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Boris Johnson  
Mayor of London 
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London, SE1 2BR 
 

Date: 25 January 2010 
 
Dear Mayor, 
 

London Councils’ response to the draft replacement London Plan 
 
London Councils represents all 32 London boroughs, the City of London, the Metropolitan Police 
Authority and the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority. We are committed to fighting 
for fair resources for London and getting the best possible deal for London’s 33 Councils. We 
lobby on our members’ behalf, develop policy and do all we can to help boroughs improve the 
services they offer. We also run a range of services ourselves which are designed to make life 
better for Londoners. 
 
We welcome the opportunity to provide further views and comments on the draft replacement 
London plan (“the plan”) which was published by the Greater London Authority (GLA) on 12th 
October. It is recognised that the revised proposals have taken a number of the concerns 
previously expressed by us in our response to “Planning for a better London” (published 
November 2008) and our response1 to “A New Plan for London” (published June 2009) into 
consideration. However, there are a number of issues that we raised in response to earlier 
consultations and which continue to remain of concern to us. These are set out again in the 
attached response. 
 
The detailed response (which accompanies this letter) highlights both those proposals which we 
support and welcome and those proposals which we believe are in need of further amendment. 
Our main comments are summarised below.   
 
London Councils particularly welcomes the following:  
 

• The fact that the plan is shorter and contains fewer policies than the current London 
Plan 

• The inclusion of a vision and strategy for outer London 
• The emphasis and importance given to climate change, although there is a need to 

ensure that this issue is addressed throughout the plan 
• The objective of increasing housing supply and provision for boroughs to express their 

affordable housing targets either numerically or as a percentage  
• The policy for encouraging patterns of development that reduce the need to travel    

 
If London is to become a “city that meets the challenges of population and economic growth and a 
city that becomes a world leader in improving the environment” then it will need to adopt a more 
co-ordinated approach to its policies. London Councils believes that this could be achieved by 
making the changes that we have outlined in our response.  

                                                 
1http://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/Transport/consultationsandresponses/londoncouncilsresponsetoanewplanforlondonproposalsforthere
viewofthelondonplan.htm  
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London Councils has identified five overarching areas as well as a number of specific areas where 
changes should be made to the final plan. Our overarching concerns are summarised as follows: 
 

• The need for sustainable development to be given a higher profile and be addressed 
throughout the plan 

• The need to ensure that climate change policies are addressed throughout the plan 
• The lack of consideration given to alternative economic scenarios in the event that the 

population and economy do not return to a period of high and sustained growth. 
• The plan should be more closely aligned with other strategies such as those for Transport 

for London and the London Development Agency 
• The lack of information on implementation and delivery. 

 
Amongst the specific concerns expressed by London Councils are: 
 

• The lack of co-ordination between spatial designations and associated policies. This 
is required to ensure that London can achieve its objectives of becoming “a city that meets 
the challenges of population and economic growth”.  

• The lack of information on how the plan relates to existing or proposed 
infrastructure. Provision of this will facilitate more effective delivery of the requirements of 
the plan.  

• Ambiguity over the number of affordable homes to be delivered as a result of the 
plan. The plan has a strategic target of 13, 200 more affordable homes per year but the 
supplementary planning guidance is expected to provide a set of indicative benchmarks 
which will differ from these. Special provision should be made for those boroughs which 
have already calculated their affordable housing provisions according to their LDFs rather 
than the plan.  

• The lack of information on how to “green” or “decarbonise” all sectors of London’s 
economy. Further information is required as to how this will come about.  

• The lack of information on the Mayor’s priorities for cross-boundary investment. 
Provision of this will facilitate more effective delivery of the plan.   

• How rationalisation of the bus network will impact upon outer London and other 
areas with relatively poor transport connections. This is likely to impact upon the 
broader objectives for sustainable suburbs and improving the quality of life.  

 
London Councils has welcomed GLA’s willingness to engage with us in the development of the 
plan and looks forward to continued close working over the coming months to ensure that the 
issues we have raised here are addressed in the final Replacement London plan. If you would 
like further information about any aspect of this response, please contact Damian Cleghorn, 
Planning Policy and Project Manager (telephone: 020 7934 9930; email: 
damian.cleghorn@londoncouncils.gov.uk).  
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Cllr Merrick Cockell 
Chairman, London Councils



 
    
 
London Councils’ Response to the draft replacement London Plan (Spatial Development 
Strategy for Greater London) 
 
Introduction 
 

1. London Councils has worked closely with the GLA in the development of the draft 
replacement London plan (“the plan”) and is grateful for their willingness to engage with 
our members and borough officers. We are pleased that many of the issues which we 
have raised in the course of our work over recent years have been addressed. 

 
2. We welcome the opportunity to provide further views and comments on the plan. The 

comments provided below not only expand upon the recommendations previously 
expressed by us in our response to “Planning for a better London” (published November 
2008) and our response to “A New Plan for London” (published June 2009) but also make 
a number of new recommendations.  

 
3. The current review, in parallel with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and Economic 

Development Strategy (EDS) provide an important opportunity to deliver a clear spatial 
strategy which sets out the locations for particular types of development in London and the 
infrastructure investment needed to support that development. It is essential that boroughs 
are involved in shaping all these strategies and we have taken this opportunity to consider 
all three strategies together. This response should be considered alongside our responses 
to the MTS and EDS which were submitted in December 2009. 

 
Whilst there is much that we welcome in the draft Plan, we also have a number of concerns 
about its contents. Our five overarching concerns are as follows: 
 

• Sustainable development should be given a higher profile and addressed 
throughout the plan. Although government policy states that sustainable development is 
the core principle underpinning planning it is not clear in the ‘Vision’ section of the plan 
what this means for London, other than through commitments to “achieving the highest 
environmental standards and quality of life”. In addition, the draft plan does not adequately 
convey the key principles of sustainability which will be needed to make London an 
economically, socially, and environmentally sustainable city. 

