. 

 
 Last sentence is gobbledegook. 
 
Table 4.1 This could be presented by sub region by 5 year period to avoid 

unrealistic amounts being proposed for Opportunity Areas and 
Areas of Intensification, much of which either should or will not 
materialise, but in the meantime could blight the opportunities for 
town centres. These figures should reflect the different floorspace 
per worker figures likely in CAZ, Inner London and Outer London, 
and the different requirements of SMEs compared with large-scale 
businesses (eg small firms use space more intensively). 

 
Para 4.11 the reference to conventional business parks should make clear 

that this means the need to retrofit existing business parks. If so, 
they should have the same prescription as existing linear office 
developments – “which should be made more sustainable in 
transport terms”. 

 



Para 4.12 Most of this is policy – it should be in the policy! 
 
Para 4.13: CAZ and Isle of Dogs need not just environmental improvements 

but also provision of social infrastructure. 
 
Policy 4.3: Mixed-use development 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that social infrastructure 
uses should be part of the mix 
 
Para 4.16 CAZ and Isle of Dogs Opportunity Area need retail and social 

infrastructure uses, not just housing. (See 1st and last sentences) 
 
 
Policy 4.4 Managing industrial land and premises 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but considers that greater 
clarity is needed about the need to identify strategic sites for break-bulk/ 
consolidation within Strategic Industrial Locations – see Policy 4.4, B (d), para 
4.17  
 
Proposal: 
 
This Policy needs to be reconciled with Policy 2.17 and in particular para 2.74 
which names the preferred locations for break-bulk/consolidation, and Policy 6.14 
C (b) – at the moment it is not clear whether they are telling the same story. A 
clear and unambiguous policy is needed that is consistently treated in each 
chapter as well as cross references. 
 
There should be a section on Planning decisions for the avoidance of loss of 
industrial land on waterways where river or canal transport could be used. 
 
 
Policy 4.5: London’s visitor infrastructure 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, although it is too limited in its concept of 
visitor infrastructure – primarily about accommodation – it should deal with the 
whole range of attractions (or are they all covered by Policy 4.6) and coach 
parking. 
 
It is not clear where the proposed convention centre capacity should be located – 
what does “in or around the CAZ” mean? Any location would have to have high 
levels of public transport accessibility (PTAL4 or above), which would rule out 
large areas of the CAZ (eg Battersea/Nine Elms). How wide would “around” 
stretch – 800m? 
There should be an additional policy to provide coach parks for the tourist 
industry. 



Policy 4.6: Support and enhance the provision for arts, culture and 
entertainment 

 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that: 
 

• the policy for LDFs (C) should not just “support”, but use more active 
verbs, such as (a) enhance and protect, (c) designate and develop; (d) 
promote and develop ,  etc 

 
• “good” public transport ((B) (a)) needs to be clearer; 

 
• the section on the night-time economy is unreadable – punctuate to read: 

 
(f) identify, manage and coordinate strategic and more local clusters 
of  evening and night-time entertainment activities to:  
• address need,  
• provide public transport, policing and environmental services: and 
• to minimise impact on other land uses, taking account of the 

cumulative effects of night-time uses and saturation levels beyond 
which they have unacceptable impacts on the environmental 
standards befitting a world city and quality of life for local 
residents” 

 
Map 4.2 London’s Strategic Cultural Areas 
 
 6 “South Kensington Museum Complex” is far too limited a concept 

– the “Albertopolis” stretches from Cromwell Road up to Kensington 
Gardens and includes not only the museums, but Imperial College, 
Royal College of Art, Albert Hall, Royal College of Organists, etc.  

 
Para 4.31 Add concert halls. 
 
Para 4.33 It is not clear how the “policy” here for Cultural Quarters and 

creating affordable workspace for creative industries would work. 
Flexible/live/work space could have the opposite effect than that 
intended – rather than protecting affordable workspace it could 
encourage conversion to housing. The concept of studios would be 
far more useful. 

 
 
Policy 4.7: Retail and town centre development 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but questions why proposals 
for new (development) or extensions to existing edge or out-of-centre 
development is not subject to sequential testing (see PPS4 policy 14.3). 
 



Indeed, the London Forum urges the Mayor to develop a London dimension to 
national policy. There is no justification in London for single-storey retail 
developments. The London Plan should have a policy to encourage the 
redevelopment of single-storey retail developments for multi-storey, mixed-use 
developments with the same or less retail floorspace. 
 
There should be additional policy to reverse the loss of local Post Offices by 
integrating such facilities in other premises with turnover that can support them. 
(see also section on social infrastructure) 
 
Change (C) (e) – delete “in line with the sequential approach, seeking” 
 
Para 4.38 Not clear as written that “gross total” need includes household 
expenditure plus commuter and tourist expenditure. What is the annual rate of 
growth assumed for comparison expenditure? 
 
Produce a table equivalent to Table 4.1 for both comparison and convenience 
floorspace needs, including by sub region. 
 
Para 4.41 should mention office development in the list of town centre uses. 
 
 
Policy 4.8: Supporting a successful and diverse retail sector 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy and supports strongly the 
development of local retail strategies developed with communities, as in 
paragraph 4.48. 
 
More local markets for stallholders should be sought and supported where 
provision is low and existing ones should be protected. 
 
4.46 There should be a table indicating the scale of growth of comparison retail 
floorspace to be planned for in larger centres – international, metropolitan and 
major centres. 
 
 
Policy 4.9: Small shops 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but further thought will be needed as to 
how this policy is defined and implemented. 
 
The Mayor’s strategy for affordable shop units should apply not only to “large 
retail developments” but to large housing schemes also where local provision is 
inadequate. 
 
The value of small shops and street stalls for employment, accessibility and the 
provision of locally grown food should be recognised. 



Policy 4.10: New and emerging economic sectors  
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers there is a need to specify 
how affordable workspace (both here and elsewhere) should be retained. 
The strategy is too restricted in its vision. Innovation, research and higher and 
further education are not the only sectors that should be supported. Others 
should be given attention also, as outlined in Policy 2.7 and its associated 
paragraphs which do not apply only to Outer London. There are several mentions 
of ‘media’ businesses in Annex 1 for Opportunity and Intensification Areas that 
should be referenced also which, presumably, include London’s film industry. 
 
The policy lacks any guidance on LDF preparation and decision making for 
new and emerging economic sectors and for economic recovery. More research 
needs to be done, as the Outer London Commission identified, on the 
development of healthy, green local economies, self-employment and home 
working. 
 
There is a need to retain affordable workspace where redevelopment of low-
density, low-rise, low-rent business uses takes place – the affordable workspace 
should be retained as part of a mixed-use development. This was tackled by the 
study done by London Residential Research (Geoff Marsh) looking at the scope 
for securing housing above existing uses. The issue may best be dealt with in 
Policy 4.3. 
 
 
Policy 4.11: Encouraging a connected economy 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that as part of the 
reasoned justification it should be seen as reducing the need to travel, not just 
reducing congestion at peak hours. 
 
Policy 4.12: Improving Opportunities for all 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that as part of the 
evidence base for targeting maps could be used to illustrate inequalities in 
access to jobs. 
 
4.61 This should indicate how through the use of S106 agreements support 
might be given to overcoming some of the barriers to employment, including child 
care, provision of start-up units, training facilities, local purchasing and hiring 
during construction. 