• We support the emphasis and importance given to climate change although there is 
still the need to ensure that it is addressed throughout the plan, rather than principally 
within a single chapter (chapter 5). Care will also need to be taken to ensure that policies 
for this are appropriately linked to related policies such as those for economy, transport 
and aviation. We would like the GLA to include explicit reference as to how those policies 
with a significant carbon reduction element will contribute to the strategic objective of an 
overall reduction in London’s carbon dioxide emissions of 60 per cent (below 1990 levels) 
by 2025. 

• Alternative economic scenarios should be considered in the event that the 
population and economy do not return to a period of high and sustained growth. 
The document implicitly and explicitly assumes that the current economic problems are 
cyclical (and therefore temporary) and that there will soon be a return to strong growth. As 
this is by no means certain, it is surprising that alternative economic scenarios are not 
considered.  

• The plan should be more closely aligned with other strategies such as those for 
Transport for London (TfL) and the London Development Agency (LDA). There 
should be a clear explanation of how the plan relates to these strategies and the 
governance mechanisms that exist for ensuring alignment. 



 
    
 

• More information is required on implementation and delivery. The provision of such 
information will provide a robust basis for delivery and should specify what is needed, why, 
by when, who is responsible for delivery, and how changes will be funded.  

 
Our specific comments on the plan are set out below:  
 
1. Context and strategy 
 
Strategy: The Mayor’s vision and objectives   
 
1.1 London Councils believes that the context for the plan and the role that it will play for 

London in guiding investment and major changes in London’s places over the next 20-25 
years has not been made sufficiently clear. This lack of clarity has a number of procedural, 
spatial and strategic impacts. 

 
1.2 Sustainable development should be given a higher profile and addressed throughout the 

plan. Currently, although ‘sustainable development’ as a principle is mentioned in the 
introductory text to the ‘Vision’ and defined vaguely in the glossary, it is not made clear 
within the Vision itself what this actually entails other than a commitment to “achieving the 
highest environmental standards and quality of life”. Objective one (“Ensuring London is…A 
city that meets the challenges of economic and population growth”) fails to convey the key 
requirements for making London an economically, socially, and environmentally sustainable 
city and instead refers to ensuring a “sustainable, good and improving quality of life for all 
Londoners” (a phrase that is poorly worded).   

 
1.3 There should also be a further explanation of how the Mayor will use his strategic power of 

influence with national and London-wide investors from all sectors to support delivery of the 
plan and additional information should be provided on how other key policies which are 
related to this will be met (such as managing public sector investment and achieving 
delivery).  

 
1.4 Spatially, the plan should make specific reference to the most significant issues and should 

include the addition of “place holding” content (i.e. land which has been earmarked for 
further strategic development). Once established, the details of this can then be worked out 
through joint discussion between the Mayor, the London Boroughs and adjoining local 
authority areas. This should take place over the lifetime of the plan and should form part of 
sub-regional arrangements and/or Local Development Framework (LDF) documents. 

 
1.5 The plan should also be more closely aligned with other strategies. This can most easily be 

achieved by a clear explanation of how the plan relates to other plans and strategies and an 
explanation of the governance mechanisms that exist for ensuring alignment. The most 
practical way of achieving this would be through the insertion of a specific section on the 
relationship between all the identified strategies; by laying out a reporting template for 
strategic infrastructure delivery projects so as to provide a strategic capital investment 
programme for London; and by identifying the mechanisms through which the Mayor will 
direct the investment projects of TfL, LDA etc. so that they are able to work with other major 
investors (such as health, universities and central government) to align their investment 
projects to the greater benefit of London. Such an arrangement should be accompanied by 
an explanation of how the Mayor will engage with public service providers on the delivery of 
strategic infrastructure.  

 
1.6 Consideration should also be given to bringing the Opportunity Areas together with the 

detailed planned transport investments proposed in the MTS and the growth corridors 



 
    
 

mentioned in the plan. When viewed collectively, these documents will provide a schedule 
of infrastructure projects to direct the LDA and other public investments.   

 
1.7 This chapter could also be enhanced in a number of other ways. Through reference to 

government guidance and emerging practice from other English regions, London Councils 
believes that the strategic component of the plan could be strengthened by inclusion of the 
following: 

 
• A vision or description of London in 2026-2031 that permeates the whole plan. The most 

appropriate place for outlining this would be the key diagram. 
• A consistent approach to the delivery of this vision, either through the Mayor’s own 

resources or other partners.   
• A spatial narrative that identifies how the strategy will be implemented. This should make 

specific reference to spatial priorities and opportunities and could take the form of a short 
strategy statement and/or spatial narrative at the beginning of each chapter with further 
detail provided in the supporting text. 

• A framework to inform where public sector and joint venture investment in London will be 
made. This should include a narrative for key centres and locations which sets out who the 
significant actors are, an explanation of how they will work (both together and individually) 
to deliver strategic goals, and make provision for the growth areas and co-ordination 
corridors that cross London’s boundaries (such as the Western Wedge and the 
Luton/Bedford Corridor).  

• Ensuring that policies do not contradict each other (such as the policies for the promotion 
of additional aviation capacity, which contradicts the objective of making London a world 
leader in developing a low carbon economy) and should be linked to the proposed 
consideration of alternative economic scenarios. Such a measure will also need to make 
reference to the business opportunities available to London arising from mitigation and 
adaptation.     

• A clear statement of the funding strategy to underpin delivery and a programme for the 
replacement of strategic infrastructure. This should incorporate central and local resources, 
take account of the Mayor’s budgets and services, and include other sources such as the 
private sector and developers’ contributions.  

• A broader and more up-to-date evidence base should be used to inform the proposals and 
show how growth will be delivered through infrastructure. As currently drafted, the plan 
appears to have rolled forward proposals from previous versions of the plan without 
considering new evidence of significance relating to it (for example, the 2008 strategic 
flood risk assessment when designating the area around South Wimbledon/Colliers Wood 
as an Opportunity and Intensification Area).   

• An assessment of the risks to successful delivery of the plan and their mitigation. 
• A delivery strategy which is sufficiently flexible to adapt to changes in government policy. 
• Clear governance arrangements to support delivery of the plan in the run up to the 

Examination in Public. These arrangements should be agreed to by all key delivery 
partners and set out in the proposed implementation plan.  

• A cross-cutting policy on inequality. This should accompany paragraph 1.42 at the end of 
chapter one.    

 
2. London’s places 
 
2.1 If London is to become “a city that meets the challenges of population and economic 

growth” then it will need to adopt a more co-ordinated approach to its spatial designations 
and associated policies. This could most easily be achieved by making the changes 
outlined in the following paragraphs. Although this chapter has the objective of London 



 
    
 

becoming a city which is a “world leader in improving the environment”, only one policy 
(2.18) is specifically designed with this objective in mind. Instead, London Councils believes 
that this objective needs to be implicit throughout the plan.  

 
Looking beyond London 
 
2.2 Firstly, the plan should be clear as to those locations which are included because they are 

subject to strategic spatial policies and those which are included solely for further 
information. The best way of achieving this would be by designing the guidance for spatial 
planning in such a way that it provides a sense of direction for delivery agencies and 
enables them to work across boundaries with other partners whilst simultaneously 
recognising national growth areas and regional growth corridors. This could most easily be 
delivered by producing a clear statement of objectives, priorities and delivery mechanisms 
in policy 2.3 on growth areas and co-ordination corridors whilst providing boroughs with the 
freedom to identify and designate those locations which are not of regional significance in 
their LDFs rather than having them prescribed by the plan.  

 
Sub-regions 
 
2.3 Secondly, as currently drafted, the policies serve more as general geographical 

classifications than strategic objectives. In order to overcome this, the policies should 
emphasise place-naming rather than place-shaping. As London Councils also believes that 
more attention should be paid to the sub-regions, we are pleased that there is a specific 
policy for this (policy 2.5) and welcome the information in paragraph 2.38 which 
acknowledges that policies may need to be adapted or implemented in ways that reflect 
local circumstances.  

 
2.4 However, there is also a need for improved arrangements for liaison with areas outside 

London, with regard to issues such as the Growth Corridors which cross the regional 
boundary. This could be done by better involvement of boroughs and sub-regional 
partnerships in the liaison arrangements for specific activities such as the Growth Corridors 
and a strengthened role for the Inter-Regional Forum. Further information should also be 
provided on how policy 2.5 will be monitored and an explanation should be put forward as 
to how more account can be taken of London in its spatial setting with immediate regional 
neighbours, the rest of the United Kingdom, and with mainland Europe. By providing clearer 
information on inter-regional liaison, boroughs would be better able to anticipate the impact 
upon them and make the necessary adjustments to their investment programmes as well as 
providing more certainty to public bodies and private organisations when making 
investment decisions.  

 
Outer London 
 
2.5 Further information will also need to be provided on how the plan relates to existing or 

proposed infrastructure (such as Crossrail or the likely increased capacity for aviation). This 
should be accompanied by an explanation of how the proposals for strategic outer London 
development centres differ from existing opportunity areas (as outlined in policies 2.7 and 
2.16), and be expanded in order to identify bottlenecks to development (such as inadequate 
physical and social infrastructure).  

 
2.6 As London Councils believes that it is important for boroughs to reflect their local 

circumstances when implementing the requirements of the plan, we welcome the inclusion 
of a specific vision and strategy for outer London (policy 2.6). However, as many inner 
London boroughs share some of the characteristics of outer London boroughs, it is 



 
    
 

important that the policies are designed in such a way that they recognise this and are 
sufficiently flexible to allow for sub-regional and outer London based solutions to strategic 
pressures which have an impact upon inner London. The policy should also be amended so 
that it is clear how the provisions for delivering strategic outer London development centres 
(policy 2.16) relate to the policy on town centres (policy 2.15); what the implications of these 
policies are likely to be upon strategic outer London development centres; how these 
organisations will identify, develop and promote these centres; and an identification of the 
resources that will be required for successful delivery of the policy. 

 
2.7 These difficulties could be partially met by ensuring that there is a strong link between 

policy 2.6 and that for town centres (2.15). This link should outline what is likely to be 
required in terms of critical infrastructure, the support mechanisms that may be required to 
address constraints on the economic growth of outer London, and explain what is needed in 
order to deliver strategic economic functions of greater than sub-regional significance.  

 
The Central Activities Zone 
 
2.8 The policy (2.10) on the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and accompanying map are 

extremely detailed and overly complicated. Although they do catalogue the diversity of 
functions within this area, they provide little in the way of guidance on the resolution of 
potential land use tensions or a sense of Mayoral priority and/or action for future 
development. This deficiency could be overcome by explaining what the correct balance 
should be between the LDFs and the plan.  

 
Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas 
 
2.9 The policy on Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas (2.13) could be strengthened 

through the addition of a short statement outlining the objectives of the policy. This should 
indicate where development should take place and provide further information on place-
shaping, delivery and relevant development partners. Reference should also be made to 
the Mayor’s role in transport provision and cross-boundary co-ordination with specific 
attention being paid to the difficulties in getting between outer London centres and the 
absence of partnership arrangements for achieving this.   