 
5. LONDON’S RESPONSE TO CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
 
INTRODUCTION - paragraphs 5.1 to 5.12 
 
The general principles set out in these paragraphs are considered first and then 
the individual Policies are considered in detail having regard to the ability of their 
objectives to achieve these principles and sustain London’s position as a leading 
world city. 
 
This sets out five aims and three risks as follows: 
 
Aims: - paragraph 5.1  
 1. Tackle climate change 
 2. Reduce pollution 
 3. Develop the low carbon economy 
 4. More effective use of fewer resources 
 5. Improved waste management 
 
The London Forum supports these aims, but considers that the London Plan is 
much too optimistic on their achievability. 
 
Risks: - paragraph 5.4 
 1. Flooding 
 2. Overheating 
 3. Drought and water shortage 
 
The London Forum welcomes the recognition of these risks, but recommends 
a vigorous policy of education for the residents and users of London so that they 
are aware of their responsibilities in reducing these risks. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the recognition (5.6) of the Mayor’s new statutory 
duty on mitigation and adaption for climate change and the analysis in this 
Chapter of the problems faced by Londoners. The London Forum, however, 
regrets that several Mayoral strategies and guidance are unavailable for the 
Consultation on this London Plan. 
 
   
The London Forum welcomes the recognition (5.7) of the challenge from the 
existing building stock, of which 80% will still be standing in 2050, but considers 
that the London Plan is too optimistic about the changes that can be made to this 
stock. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the emphasis (5.8) on ensuring buildings in 
development proposals are fit for purpose into the future, but is concerned that 



the cost balance will tilt against this result unless rigorous regulatory procedures 
are put in place. 
 
The London Forum welcomes the rejection of “bolt-ons” (5.8) 
 
The London Forum welcomes the concept of more sustainable energy sources 
(5.9), but questions their feasibility on CO2 production and capital return 
grounds.  
 
London Forum welcomes the recognition (5.10) of the need for improved waste 
and resource management. 
 
SPECIFIC POLICIES 
 
Policy 5.1:  Climate change mitigation 
 
The London Forum welcomes the sought-for reduction in CO2 emissions (5.1 A), 
but sees little in this Policy except intentions for others and regrets the absence 
of any means for implementing these intentions. The London Forum criticises in 
particular the absence so far of the relevant Mayoral Strategy (5.11) to which 
Boroughs are directed in developing (5.1 B) their LDFs. 
 
Policy 5.2:  Minimising CO2 emissions 
 
The London Forum welcomes the aim (5.2 A) that Planning Decisions should 
ensure that development proposals will surpass (5.2 B) the minimum CO2 
emission requirements in the 2006 Building Regulations and notes that new 
development proposals are exceeding the requirements (5.19), but hopes that 
waivers (5.23) will be very rare when a new development comes to be built. 
London Forum also notes that by 2050 only 20% of buildings will be of this 
standard, 80% being of the present stock (5.7). 
 
Policy 5.3: Sustainable design and construction 
 
The London Forum welcomes the emphasis (5.3 A) on the highest standards in 
new developments and the requirement (5.3 B) to demonstrate sustainable 
design standards in the development proposals, but regrets that the current 
Mayor’s SPG on Sustainable Design and Construction is not yet available so that 
boroughs can consider it for their LDFs.  
 
The London Forum notes that Boroughs should (5.3 D) develop LDFs based on 
sustainable design standards and local circumstances, but is concerned that 
these will not be required to meet the high standards in the Mayor’s guidance. 
The London Forum welcomes the practices set out in the Mayor’s guidance 
(paras 5.24 to 5.28). 
 



Policy 5.4:  Retrofitting 
 
The London Forum believes that retrofitting individual buildings piecemeal 
cannot make a significant contribution to mitigating climate change effects 
without an unacceptable capital investment unaffordable by many individual 
owners and adverse effects on the usability of buildings.  The Camden 
EcoHouse (pressoffice@camden.gov.uk Ref: PR 446) project shows that 
appropriate modifications can be made but the cost is very high and in typical 
residential properties would cause much reduction in the accommodation 
available to the residents. 
 
The London Forum accepts that much low-level work can be done but the 
contribution to climate change mitigation will be relatively small. The London 
Forum furthermore observes that the useful life of much of this work is so short, 
eg ten years for much double glazing, that no saving of money or energy is 
achieved. 
 
London Forum is very concerned that encouragement of retrofitting will damage 
the quality of the existing building stock without achieving significant benefit and 
in particular there is a high risk of irreparable damage to heritage buildings or 
loss of these buildings because developers will argue that is essential that these 
should altered or demolished to achieve energy saving. 
 
The London Forum accordingly cannot support retrofitting as making a 
significant contribution to climate change mitigation. 
 
The London Forum is concerned that the obligations for Borough LDFs (Policy 
5.4 B) do not explain funding provision for LDF preparation or carrying out of 
work. 
 
Policy 5.5:  Decentralised energy networks 
 
The London Forum cannot accept that decentralised energy systems can make 
the expected 25% contribution (5.5 A).  No assessment of the feasibility of 
introducing such systems into existing buildings is referred to in support of this 
claim.  Gas-fired CHP (5.32) generates CO2 and no technology to avoid this has 
been identified.  District heating can only be installed in existing built-up areas 
with major engineering and construction works while the district heating plant 
requires considerable space. 
 
The London Forum submits that Policy 5.5 is unsound and unrealistic. 
However, ground or air source heat pumps have high potential for such systems 
and should be included in this Policy. 
 
 
 



Policy 5.6:  Decentralised energy in development proposals 
 
The London Forum welcomes the use of district heating and CHP in large 
developments but maintains that these cannot make a significant contribution in 
the time-scale of this Policy. 
 
Policy 5.7:  Renewable energy networks 
 
The London Forum welcomes efforts for renewable energy as the most useful of 
the energy saving proposals.  However the shortcomings of many of these 
techniques is not recognised in Policy 5.7.  Energy generation by both wind and 
solar is intermittent and requires support from central sources.  The capital cost 
is high for both manufacture and installation, which also generate CO2.   
 
Policy 5.7 ignores the best use of these sources, which is to provide heating and 
hot water, as these can be stored to partly cover the intermittent generation.  
 
Policy 5.7 also gives too little importance to ground and air sourced heat pumps 
which are relatively easy to fit to existing buildings. 
 
The London Forum is concerned that there is only minimal encouragement (5.7 
C) for Boroughs to include this Policy in LDFs. 
 
The London Forum criticises Table 5.1 as unrealistic.  Very few of the entries 
are likely to achieve the 2015 or even 2020 aims as these technologies are 
unproven.  Sewage based generation is a possibility but can have CO2 and CH4 
emissions. 
 
Policy 5.8:  Innovative energy techniques 
 
The London Forum welcomes this Policy as sound and appropriate in the long-
term, say 2025 onwards.  Accordingly it is important that this Policy is 
implemented to ensure that development proposals include provision for the 
appropriate infrastructure.    
 
The London Forum observes that for the foreseeable future electric vehicles will 
only reduce CO2 road pollution by transferring CO2 emissions to the power 
stations which supply the electricity to recharge the batteries.  Hybrid vehicles 
make little overall contribution to pollution reduction.  Hydrogen fuel cell 
technology is dependent on both a hydrogen distribution network and the 
economic production of hydrogen on a large scale without pollution.  The 
timescale for this is uncertain but probably 15 years. 
 