 
Regeneration Areas 
 
2.10 Although London Councils welcomes the policy on Areas for Regeneration (2.14) and 

supports the objective of addressing social exclusion, there is little integration between this 
policy and other spatial priorities in the plan. To overcome this, the Mayor should be clear 
on those locations which are included because they are subject to strategic policies and 
those which are included purely for information. If the intention is that other plans will focus 
investment on these areas, then this should also be made clear. Boroughs should also 
have the freedom to identify and designate smaller locations themselves in their LDFs 
rather than having these prescribed by the plan. Further information should also be 
provided on how deprivation will be tackled in terms of outcomes, priorities and 
programmes. 

 
2.11 In addition to the changes outlined previously, London Councils believes that strategic 

direction should be provided on how opportunity and intensification areas and town centres 
are expected to develop over the plan programme. This should include those actions and 
priorities that the Mayor wishes to pursue and focus on strategic matters that are critical to 
delivery of the vision. 

 



 
    
 
The key diagram  
 
2.12 With regards to the key diagram (paragraph 2.82), London Councils believes that this 

should be amended so that it provides a more concise spatial vision of London and how it 
will look in 2031. In its current form, the diagram reflects the position today and as such is a 
description of the current situation rather than a vision of the future.  

 
2.13 Finally, London Councils believes that the Mayor should work more closely with the 

boroughs so that there is a clearer understanding of the purpose and relationships between 
the various designations of the plan and to define the designations for strategic investment 
decisions and local plan making. The designations should be limited to those which are 
strategic in nature and should move from a limited focus on land use to addressing the 
function, status, and requirements of places. An explanation should also be provided as to 
how the change will be co-ordinated with the Mayor’s overarching objectives.  

 
3. London’s people 
 
3.1 This chapter outlines policies for addressing health inequalities and delivering housing, 

education and sports facilities. However, by far the largest part of it deals with the setting of 
directional policies for housing and it is upon these issues which most of the London Councils’ 
comments outlined below are made. The most important policies for London Councils are 
those which outline the numerical targets for housing provision, the provision for affordable 
housing, the allocation of Gypsy and Traveller pitches, housing density and space 
standards, and the regulation of new dwellings. 

 
Ensuring equal life chances for all 
 
3.2 London Councils supports the objective of policy 3.1 (Ensuring life chances for all). 

However, we recommend that the proposals contained within this be redrafted so that they 
contain a greater focus on those strategic aspects of inequalities linked to current and 
projected needs and the actions in the delivery plan.   

 
Housing supply  
 
3.3 London Councils also supports the objectives of policy 3.3 on increasing housing supply. 

We are pleased that the discrepancy between the plan’s targets for achieving this, which 
cover a ten year period, and those in the LDFs, which provide for a 15 year period, has 
been recognised and that there is a commitment to revising the affordable housing targets 
by 2015/16. Nevertheless, we believe that the requirement outlined for boroughs to roll 
forward their annual targets so as to correspond with the figures in the plan is likely to 
conflict with other LDF priorities and that this may ultimately render the borough 
development plan documents unsound. Therefore, in order to address this, special 
provision should be made for those boroughs which have already calculated their affordable 
housing provisions according to their LDFs rather than the plan. Furthermore, if an up to 
date Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment or Housing Capacity Study is 
unavailable when boroughs come to implementing policy 3.3, then the plan should provide 
flexibility to boroughs as to how they achieve the targets. This objective will need to be 
supported by guidance on the correct set of targets to be employed and should state 
explicitly that the lack of certainty on borough affordable housing targets is not an issue that 
will render the development plans unsound or jeopardise the ability of boroughs to progress 
their LDFs towards adoption.  

 



 
    
 
3.4 Clarity will need to be provided over the number of affordable homes that are expected to 

be delivered as a result of the plan. Although the plan has a strategic target of 13,200 more 
affordable homes per year, the supplementary planning guidance is expected to provide a 
set of indicative benchmarks which may differ from those raised in the plan and which may 
raise questions about the correct target to be pursued. The plan should also clarify how the 
housing mix and space standards requirements in the plan were taken into consideration in 
determining the housing and affordable housing targets.  

 
3.5 Although London Councils welcomes policy 3.4 (Optimising housing potential) we would 

like the last sentence of this to be amended. Greater flexibility will be incorporated into the 
text by replacing the statement “Development proposals which compromise this policy 
should be resisted” with the statement “Development proposals should demonstrate how 
they have taken this policy into consideration”.  

 
3.6 The emphasis on space standards and attention paid to addressing climate change 

adaptation and mitigation issues in policy 3.5 (Quality and design of housing developments) 
is supported. However, further information will need to be provided on how space standards 
will apply to new dwellings and will need to connect to existing borough policies on this 
issue. The ability for boroughs to include a presumption against back garden development 
in their LDFs where appropriate (as outlined in policy 3.5) is supported.  

 
3.7 London Councils recognises the complexity and difficulty of influencing levels of affordability 

in the overall housing sector. With this in mind, we support the Mayor’s intention of having 
“a genuine choice of homes that they [Londoners] can afford” (policy 3.8) and the objective 
of providing at least an annual average of 33,400 additional homes across London (policy 
3.3). We also welcome the provision for boroughs to express their affordable housing 
targets in different ways (paragraph 3.62) as we believe that this will help to deliver more 
affordable housing. Nonetheless, it should be observed that even if the higher target for 
delivery identified by the National Housing and Planning Advisory Unit were achieved 
(44,700) this is only likely to maintain affordability levels at 2007 levels which, for most 
Londoners, is not “affordable”.   