The London Forum accordingly supports Policy 5.8 as making proper advance 
provision. The London Forum is however concerned that there is only minimal 
encouragement (5.8 B) for Boroughs to include this Policy in LDFs. 



 
Policy 5.9:  Overheating and cooling 
 
The London Forum supports this Policy.  However, of equal importance is 
education of current users to be more economical in the use of heating, lighting 
and cooling in existing buildings.  In particular the excessive lighting of 
commercial premises outside of business hours must be discouraged as well as 
the recent practice of heating open terraces and patios in restaurants and public 
houses. 
 
London Forum accordingly recommends a vigorous campaign to educate users.  
This would have immediate triple benefits, reducing energy demand, the heat 
island effect and CO2 emissions.  Improved development proposals will help in 
the long term. 
 
Policies 5.10 & 5.11: Urban greening & Green roofs 
 
The London Forum strongly supports these proposals as they both improve the 
environment and offset pollution. 
 
The London Forum recommends stronger encouragement of Boroughs to 
implement these Policies. 
 
Policy 5.12:  Flood risk management 
 
The London Forum supports this Policy and early implementation is 
recommended. 
 
The London Forum however is extremely concerned that no specific mention is 
made of the risk to the Tube system if flooding occurs.  Even a small amount of 
flooding would cause enormous damage to the business activity of London. 
 
Policies 5.13, 5.14 & 5.15: Sustainable drainage, Water quality and 
sewerage infrastructure & Water use and supplies 
 
The London Forum supports all these Policies and they are much more 
achievable in the short term than the energy-related policies. 
 
The London Forum suggests that existing canals could augment water supply to 
treatment plant by transferring water from areas with surplus, instead of new 
pipelines. 
 
 
Policy 5.14:  Water quality and sewerage infrastructure 
 



The London Forum is very concerned about the construction procedure now 
proposed for the Thames Tideway Sewer Tunnels, which is very harmful to the 
amenities and quality of life in London.  A better balance of speed and intrusion 
must be found. 
 
Policies 5.16 & 5.17:  Waste self-sufficiency & Waste capacity 
 
The London Forum is generally supportive of the aims of these policies.  
However broader thinking, especially water and rail transport, is needed to 
reduce environmental impact. London Forum is very supportive of the aim of 
maximising use of the Blue Ribbon Network. 
 
 
Policies 5.18 & 5.19:  Construction, excavation and demolition waste & 
Hazardous waste 
 
The London Forum supports these policies but warns of the continued nuisance 
of fly tipping, both small and large scale. 
 
Policy 5.20:  Aggregates 
 
The London Forum supports this policy and commends the aims of encouraging 
re-use and minimising transport by road. 
 
Policies 5.21 & 5.22: Contaminated land & Hazardous substances 
London Forum supports these Policies and commends the aims of thorough 
supervision and regulatory enforcement. 
 
  



6. TRANSPORT 
 
This is a brief chapter and there should be more cross-references to the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy. 
 
The key issue for spatial planning is to ensure that in choosing where to locate 
development, the Plan is able to reduce the need to travel, especially by car. By 
creating a more sustainable pattern of development – retrofitting the existing 
pattern and locating new development in the right place – the objective of 
reducing the need to travel can be achieved. 
 
The London Forum considers that the “sixth objective” fails to capture the key 
contribution that planning makes – locating the right development in the right 
place delivers less need to travel and enables greater use of walking and cycling. 
 
Proposal: 
 
The sixth objective should:  
 

• embody the principle of reducing the need to travel through encouraging 
development in the right place; and 

• make better use of the Thames and the navigable canals. 
 
 
Policy 6.1 Strategic approach 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, subject to the comments 
below which would strengthen the policy. 
 
The policy should have a section on LDF preparation to require boroughs to 
make these policies central to their spatial strategy – many boroughs still do not 
embrace the aims of PPG13. 
 
A(a)  The London Forum strongly supports reducing the need to travel, but 

recognises that car parking standards is only one tool. Instead of relaxing 
them, there is a need to review them in recognition of the new targets for 
reducing CO2 emissions and the improvements made to some rail and 
bus services. 

 
A (c)  “High levels of public transport accessibility” needs to be defined PTAL5/6? 
 
A (d) This seeks improvement to interchanges around rail and Underground 

stations, but it has been TfL policy to move bus stops away from such 
interchanges, presumably to avoid delays to other traffic. That does not 
accord with the aims in paragraph 6.11. 

 



A (e)  Increased transport use of the Blue Ribbon Network should be supported 
by text drawing attention to the opportunity to use, not only the Thames, 
but also the navigable canals 1, 2, 6 and 7 from the Waterways Map 7.3, 
as in our response to Policy 2.17, for the use of industrial land and to meet 
the objectives for logistics infrastructure promoted by paragraph 5.40 of 
the Mayor’s draft EDS. 

 
A (f)  Freight distribution needs supporting text to explain what adverse 

impacts on the transport network are to be avoided (eg congestion caused 
by the use of large lorries in London’s high streets) and to emphasise that 
dangers to cyclists and pedestrians by freight vehicles should be 
minimised by suitable measures at junctions. 

 
A (g) The Mayor pledges to support measures for transport modal shift and 

demand management. That is not supported by the MTS, which reports 
the Mayor’s policy for removal of the Western Extension of the Congestion 
Charge Zone and which fails to consider private non-residential parking 
charges. The Mayor has not introduced emission charges that were 
scheduled and could have contributed to more efficient trip scheduling by 
drivers and contribution to his CO2 reduction targets in Policy 5.1. 

 
The London Forum opposes the abolition of the Western Extension and is 
concerned that the Mayor has no plans or proposals that actively seek to 
deliver significant change in modal split or a significant change in CO2 
emissions.  
 
The London Plan should have a major role in achieving the Mayor’s 
commitments on CO2 emissions reductions and Climate Change, which 
means that the Plan needs to show what contribution it will make to 
meeting these targets. 

 
Whilst the subsequent discussion emphasises the role of more-sustainable 
modes in tackling climate change, it should also note in the discussion of 
capacity (6.6) that public transport, cycling and walking make far more efficient 
use of that capacity (in terms of space per person).  It is also rather surprising 
that these modes do not feature under future policies (6.10). 
 
Para 6.6 Line 4: Should this be “accessibility to” rather than “movement 

between”  
 

Line 16” After travel demands” add “,especially by car.” 
 
Para 6.10: This paragraph should also contain a section on support for 

cycling and walking, as in the Mayor’s sixth objective in Chapter 1 
of this Plan and most of the policies in Chapters 2 and 3. 

 
Second bullet – does not make sense 

 



Third and fourth bullets need to reflect the types of place the Mayor 
is trying to maintain:  

 
In Inner London, the aim should be for residents to have access to 
a wide range of day-to-day services without having to rely on a car. 
 
In Central London the policies need to support walkable 
communities/neighbourhoods, where residents have access to a 
wide range of day-to-day services within easy walking distance.  

 
Sixth bullet: Add at end: “, to ensure the delivery of development is 
phased to coincide with the completion of increased public 
transport accessibility and capacity.” 
 
Seventh bullet:  amend at end “through a network of break-bulk/ 
consolidation centres (see Policy 6.14) 

 
 
Policy 6.2: Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for 

transport 
 
The London Forum strongly supports the aim for improved transport capacity, 
reliability and integration, but consider that this would be strengthened and 
clarified by dividing into two separate policies:    

• providing public transport capacity;    
• safeguarding land for transport.  
 