 
Affordable housing 
 
3.8 Policy 3.12 (Affordable housing targets) could be strengthened in a number of ways. Firstly, 

it should be made clear how the policy for affordable housing provision will affect the 
Greater London Authority’s (GLA) plans for piloting devolved housing delivery powers to 
those boroughs which accept affordable housing targets. Secondly, clarification should be 
provided on the correct method to use when calculating affordable housing requirements. 
As currently drafted, the plan appears to suggest that boroughs are able to choose to 
employ either a percentage based or numerical target. If this is the case, then clarification 
should be provided on what should happen when and if a borough meets its numerical 
targets and whether those boroughs which have already signed up for a numerical target 
will be able to change to a percentage based target. Thirdly, since the announcement of 
numerical affordable housing targets for London’s boroughs in 2008, there has been an 
element of confusion as to how any previously agreed Local Area Agreement targets would 
relate to more recent GLA targets. The plan should clarify the relationship between these 
two sets of targets, particularly where some boroughs may be using a numerical target and 
others a percentage target. Fourthly, further information should be provided on how the 
housing mix and space requirements in the plan will be taken into account in determining 
the housing and affordable housing targets. Finally, as it is unclear where strategic housing 
sites will be located, provision should be made in the plan for these. 

  



 
    
 
3.9 In addition to the timescales and targets described above, boroughs will be required to take 

into account a number of other strategic, sub-regional and local affordable housing needs 
set out in the policy and elsewhere. In order to address any confusion that may arise, a 
clear set of priorities should be put in place which set out what the Mayor wants to see 
provided in new housing and the correct balance to be struck between objectives such as 
children’s play space, affordable housing, environmental improvements, energy efficiency 
and contributions to social infrastructure.   

 
London’s housing stock/social infrastructure  
 
3.10 The policy on coordination of housing development and investment (3.16) requires 

revision. As currently drafted, not only does it place unreasonable burdens upon boroughs 
for the implementation and funding of new housing and for the provision of requisite social 
and physical infrastructure (3.17) but it is also vague as to how population growth will be 
accommodated and funded. Further detail on how policy 3.16 will be implemented should 
be outlined in the implementation plan. Policy 3.17 should set clear priorities for new 
housing development, should support social, physical and green infrastructure and give 
clearer guidance on the co-ordination of housing delivery and implementation.  

 
3.11 Although London Councils welcomes the Mayor’s commitment to support provision of 

early years, primary and secondary school and further and higher education facilities (policy 
3.19), there are still concerns as to how the severe shortage of school places will be met. 
Further detail should be provided on the specific actions to meet this objective.  

 
3.12 As viability will be a key issue when considering housing provision, strategic guidelines 

should be put in place to highlight the Mayor’s priorities in this area. These will be of 
particular importance as the plan now has development plan status and will be used to 
determine strategic applications brought to the Mayor. The possibility of allowing boroughs 
to retain some discretion over these matters should be further considered. 

 
3.13 London Councils does not have a specific view on the adoption of numerical targets for 

Gypsy and Traveller site provision as it will be for individual boroughs to comment on this. 
However, we believe that the methodology chosen to determine those targets which will be 
allocated sub-regionally does represent a “middle path” and that the adoption of numerical 
targets probably represents the least contentious way forward (paragraph 3.50). That said, 
London Councils acknowledges that boroughs may find it difficult to identify additional 
pitches on existing sites and that the provision of additional sites could arouse local 
opposition.  

 
4. London’s economy 
 
4.1 Our comments on the London’s economy chapter should be considered in conjunction with 

our response to the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy.  
 
Economic context 
 
4.2 The main concern of London Councils on this chapter is that the plan’s projections and 

forecasts are based on an assumption that current economic problems are cyclical (and 
therefore temporary) and that there will be a quick and sustained return to high growth. 
London Councils does not believe that such a scenario is assured and believes that not 
only should the plan make provision for alternative economic scenarios but should also set 
out the spatial implications of these. We believe that if the plan is to proceed on the current 
assumptions then the following points should be taken into consideration.  



 
    
 
 
4.3 Firstly, although the plan highlights that London has a greater proportion of major 

employers than the rest of the United Kingdom, it is surprising that relatively little reference 
is made to the large amount of employment in self-employed and public sector jobs. 
London Councils believes that in order for the policies for London’s economy to be 
successful, they should be as comprehensive as possible and consider all relevant factors.    

 
4.4 Secondly, the economic provisions of the plan should be made clearer and include more 

ambitious proposals for outer London. Policies should be designed in such a way that 
recognises the diversity of outer London and better reflect the recommendations of the 
Outer London Commission. Account will also need to be taken of the need for different skill 
level jobs in different areas and should recognise that sectors other than the finance and 
business service sectors are likely to require office-type development.  

 
Economic Sectors and Workspaces  
 
4.5 By making this explicit, the plan would not only reinforce the current policy for the CAZ but 

would also demonstrate that there is a distinctive role for the outer boroughs in London’s 
economy. In order to make provision for small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) 
outside the CAZ, London Councils believes that guidance should be provided on 
employment land requirements for SMEs outside the CAZ and explain how policy 4.2 
(Offices) relates to existing borough commitments to protect employment areas, especially 
those which are not in very central or highly accessible locations. Consideration should also 
be given to including guidance on the spatial distribution of offices in the plan (rather than in 
supplementary documents). 

 
4.6 Thirdly, further guidance is required on how boroughs should plan for the spatial 

implications of the policies outlined in this chapter and their effect upon the economic 
viability of an area. Failure to put such policies in place may have a significant impact upon 
the local character of an area and existing businesses in an area and may result in a 
situation similar to that in Hoxton where there is an increasing tendency for large media 
companies to relocate from Soho.  