This would avoid the ambiguity in much of the existing discussion as to whether 
the safeguarding refers just to public transport or more widely.  More crucially ii) 
could then bring together the full range of land uses, from facilities for bus drivers 
and cyclists to consolidation centres and safeguarding of wharves. 
 
The London Forum is, however, concerned that a recent change on the 
Underground seems to show poor judgement by TfL. The Circle Line has been 
extended to Hammersmith but has resulted in a schedule change with longer 
gaps between services, a forced interchange at Edgware Road station and 
queuing back from Hammersmith station due to a lack of platforms at that 
terminus. Those additional passenger delays are unacceptable. 
 
The service may be restored or improved by the new signalling system (MTS 
page 131) and the other committed investment in that ‘Sub-Surface Railway’ by 
2020 shown on pages 14, 131 and 278 of the MTS. 
 
A (c) This seeks to implement the transport capacity improvements in Table 6.3. 

However, that list of improvements does not include any additional bus 
routes other than the Ilford-Dagenham Transit, nor varied bus routes or 
high-speed bus services. The document ‘Transport 2025' indicated that a 



40% increase in bus services will be necessary to meet travel demand 
prior to the opening of Crossrail 1.  TfL’s 2010/11 Business Plan shows 
bus total kilometres reducing from 485.5 million in 2009 to 478 million in 
2018. In the previous business plan an increase of 3% was forecast 
between 2009 and 2018. 

 
The examination of this Plan should consider how London will cope 
without increased bus services before Crossrail is operating. 
 
The Planning decisions and LDF preparation parts of this policy do not relate 
properly with the Strategic part in ‘A’. That section should have an additional 
part for safeguarding land for transport and the LDF preparation part should 
have an additional part for the use of LIPs to improve transport, as in paragraph 
6.4. Alternatively, the policy could be split into two for capacity and transport 
land. 
 
Step-free access to public transport at stations is given emphasis in the MTS, but 
is not covered in the London Plan transport chapter. Projects to improve access 
at Underground stations have been shelved which will continue to cause 
unacceptable barriers to ease of travel for many people. That will have an 
adverse impact on several policies in this Plan for access to work, reduced 
travel times and the attractiveness of London for businesses and visitors. 
 
Commitment is needed in this chapter to the provision of transport services for 
access to the new centres for stroke, trauma and Polyclinics that the NHS has 
proposed – but, better still, making sure that these are in accessible locations. 
 
 
Policy 6.3: Assessing transport capacity 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, especially (B) to require 
phasing to ensure that developments are timed to be coordinated with 
improvements in public transport accessibility and capacity.  
 
The policy needs to recognise the relevance of this to the timing of development 
in Opportunity Areas, Areas of Intensification and Areas of Regeneration where 
public transport accessibility let alone capacity are not yet sufficient to support 
the level of development proposed.   
 
This policy would benefit from a strategic section and for the LDF section to be 
extended, to cover the issue of timing/phasing of major development in relation to 
public transport accessibility/capacity.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



Connecting London 
 
Policy 6.4: Enhancing London’s transport connectivity 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but has reservations about providing 
further river crossings.  
 
B (h) should be modified to meet the aim in paragraph 6.25 (see below). 
 
 
B (k) There needs to be more explanation on new river crossings from section 

5.8 of the MTS for which MTS Proposal 39 refers to additional river 
crossings for “local traffic”.  Whilst appreciating the need for improved 
connectivity, the London Forum is concerned about the potential for new 
crossings to attract extra traffic and longer distance drivers into the 
boroughs of Greenwich and Newham. 

 
There should be an additional strategic transport connectivity aim in this 
policy for freight access to the Channel Tunnel rail link. HS1 is stated for 
Proposal 1 of the MTS to be “an under-used facility for rail freight and has 
the unique benefits of the larger European gauge clearance for ‘highcube’ 
containers and the possibility of express freight services carrying high 
value goods.” 

 
B should have an additonal action to improve bus route inter-changeability 

and through ticketing for trip-chain journeys. 
 
Policy 6.5: Funding Crossrail and other strategically-important transport 

infrastructure 
 
The London Forum supports this policy that developments which contribute to 
relevant transport needs should also contribute to funding for the corresponding 
transport project, but are concerned at the possibility that otherwise 
inappropriate developments may be permitted because of their financial 
contributions.   
We therefore propose adding the following sentence to D: 

“However, the existence (and magnitude) of such obligations should not justify 
approving otherwise inappropriate developments.”  

 
 
Policy 6.6 Aviation 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy  
To achieve the reduced use of cars for travellers and workers at Heathrow 
Airport to meet strategic aim ‘C’, the Mayor should consider additional policy 



content for the introduction of a congestion/pollution charge fee for all vehicles 
leaving Heathrow. 
 
The Mayor should seek also Government enforcement of the parking space 
reduction for employees at Heathrow airport that was imposed as a condition for 
the grant of permission for Terminal 5. 
Para 6.25 London Forum supports the policy contained at the end of this 

paragraph in the words “The provision of additional public transport 
capacity to serve the airports should not be to the detriment of non-
airport passengers.” and that should be part of Policy 6.4 B (h). 

 
Policy 6.7: Buses, bus transits and trams 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
Policy 6.8: Coaches 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that there should be 
separate policies for passenger coaches and tourist coaches. See comments at 
4.5 above. 
 
 
Policy 6.9: Cycling 
 
The London Forum supports the policy, but considers the target for cycle mode 
share is the target is too low at 5%. Cycling accounts for 20-30% or more of 
journeys in several mainland European cities. 
 
 
Policy 6.10:  Walking 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. 
 
 
Policy 6.11: Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion 
 
The London Forum generally welcomes this policy, although little of it is about 
“smoothing the traffic flow” – these words should be dropped from the title. 
 
The Mayor has announced a programme of phased changes to traffic lights - this 
should be continued but without adverse impact on the time allowed for 
pedestrians to cross at junctions. This is essential to achieve the intended 
outcome on Policy 6.10. 
 
The Mayor should pursue the implementation of more schemes similar to 
that in High Street Kensington which smoothed traffic flow by the elimination of 



two-stage pedestrian crossings and introduced facilities for pedestrians to cross 
the road in sections anywhere with a safe central reservation for them to use. 
 
As this is the only London Plan policy for tackling road congestion, there should 
be strategic action by the Mayor to extend, rather than eliminate, congestion 
charging areas, introduce charges for high-polluting vehicles, introduce charges 
for private non-residential parking in existing office buildings where the latest 
PTAL assessment would make it unnecessary and make clear what road-user 
charging he is considering. 
 
London Forum supports the case made in its response by the Campaign for 
Clean Air against those actions or intentions by the Mayor on removing the 
congestion charge extension and delaying emissions charging that will cause him 
to fail to meet his climate change and air pollution obligations. 
 
Policy 6.11 'Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion' has replaced Policy 
3C.17 of 'Tackling congestion and reducing traffic' in the Feb08 London Plan. 
(Traffic reduction target for a Key Performance Indicator in Table 8.1 does not 
have the legal status of a policy). The London Forum objects to no policy to 
implement traffic reduction targets. The MTS will not support the London Plan 
aims to reduce carbon emissions. 
 