 
New and emerging economic sectors 
 
4.7 Clarity will also need to be provided on the policy for green industries and other emerging 

industries. The plan should be clear about the extent to which it wishes to encourage high-
tech knowledge which is based upon growth in offices, or whether the emphasis will be on 
low-tech solutions such as the installation of insulation and green roofs, or other energy 
efficiency measures. It should be kept in mind that the spatial implications for each of these 
options are likely to be different. 

 
4.8 Despite the reference to the Mayor’s proposed objective 1 of making London “a city that 

meets the challenges of economic and population growth in ways that ensure a sustainable 
good and improving quality of life for all Londoners…” there appears little further reference 
throughout the ‘London’s Economy’ chapter on how to achieve this. Although the chapter 
does refer to sustainable transport connections, there is little on how to achieve sustainable 
development across whole sectors of the economy. There is also little mention of the need 
to transform the whole of London’s economy to a ‘Low Carbon Economy’, which is a key 
strategic goal for the Mayor, and therefore how this can be integrated across all sectors of 
the economy. 

 



 
    
 
4.9 In 2009, the LDA commissioned Ernst & Young to examine opportunities for London in the 

low carbon economy. Their report (as well as other research) identified annual investment 
worth upwards of £3.7 billion and also concluded that the value of these to London’s 
economy currently represents an annual gross added value of £600 million and 14,000 
jobs. However, as currently drafted, limited reference is made to this opportunity in chapter 
four and the low carbon economic opportunities described in policy 4.10 (New and 
emerging economic sectors) are limited to “support development of a Green Enterprise 
District in the Thames Gateway”. Although reference is made to the expansion of the green 
business sector to other parts of London in paragraph 4.53, this is not expanded upon.  Due 
to the long life of the plan (to 2031) and the Mayor’s very ambitious aims for cutting carbon 
within that timeframe (60% by 2025), other strategic possibilities for ‘green enterprise 
districts’ within London should be identified beyond the Thames Gateway. At present, there 
is a lack of information on how to “green” or “decarbonise” all sectors of London’s economy.  

 
4.10 In addition to the above, the Mayor is committed to moving London towards the 

objective of becoming a ‘low carbon economy’. With this objective in mind, it therefore 
makes sense to clearly state the potential of the ‘green economy’ across London (in terms 
of ‘green jobs’, ‘green products’, ‘green services’ etc.) and to provide further explanation of 
how he intends to green/decarbonise all sectors of the economy. 

 
5. London’s response to climate change 
 
5.1 London Councils supports the emphasis given to climate change in the plan, although there 

are areas where more explicit links need to be made to those areas where it is a significant 
factor (such as the policies for transport).  

 
5.2 Clarity should be provided as to what is meant by “sustainable development”. This can most 

easily be achieved by cross-reference to paragraph 3 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1 
which states that “sustainable development is the core principle underpinning planning”. As 
currently drafted, sustainable development as a principle is referred to in the introductory 
text to the “Vision” (as well as being defined vaguely in the glossary) but it is not made clear 
what this entails, other than making a commitment to “achieving the highest environmental 
standards and quality of life”. 

 
5.3 London Councils also has the following, more specific comments to make on this chapter: 
 
Climate Change Mitigation 
 
5.4 London Councils supports the strategic objective of an overall reduction in London’s carbon 

dioxide emissions of 60 per cent (below 1990 levels) by 2025 (policy 5.1).  
 
5.5 The naming of the energy hierarchy levels in policy 5.2 (‘Minimising carbon dioxide 

emissions’) is problematic. It appears that the aim has been to be ‘catchy’ by naming the 
levels within the hierarchy as ‘lean’, ‘clean’ and ‘green’. Unfortunately, these words do not 
necessarily match their definition and could cause unnecessary confusion for developers or 
other users of the policy. The particular difficulty lies with level 2: the concept of “supplying 
energy efficiently”. This description does not necessarily correspond to the requirement to 
“be clean” as although the energy supply itself may be efficient, it is still possible that this 
may use dirty fuel/technology etc.  One could also consider ‘renewable energy’ as not only 
‘green’ (level 3) but also as ‘clean’ (level 2). In order to overcome this, London Councils 
recommends that the energy hierarchy be rewritten so that only the definitions of the terms 
are used, as follows: 

 

http://www.london.gov.uk/news/docs/London-low-carbon-report-09.pdf


 
    
 

i) use less energy 
ii) supply energy efficiently 
iii) use renewable energy. 

 
5.6 We support the comprehensive coverage of adaptation and mitigation matters in policy 5.3 

(Sustainable design and construction). 
 
5.7 In its current form, policy 5.4 (Retrofitting) does not appear to warrant inclusion in a spatial 

development strategy as there is little connection to planning matters. Under the ‘LDF 
preparation’ section, it states that boroughs should “identify synergies between new 
developments and existing buildings particularly through the retrofitting of energy efficiency 
measures, decentralised energy, and renewable energy opportunities”. This gives rise to 
the question as to whether it is the Mayor’s intention for the boroughs to prepare LDF 
policies that will allow developers to provide offsite contributions towards energy efficiency 
measures on existing stock when they cannot meet onsite renewables requirements for 
new developments (similar to that required of major developments as per policy 5.2 E). If 
this is the intention (which would then seem to warrant the inclusion of this policy), then the 
policy should be rewritten so that this is made more explicit. Currently, the policy appears to 
read more like general ‘advice’ without any clear direction as to its planning applicability on 
the ground. 

 
5.8 Policy 5.5 ‘Decentralised Energy networks’ part ‘A’ currently states that “The Mayor expects 

25% of the heat and power used in London to be generated through the use of localised 
decentralised energy systems by 2025.  In order to achieve this target the Mayor prioritises 
the development of decentralised heating and cooling networks at the development and 
area wide level, as well as larger scale heat transmission networks.  The Mayor has 
developed a London Heat Map tool to help boroughs and developers identify decentralised 
energy opportunities in London”. The part of the policy underlined above does not appear to 
make sense as the meaning of “at the development and area wide level as well as larger 
scale heat transmission networks” is unclear. Furthermore, the closing part of the policy, 
which states that “…The Mayor has developed a London Heat Map tool to help boroughs 
and developers identify decentralised energy opportunities in London”, is a statement of 
fact and not a policy and therefore should be referenced in the supporting text rather than 
the policy. 

 
5.9 At present, the policy on renewable energy (policy 5.7, part D) covers adverse impacts 

upon biodiversity, the natural environment and historical assets. The policy should also 
include reference to the potential adverse impacts upon air quality, since one of the key 
issues around the types of renewable energy that are currently feasible in London is the 
appropriateness of biomass as it can adversely affect air quality (recognised within Policy 
7.14). 

 
5.10 London Councils supports the provisions made in paragraph 5.43 for boroughs to use “a 

full range of renewable energy technologies” when trying to reach their targets for use of 
energy generated by renewable sources. Such a provision will enable them to choose those 
technologies which are most appropriate for their circumstances. However, it should also be 
made clear that in most instances, the use of biomass in London is unacceptable (as 
outlined in the Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy and recent government guidance).   

 
5.11 The use of the word ‘mitigating’ in part D of policy 5.10 (Urban Greening) is misleading. 

London Councils believes that although its use in this sentence is grammatically correct, it 
should not be used as it obscures the meaning of one of the two key issues used to 
describe climate change issues worldwide, namely: 



 
    
 

1. Mitigation: reducing the likelihood of climate change occurring through reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions; 

2. Adaptation: the need to adapt buildings, infrastructure, places etc. to deal with a 
changing climate now and in the future. 

 
The use of ‘mitigating’ in Part D is actually referring to adaptation. Therefore, to avoid 
confusion, an alternative word should be used to get the same point across, such as 
‘reducing’, ‘limiting’ or equivalent. 
 

5.12 Policy 5.10 also sets out targets for increasing the amount of surface area greened in 
the CAZ and makes reference to PPS 9 (Biodiversity and Geological Conservation). As 
there is no reference to biodiversity or conservation of habitats within the policy or its 
supporting text and PPS9 does not deal with climate change in terms of using green space 
for cooling benefits/water retention, the reference to PPS9 here would appear to be 
inappropriate. 

 
5.13 Policy 5.13 (Sustainable drainage) states development should utilise sustainable urban 

drainage systems (SUDS) “unless there are practical reasons for not doing so…” Since 
much of the developed areas of London are extremely constrained due to space, existing 
development, land values etc., it would appear sensible (due to identified issues and 
challenges around drainage that already exist) for an offset scheme similar to that proposed 
for renewable energy provision and related site constraints (i.e. policy 5.2E) to be 
considered for the drainage hierarchy. Any development which is unable to achieve the 
seven levels of treatment proposed within this policy should be required under a new level 
(8) to provide an in lieu contribution similar to that proposed by policy 5.2 E, which would 
ensure all developers contributed evenly and fairly to reducing the effects of surface water 
run off, regardless of individual site constraints, by pooling funding into wider surface water 
mitigation projects. 

 
Waste 
 
5.14 On waste issues generally, London Councils welcomes the Mayor’s action to revise the 

dated and inaccurate baseline data and growth projections. We are pleased that 
independent modelling of borough-level projections of arisings was commissioned. 
However, London Councils believes there is scope to improve the quality and validity of the 
model by incorporating parameters which better reflect actual waste arisings over the life of 
the plan. London Councils intends that individual London boroughs will be encouraged to 
make their own submissions on the waste projections and apportionments. 

 
5.15 With regards to specific waste issues, London Councils has the following comments to 

make: 
 
5.16 Part A of policy 5.16 (waste self-sufficiency) should explain how “positive environmental 

impacts” will be created from waste processing”. Although London Councils supports the 
Mayor’s intention to manage as much of London’s waste within London as practicable, and 
agrees with the strategic objectives of reducing the environmental impacts and extracting 
maximum economic value from this, it is not clear how this part of the objective will be 
delivered. One possibility would be to replace the words “positive environmental impacts” 
with “reducing the environmental impacts from waste processing”. Further information 
should also be provided on how the Mayor will achieve “zero waste to landfill by 2031” and 
what is meant by “municipal household waste” (paragraph 5.66, page 134 – the confusion 
over paragraph numbering on pages 133 and 134 should also be noted). London Councils 



 
    
 

hopes that substantially more information will be provided on waste minimisation in the 
soon to be published revisions to the Mayor’s municipal waste management strategy. 

 
5.17 The second part of this policy (waste minimisation) should provide further detail on how 

a fundamental shift in thinking about approaches to waste in the region will be achieved and 
should ensure that the targets outlined here correspond to national targets. It should also 
be noted that the adoption and transferral of targets for national “household waste” 
performance to “municipal waste” (as set out in paragraphs 5.67 to 5.69) does not 
adequately consider the cost implications for boroughs of achieving a higher level of 
recycling across a broader waste category.  

 
5.18 As with other waste policies, there should be recognition of the competing land use 

pressures which exist for local planning authorities. To overcome this, guidance should be 
provided on how the planning system and borough partnerships can work together to better 
identify and deliver sites for new waste facilities in the region. This should incorporate any 
relevant information which comes out of the ongoing review of baseline data and 
projections for waste arisings and apportionments and take care not to over- or understate 
the balance of these. London Councils believes that this review is important as the current 
plan’s capacity requirements for waste to be managed in the region are based on overly 
optimistic projections which bear little resemblance to the experiences of London’s waste 
authorities.   