 
Policy 6.12: Road network capacity 
 
The London Forum agrees that there is a very limited need for improvements (ie 
more capacity) to London’s road network. The 2008 London Plan, Policy 3C.17 
had targets for reducing traffic. There are no targets in this policy. 
 
The proposal in the MTS to remove the Western Extension of the congestion 
charge is not compatible with this policy, nor with the Mayor’s CO2 reduction 
targets. 
 
A  Add  at the end “provided this can be achieved without increasing overall 

traffic levels.”  
 

B (b)  should read “the extent to which the set of proposals will lead to sufficient 
switch to more sustainable modes to achieve an overall reduction in traffic 
levels.” 
 
London Forum supports the existing London Plan Policy 3C.17 which aims to:- 

• reduce weekday traffic by 15 per cent in Central London where congestion 
charging applies 

• achieve zero growth across the rest of Inner London 
• reduce growth in Outer London by a third, and seek zero growth in outer 

London town centres. 
 
6.37 See our comments on river crossings for Policy 6.4 above. 



Policy 6.13: Parking 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but would suggest additional 
reasons. 
 
This policy hints in ‘A’ at the unacceptable promotion of new development by 
relaxing car parking standards. The LDF sections E (c) and E (d) extend that 
flexibility. The planning decisions section C must require the criteria in E (d) to 
be met if maximum parking standards are to be exceeded. The car parking at 
Westfield White City Shopping Centre and as proposed for Cricklewood/Brent 
Cross are excessive. 
 
See comments below on Table 6.1 
A After “undermine” in Line 4: “attempts to find town centre sites, make 

better use of land, make housing less affordable and” 
 
Para 6.43 The London Forum would, however, question the need for park-
and-ride schemes  
 
  
Policy 6.14: Freight 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but would like the 
development of strategic consolidation/break-bulk facilities to be “strategic issue” 
 
Change A to read: 
 
The Mayor will work with all relevant partners to improve freight distribution. The 
Mayor supports the development of: 
 

• corridors to bypass London, especially for rail freight; and 
• strategic sites for consolidation centres and “break bulk” facilities (see 

para 2.74) 
 
to relieve congestion within London, especially on London’s high streets. 
 
C Delete “promote freight by” and make the points start with “safeguard”, 

“identify” and “safeguard” respectively, and add: 
“d. promote the use of smaller, more environmentally-friendly goods 

vehicles.” 
 
Add a cross reference to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy. 
 

 
 
 
 



Policy 6.15: Strategic rail freight interchanges 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but considers that these facilities should 
come forward as proposals through the relevant Regional Spatial Strategy. The 
London Forum is concerned that any land take in the Green Belt is minimised 
and is justified by the benefits. 
 
 
Table 6.1: Car parking standards 

 
Para 6A.1: This will need to be revised in the light of the publication of PPS4 – 

see policies EC8, EC18 and Annex A. 
 

Para 6A.3 Line 3: add “better” before ”use” 
 
Table:  Indicative maximum standards for retail uses 
 
• The categories should be for PTALs 6 & 5, 4 and 3 and 2 &1 

 
• The London Forum does not consider that any retail developments 

should be located in PTALs 1 and 2 
 

6A.5 Coach parking – or is it just for off-street setting down or picking up? 
 
 



7. LONDON’S LIVING PLACES AND SPACES 
 

The London Forum strongly welcomes the fact that the revised London Plan is 
attempting to strengthen the place and heritage dimension of the Plan and to 
ensure that the community is involved in setting the goals for the future of the 
area, including: 

 
• the strong lead that it provides on strong, secure and accessible 

neighbourhoods which should be the bedrock of London communities. 
These should be the building blocks for maintaining or recreating 
sustainable communities.  
 

• the greater emphasis on our built heritage, townscape and the public 
realm 

 
Para 7.1:  bullet point 2: this should refer to “making the most of London’s 

heritage”, not just “built heritage”, London’s full heritage includes not only 
buildings, but the historic public realm with its wealth of street furniture, 
surfaces; its open spaces and Green Belt, which retains much of London’s 
early rural heritage; London’s rivers and canals; and also London’s wealth 
of archaeology, both below and above ground. “Built heritage” could be 
taken to specifically exclude much of this, which is equally valuable to 
Londoners. 7.2 refers only to “heritage”, so for consistency, so should 7.1. 

 
On closer examination the February 2004 London Plan, with minor improvements 
in 2008, covered the built heritage and archaeology policy better. The content of 
current policies 4B.11- 4B.15 should be incorporated in the new London Plan.  
 
 
Place shaping 
 
Policy 7.1: Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, while recognising that delivery 
of this policy agenda will be for boroughs or local communities themselves. Few 
boroughs have fully articulated this agenda, particularly the concept of walkable 
neighbourhoods within which most day-to-day needs can be met within easy 
walking distance, and policy across London is therefore wildly inconsistent. The 
London Plan could provide the vision for a network of communities (villages) 
based on easy access to local facilities which should be the building blocks of a 
more sustainable city. 
 
There is a need to distinguish between access to: 
 

• very local facilities within easy walking distance – local shops, GP 
surgeries, primary school, local parks 



• non-local facilities – libraries, secondary schools, sports centres, hospitals 
– which are more widely spaced but are accessible either through 
walking or public transport;  

• higher level services and employment to which people need to travel to by 
public transport: and 

• Policy 7.1.D should add: “and respect and enhance the existing historic 
environment”. 

 
Para 7.5 The London Forum strongly welcomes the concept of “lifetime 

neighbourhoods” and the proposed supplementary guidance. The 
transience of population in many parts of London can be a key 
contributor to lack of community cohesion, absence of civic pride, 
loss of identity, and greater difficulty in building cohesive 
communities. This will need a much more proactive approach by 
boroughs and local communities to: 

  
• identify gaps in provision 
• re-establish the level of service required, whether local 

shops, post offices, pharmacies, primary schools,  
• establish a more attractive public realm and greater care for 

the built environment, including the historic, and ensure 
better access to open space.  

 
This implies a far more proactive approach and a close working 
relationship with local communities. 

 
The Glossary defines ‘Lifetime Neighbourhoods’ as ones in which people can 
participate in the economic as well as civic and social life of a community. The 
economic aspect of building London’s neighbourhoods and communities is 
missing from Policy 7.1. 
 
Para 7.6:  Our members report widely differing levels of, and interest in, local 

authorities’ willingness to work with their communities to prepare 
strategies. The Mayor should establish recommended minimum 
guidelines for how local authorities should engage with their 
communities. 

 
 

Policy 7.2: An inclusive environment 
 

The London Forum strongly supports this policy for making all new 
developments accessible to all, including providing advice, ensuring these 
principles are built into all developments. However, “highest standards of design” 
is a frequently-stated aspiration which, in our members’ view, has too often failed 
to deliver what the public would regard as sufficiently high standards. We 
suggest that, wherever possible, and particularly in the case of large or 
significant developments, a policy be recommended that the local or, where 



appropriate, wider community should be consulted directly about the design 
merits of the proposals. 
 
 
Policy 7.3: Secured by design 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, but would be concerned if this were 
translated into a knee-jerk reaction to developments which included a cul-de-sac. 
 
Proposal:  Add an LDF Preparation section to this policy. 
 
Para 7.10:  “New buildings should be laid out….” 
 
 
Policy 7.4 Local character 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
B. “”New buildings should provide a contemporary….”  
 
B (e) London Forum supports this policy particularly strongly. 
 
Para 7.12:  We support this aspiration, but the second sentence could be better 

expressed as: “New development should reinforce the historic 
character of an area by being clearly of its time, and not a pastiche 
of earlier styles, except where such imitation is justified by the 
circumstances, e.g. in case of fire damage or major restoration of 
an important building, or one of a terrace of historic structures. 

 
Para 7.13, line 14: “…its relationship with the historic and natural landscape.”  
 
 
Policy 7.5: Public realm 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, including recognition of the 
need to incorporate local social infrastructure, such as public toilets, drinking 
water fountains, and seating. We strongly support a more civilised public realm.  
 
However, we recommend a specific recognition that the public realm is also, in 
many areas, a part of the historic environment, both in terms of being a historic 
space which has evolved as a part of the development of the area, and as 
containing elements of that character such as old stone or cobbled surfaces, 
street furniture, lamps, signs, street nameplates, etc.) and is the setting for he 
built historic environment.  
 



B, line 6:  Again, use of the term “highest quality” must  be better defined, 
since what a highways engineer defines as such may not be what the 
local community would agree.  
Re-word line 6: “…should be of the highest quality, respecting and 
enhancing the local character, have a clear…” 
Similarly, with regard (line 10) to “high quality public art”: this is frequently 
not welcome or appropriate. Re-word “Opportunities for the integration of 
high quality public art should be considered, where appropriate and 
following public consultation, and opportunities for …..”  

 
C:  Add (line 4): “… where appropriate. It should also, wherever possible, 

incorporate elements of the historic streetscape or environment which can 
be retained within it.”  

 
Proposal: 
 
There is a need for LDF policies on this issue – add an LDF Preparation section 
to the policy 
 
 
Policy 7.6: Architecture 
 
The London Forum in general strongly supports this policy, especially that 
“architecture should make a positive contribution to a coherent public realm, 
streetscape and wider cityscape”, and to the principles set out in 7.16-18, 
although, again, the use of the term “highest quality materials” (line 4) needs 
more careful qualification, since even the highest quality materials may be 
inappropriate if they are not sympathetic to their setting. Add “appropriate to their 
setting” after “materials”. Similarly, “highest architectural quality” (7.6.B.a) may 
still be entirely subjective and the end product considered a failure by the 
10)community on which it has been imposed. Therefore, we urge the 
recommendation of meaningful community consultation on the issue of 
architectural quality. 
 
However, we totally reject the much “lower” test in B (d) – “not cause 
unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land and buildings…This is 
particularly important for tall buildings” 
 
We realise that there may be a difference between the “aspirations” of the policy 
and the reality of planning decisions - there needs to be a clear commitment to 
strive to secure “a positive contribution”  - see comments on Policy 7.7 below. 
The criteria for assessing whether developments are in accord with the policy are 
in para 7.16 and the policy is in 7.17 – this needs to be in the policy. 
 
Proposals:   
 



B (d) delete “not cause unacceptable harm to” and insert “not have a negative 
impact on..” Further, since the harm should not be merely  “particularly to privacy, 
overshadowing, wind and microclimate”, add “or to the character and integrity of 
the public realm and the historic environment.” 
 
Any policy statements in paras 7.16-7.19 not covered in section B of Policy 7.6 
should be incorporated in the policy. 
 
An LDF Preparation section should be added. 
 
Community Involvement: 
 
In Policy 4B.2 in the current London Plan states: “The Mayor will promote 
community involvement and, through the involvement of Design for London and 
other partners, will promote competitive selection of designers and design-led 
change in key locations.” 
 
The current Plan’s paragraph 4.118 states: “A variety of environments should be 
protected and enhanced and boroughs should be sensitive to these local 
distinctions and work with local communities to ensure they are sustained and 
enhanced. Good modern design can respect and add to local distinctiveness 
through both sensitive change and preservation.” 
 
The London Forum would welcome a recommitment to public involvement  
 
 
Policy 7.7: Location and design of tall and large buildings 
 
The London Forum is totally opposed to this policy. The strategic policy (A) 
should not have a lesser aspiration than the policy for “architecture” – that it 
should make a positive contribution to a coherent public realm, streetscape and 
wider cityscape: merely to aspire for tall and large buildings to do no better than 
“not have an unacceptably harmful impact on their surroundings” is a pathetically 
low ambition. This needs totally rewriting.   
 
The policy is also in direct conflict with the strategic policy in Policy 7.12 
(Implementing the London View Management Framework), which says that “new 
development should not harm and where possible should make a positive 
contribution to the characteristics and composition of the strategic views and their 
landmark elements.”  
 
The overall thrust of this policy needs to be reversed from avoiding 
“unacceptable harm” to securing a “positive contribution” – too much of the policy 
is couched in negative terms, but the policy represents a very low hurdle 
compared with Policy 7.6. If we do not have a higher threshold than “not have an 
unacceptably harmful impact”, we might as well roll over to any proposal. We are 
sure that this was not the intention – but that is what it says. 



 
The current London Plan policy 4B.10 had as its first criterion for large-scale 
buildings that they should “meet the requirements of the View Management 
Framework” – this needs to be reinstated. 
 
Similarly, (C) needs:  
 

• a “lead” statement that reflects the aspiration in the strategic policy (A) that 
such buildings should make a positive contribution to the wider cityscape, 
views and vistas; 

 
• (a) – delete “generally” – but even this long-list of locations is likely to be 

over generous as an area of search. In any case the public transport 
criterion needs to be expanded to cover capacity; and 

 
• (b) in line with the revised aspiration, such buildings should only be 

considered in areas where they would enhance their character 
 
LDF Preparation (E) – identifying areas where tall and large buildings might be 
appropriate needs to be defined in terms of where there is an opportunity for 
them to make a positive contribution to the wider cityscape, views and vistas, a 
coherent public realm and streetscape. 
 
Para 7.20 This paragraph, however, contains a much clearer statement about 

the circumstances where tall and large buildings should be resisted 
and we would support its retention. 

 
Para 7.21  Add, after sentence 2, “It should not merely reflect the ambitions or 

pretentions of the architect or developer of providing an ‘iconic’ or 
‘landmark’ building to the clear detriment of the character and scale 
of the wider area. 

 
 
Para 7.22 This states that “ideally” they should …create “a high-quality, 

distinctive landmark structure that enhances the skyline”. We agree 
with this approach -  

 
Proposals: 
 
Rewrite Strategic Policy (A) 
 

“Tall and large buildings should be brought forward only as part of a 
strategic approach to changing or developing an area, and should make a 
positive contribution to the wider cityscape, views and vistas, the public 
realm and local streetscape” 

 
 



Rewrite Planning decisions policy (C) 
 

(a) only be considered on sites in the Central Activities Zone, Opportunity 
Areas, Areas of Intensification or town centres which have been identified 
as suitable in LDFs, and that have good access to public transport and 
sufficient public transport capacity 

(b) only be considered in areas whose character would be enhanced by a tall 
or large building of that size in that location 

 
Para 7.20 Line 11: add at end “and public transport capacity”    
 
 
Policy 7.8: Heritage assets and archaeology 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but is concerned that: 
 

• the whole thrust of listed buildings and conservation area legislation – to 
preserve and enhance  - has been lost – it seems more about identifying, 
recording and interpreting rather than action to preserve and enhance the 
heritage assets;  

• the last bullet of Policy 4B.12 has been lost – “access for all to and within 
the historic environment and the tidal foreshore”  

 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy as far as it goes, but there are 
also significant omissions, particularly in regard to archaeology. 
 
A:  This omits critical aspects of the historic environment and needs to be 

expanded considerably: Re-word: 
“London’s historic environment, including natural and historic landscapes, 
conservation areas and earlier buildings (such as Victorian and Edwardian 
terraces) not in Conservation Areas but still of great value to the local 
community and landscape and forming the great part of London’s 
heritage, World Heritage sites, scheduled ancient monuments, 
archaeological remains and deposits, and other heritage assets such as 
memorials, historic streetscapes, street furniture and squares, should be 
identified, preserved and restored.” 

 
B:  Likewise with this section:  

“Archaeological remains of all periods can be and are regularly 
found anywhere within the metropolis. Development should 
incorporate measures which identify, record and, where possible, 
protect the site’s archaeology, and which present the historical 
information discovered, both through academic publication and by 
displaying the findings for the public, preferably within the new 
development and, where possible, accessible to the general 
public.”  



 
C:  We are concerned that this could be interpreted as embodying a 

presumption against protection of heritage assets. Since London’s 
character, and the reason for a high proportion of tourism and even 
business relocation there, is its heritage, the presumption should, on the 
contrary, be for protection and enhancement within new developments, 
particularly in Conservation Areas or where the asset has statutory 
protection.  
 
Re-word: 
“One of the main reasons for tourism – Britain’s second-largest revenue 
earner - in London is its heritage. At the local level, the historic 
environment and heritage is a focus of community cohesion and civic 
pride and identity. Heritage-led regeneration is a major factor in the revival 
of declining areas. Therefore, wherever possible and particularly in the 
case of Conservation Area and statutorily protected heritage assets, and 
where extensive unprotected heritage assets survive, development should 
preserve, refurbish and incorporate heritage assets.” 
 

 
C Insert “and enhance” after “preserve” in line 1. 
 
D We strongly support this policy 
 
E  We strongly support the aspiration here, but the wording is confused in 

parts, particularly the reference to artefacts and memorials, and the 
second sentence makes little sense. Artefacts are merely the objects 
recovered from the archaeological deposits, without which their 
interpretation is impossible and their significance reduced. Therefore, re-
word: 
“New development should wherever possible make provision for the 
protection of archaeological resources, including above-ground 
archaeology, and for its proper recording where its preservation in situ is 
not possible. The artefacts and archaeological information recovered from 
any excavation should be made accessible to the public, wherever 
possible within the new development.”  

 
Para 7.24 we strongly support this, but in line 6: add “…sense of place and 

are doubly valuable in that they represent London’s rural heritage, 
preserving ancient trees, hedgerows and other long-established 
natural features of high ecological value, as well as prehistoric and 
other early archaeological remains. Layers of architectural 
history…”  

 
We similarly strongly support the aims in 7.25 and 7.26. In 7.25, line 9, add 
“Development in or near heritage listed buildings or conservation areas…”. 



 
 
Policy 7.9: Heritage-led regeneration 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but is disappointed that 
element of Policy 4B.13 has been lost which deals with “respect and enhance 
waterside heritage including the tidal foreshore.  
 
A  add “…features, views and the public realm.” 
 
Para 7.27  We strongly recommend that reference also be made within this 

policy to the immense value the heritage contributes to the 
economy of London and the nation through tourism. We believe 
that tourism is the second-highest generator of overseas revenue; 
the majority of overseas tourists visit Britain because of its much-
admired heritage, and companies from overseas relocate in London 
because of the historic environment setting in which their operation 
and staff can work. 

 
 
Policy 7.10: World Heritage sites 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. However, in view of the fact 
that World Heritage status is of such importance to London’s heritage, and to 
Londoners too, we urge the Mayor to recommend to Local Authorities (7.10.A) 
that, where a major development is proposed in or adjacent to the setting of a 
WHS, it should be opened up to architectural competition on which Londoners 
should be invited to vote. This would, in addition, demonstrate an element of trust 
in Londoners by the Mayor which would resonate with them. 
 
 
Policy 7.11: London View Management Framework 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy and its supporting SPG on the 
management of designated views. However, considering the size and scale of 
Greater London, the list of designated views under Table 1 (p.181) is, we believe, 
too small, focusing predominantly on the centre. There are many views in Outer 
London of great importance not only to their communities, but to those in more 
central areas – for example, views of Harrow Hill, the wooded ridges of 
Totteridge and Epping, and Hampstead Heath (the City of London is currently 
working on an assessment of its own strategic views to the Heath from various 
London viewpoints). We therefore ask that there should also be a policy of 
allowing local authorities to submit candidates for adding to the Mayor’s list of 
designated strategic views and Strategically Important Landmarks. 
 
 
The London Forum commented last summer on the LVMF, saying: 



 
“We welcome the reinstatement of the wider views. We now want the London 
Plan to address the issues of: 
 

• introducing additional strategic views; 
 

• setting a new approach to assessing the contribution of tall buildings to 
   strategic views - the test for new buildings should not be whether it harms 
    the view, but whether it enhances the view - the Mayor would require new 

buildings impinging on a view to have to demonstrate a positive 
contribution -preserve or enhance it - we want to raise the bar; and 
 

• encouraging the Boroughs to identify their Borough-level strategic views. 
 
For example, we look forward to an extension of protection to other important 
views particularly those upstream of Lambeth Bridge. Some of these are 
recognised in UDPs and should be reviewed as their suitability as strategic 
views.” 
 
The London Forum proposes that: 
 

• the scope for further strategic views be reviewed; and 
• an LDF preparation policy be included to require boroughs to designate 

and manage local views in their DPDs based on Policies 7.11 and 7.12. 
 
 
Policy 7.12: Implementing the London View Management Framework 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. 
 
 
Safety, Security and Resilience to Emergency 
 
Policy 7.13 Safety, security and resilience to emergency 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
Air and Noise Pollution 
 
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
Policy 7.15: Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 



 
Protecting London’s Open and Natural Environment 
 
Policy 7.16 Green Belt 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. 
 
B and para 7.46:  Add: “an additional value of the Green Belt is that it provides a 

recreational and educational amenity for Londoners close to their 
homes which reduces the need for travel, particularly by car, to 
more distant countryside.  Beyond “high-quality management 
practices that improve access”, therefore, there should be a specific 
requirement for local boroughs and Transport for London to 
implement policies for improving public transport access to the 
Green Belt, particularly at times when such access will be most 
wanted, i.e. at weekends, Bank Holidays, and school holidays and 
half-terms. 

 
B Specify what might be appropriate development 
 
The “Positive management of the Green Belt” in paragraph 7.46 is a requirement 
that should be added into the policy for LDF preparation. 
 
 
Policy 7.17 Metropolitan Open Land 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy.  However, because MOL is 
often surrounded by urban development it is also important that such areas of 
open land are not adversely impacted by large/tall buildings. Existing policies 
cover the Royal Parks, Hampstead Heath, Crystal Palace, Holland Park and 
others. The policy and the reasoned justification need to be explicit that it covers 
this aspect of “not having an adverse impact on the openness of MOL”.  
 
Given the experience of Crystal Palace Park, the London Forum considers that 
the policy should resist the disposal of Metropolitan Open Land for “enabling 
development” to raise money for its management.  
 
C In view of the public feeling generated by any threat to MOL, we suggest 

that any proposals that policy involving loss of MOL should require full 
public consultation. 

 
MOL exists on the edges of the Thames, as well as in open land parts of London. 
Therefore, the planning decisions part of this policy should have added at the 
end “and avoids harm to the setting and public enjoyment of the MOL.” 
 
There should be cross reference in this policy to Map 2.8. 
 



Policy 7.18: Protecting local natural space and addressing local deficiency 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, but wonders why there is no 
strategic dimension. The policy for protecting local natural space needs a 
strategic statement’ especially where they are part of green chains. There 
should also be planning decision content to support the requirement in 
paragraph 7.48 for resisting loss of local open space and also to achieve during 
development the Small Open Spaces and Pocket Parks (particularly) of Table 7.2 
which are supposed to be within 400m of every dwelling and rarely are so. 
 
The London Forum is also concerned at the linkage of local natural space with 
standard provision guidance for “open space needs” (7.18.B and Table 7.2). This 
appears to confuse ecological and leisure/amenity provision. The criteria for 
“local natural space “ should relate to the contribution of the space to 
biodioversity, both locally and as part of the Green Chains covered in 7.17.   
 
Their importance is further emphasised in paras 7.48, 49 and 51. Any attempt to 
link them to the requirements of recreational and amenity standards could enable 
the justification of the destruction of important ecological sites on the grounds 
that there is already “enough” such space.  Most will be part of the Green Chains, 
which 7.17 states should have MOL status, and 7.24 identifies them as key to 
improving biodiversity. Therefore, linkage to standard provision conflicts with the 
requirement in para. 7.40 that “their loss must be resisted unless equivalent or 
better quality provision is made…” 
 
 
 Policy 7.19: Biodiversity and access to nature 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. 
 
A table of the current state and trend of Sites of Metropolitan Importance for 
Nature Conservation (SMIs) would help to focus action. 
 
 
Policy 7.20: Geological conservation 
 
The London Forum supports this policy. 
 
 
Policy 7.21: Trees and woodland 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy – although it should also cover 
hedgerows. 
 
B We welcome the requirement that any tree loss as a result of development 

should be replaced. However, in the case of mature trees, this is not 
normally possible. We recommend a guideline that if, for example, a 100-



year-old tree has to be felled, it should be replaced with, say, ten 10-year-
old trees, as far as possible on site and otherwise elsewhere as near as 
possible to the site. 

 
Para 7.53  We support this aim, but (last two sentences) there are many 

example of veteran trees in streets and gardens which are survivals from 
developed woods and countryside – for example, large numbers of 
veteran oaks from the ancient Bishop’s Wood adjoining Hampstead 
Heath, developed during the early 20th century. These should be 
specifically included as enjoying the same protection as veteran trees in 
woodland. 

 
 
Policy 7.22: Land for food 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy. We also recommend that it be 
specifically identified as a further justification for protecting and enhancing Green 
Belt farmland, of which there is a large amount in Greater London continually 
under threat from development. 
 
 
Policy 7.23: Burial spaces 
 
The London Forum considers that the approach to this issue is too narrow – 
there is no mention of cremation and crematoria. There are relatively few 
crematoria and there may be a need for more. 
 
Blue Ribbon Network 
 
The London Forum is very disappointed by the degree to which this section has 
been: 
 

• marginalised – the least important place and the least important 
environment, “hidden” at the end of the penultimate chapter of the Plan; 

• reduced in scale, content, tone and thrust; and 
• limited to identifying locations for facilities (7.25; 7.26; and 7.27); 

improving biodiversity (7.28) and identifying the Thames Policy Area 
(7.29); and 

• stripped of any teeth for protecting the Thames and canals from the kinds 
of development that have ravaged or sought to ravage the Blue Ribbon 
Network over the last two decades. 

 
The London Forum makes this submission on the Blue Ribbon Network – 
policies 7.24-7.30 – in conjunction with Thamesbank and the Environmental Law 
Foundation and request that the Panel make this issue a Matter for examination 
at the EiP and that the London Forum be a participant in this debate. 



 
Policy 7.24 Blue Ribbon Network 
 
The London Forum  supports this policy – although there is not much policy 
here that bites. 
 
Policy 7.25 Increasing the Blue Ribbon Network for passengers and 

tourism 
 
The London Forum supports this policy, especially the protection of facilities and 
the provision of new facilities. 
 
Policy 7.26: Increasing the use of the Blue Ribbon Network for freight 

transport 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, especially for protecting 
existing facilities, increasing the use of safeguarded wharves and maximising the 
use of the navigable waterways for water transport of bulk materials.  
 
The London Forum urges the Mayor to designate safeguarded wharves along 
Regents and Grand Union Canal at the next review (see para 7.64) 
 
Policy 7.27: Blue Ribbon Network: supporting infrastructure and 

recreational use 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, especially the protection of 
existing facilities for sport and leisure, access points to or alongside the Blue 
Ribbon Network and waterway support infrastructure. 
 
Policy 7.28: Restoration of the Blue Ribbon Network 
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy 
 
Policy 7.29: The River Thames  
 
The London Forum strongly supports this policy, which is the lead policy for 
establishing an action plan for the Thames Policy Area. However, we are very 
concerned about the lack of urgency and cavalier way that the BRN is treated. 
 
Policy 7.30: London’s canals and other rivers and waterspaces 
 
The London Forum strongly supports these policies. 



Editing 
 
 

1. Consistent use of initial capitals for place names 
 

The following should have initial capitals as they are “places”: 
 
 Central London, Inner London, Outer London 

      East London, West London, South London and North London 
 

2. Avoiding US spelling, especially use of “z” rather than “s” 
 

Examples include: emphasize, optimize, realize, maximize, minimize, 
prioiritize and characterize 
 
 
 

Additional London Plan comments on Oct09 DRLP :- 
  
Policy 3.5 Housing design - In section ‘B’ the words ‘private amenity’ should be 
added to the provision of public and communal spaces, to accord with paragraph 
3.32. 
  
Chapter 4 fails to address some required actions to make London attractive to 
businesses. Table 2 of the Mayor’s Economic development Strategy shows that 
London rates poorly and below twentieth amongst European cities for cost of staff; 
value for money of office space and freedom from pollution. London is fourteenth, 
well behind the lead city of Barcelona, for quality of life. The EDS Proposal 2C states 
that the mayor will identify the corrective actions needed. 
There should be clear policies identified or cross referenced in the London Plan 
chapter on Economy to address these adverse perceptions. 
  
Policy 5.16 Waste self sufficiency - London Forum is concerned about the use of 
incineration other than for waste which cannot be disposed of in any other way and 
we look forward to early publication of the Mayor's Waste Management Strategy. 
  
Blue Ribbon Network 
The second half of the current public realm Policy 4B.3, for the design of waterside 
buildings, has been omitted from Policy 7.5 and is not included in Policies 7.6 or 7.7.  
Searching doesn't find the words in any other policy, except partly in para. 7.59. 
  
Thames Tideway Tunnel 

London Forum supports the need for the TTT sewer but objects to the method 
Ofwat and the Mayor have approved. It is quite clear how disastrous the fifty 
construction sites will be within 500m of the Thames bank. 