 
5.19 The policy on waste capacity (policy 5.17) is overly prescriptive. London Councils 

believes that part A of this should be enhanced so that direct reference is made to the 
management and treatment of waste for the generation of renewable energy or provision of 
the most beneficial carbon outcome. The supporting text (paragraphs 5.81 and 5.82) should 
also be amended so that boroughs are able to choose solutions for waste that cannot be 
recycled or composted that better reflect their local circumstances. In its current form, the 
plan is too specific about the particular technologies to be used for this.  

 
5.20 As a final point, London Councils is concerned at the proposal (outlined in paragraph 

5.81) to develop a new modelling tool to measure the greenhouse gas performance of 
waste plants. As life cycle analysis of this type is not unique to London, we question the 
need for further tools beyond those which are in use nationally.  

 
6. London’s transport 
 
6.1 The comments outlined below should be considered in conjunction with those contained in 

our response to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). Care will need to be taken to ensure 
that there is consistency between the final version of both documents and consideration 
should be given to simply making the MTS refer to policies contained in the plan rather than 
reproducing these policies in their entirety in both documents.   

 
Integrating Transport and Development 
 
6.2 With regards to the specific policies contained within this chapter, London Councils believes 

that the projected increase in housing, population and employment are likely to create 
significant challenges for a transport system which is already at or nearing capacity in some 
areas. Therefore, we are pleased that policy 6.1 (“strategic approach”) aims to encourage 
patterns of development that reduce the need to travel but believe that this policy could be 
further improved through the addition of a hierarchy of road users so that there is clarity 
over priorities when applying different transport policies. In addition, the linkages between 
improvement schemes should be identified, either in map form or in table 6.3.    



 
    
 
 
6.3 London Councils notes the emphasis upon major scheme delivery and reference to 

supporting high levels of trips only at locations with existing or committed high levels of 
public transport accessibility. This is welcomed but should be supported by policies which 
promote walking, cycling, bus priority, and traffic/safety improvements and should be 
accompanied by funding for boroughs to implement such measures and maintain existing 
infrastructure.  

 
6.4 Little firm information is provided on how policy 6.2 (“providing public transport capacity and 

safeguarding land for transport”) will operate. As there are also provisions for safeguarding 
land in the MTS, it is important that there is consistency between this and the plan. As 
currently drafted, the plan makes provision for safeguarding land which already has a 
transport function or which has committed transport developments. Such a requirement 
differs from the MTS in that the latter also includes land that is well located to the transport 
network and which could offer potential transport functions. London Councils suggests that 
the plan’s definition for safeguarding land be adopted in both documents.  

 
6.5 There should also be a clearer indication of how transport policies link to strategic locations, 

how strategic interventions will be prioritised, the likely location of major development 
opportunities, the Mayor’s priorities for cross-boundary investment (and co-ordination with 
transport authorities outside Greater London), and the enhancement of safety and security. 
The easiest way of delivering this would be by explaining how the uncommitted proposals 
(set out in table 6.3) will manage anticipated problems and deliver proposed major 
developments.  

 
6.6 Several aspects of policy 6.3 (“assessing transport capacity”) require clarification. Particular 

attention should be paid to part B, which requires boroughs to phase development until it is 
known that their transport commitments can be met, as in its current form, it is likely to 
affect the ability of boroughs to approve developments which individually or cumulatively 
impact on transport capacity, even where boroughs may have no control over the means to 
overcome capacity constraints. This should be accompanied by an explanation of how the 
policy will apply to Opportunity Areas and outer London.  

 
Connecting London 
 
6.7 Policy 6.4 (“Enhancing London’s transport connectivity”) should give greater prominence to 

the need for Crossrail 2 so that London is able to cope with the predicted increase in 
demand in the north east corridor. Although proposal 9 of the MTS does commit the Mayor 
to undertaking a review of this, we are concerned that no timetable is provided for this. This 
policy should also commit to the introduction of an enhanced strategic orbital network of 
bus routes in outer London so that connections between town centres and other major 
destinations are improved. Consideration should also be given to increasing the number of 
dedicated commuter bus services. In order to achieve these objectives, paragraph B should 
be amended so that it makes reference to “orbital express bus routes serving Outer 
London’s major centres” and “express radial services between Outer and Central London 
where radial and underground accessibility to central London is lowest.” 

 
6.8 Although London Councils strongly supports the need for Crossrail 1, we do not consider 

policy 6.5 (“funding Crossrail and other strategically important infrastructure”) to be the 
appropriate place for the Mayor to identify specific infrastructure projects such as this. A 
more appropriate place for provisions of this type would be in either policy 6.1 or through 
provision for it in chapter one. Consideration should be given to deleting the reference to 
the extension of the Northern Line to Battersea, and the addition of text which confirms that 



 
    
 

the definition and identification of regionally important schemes will be undertaken with full 
consultation with the boroughs. London Councils is concerned that the emphasis on use of 
section 106 for Crossrail and strategic schemes may result in very low funding availability 
for local schemes. There is no indication of how this will take into account other TfL 
requirements such as those for bus services.     

 
6.9 London Councils believes that further work should be undertaken into the management and 

reduction of air travel by examining innovations in high speed rail links, the level of aviation 
fuel tax, and through further examination of alternatives to expansion at Heathrow, such as 
better use of London’s other airports and the rest of the UK’s regional airports. With this in 
mind, clarification should be provided as to how policy 6.6 (“aviation”) relates to the 
strategic approach to transport (outlined in policy 6.1). This policy (6.6) states that 
“adequate airport capacity serving a wide range of destinations is critical” whereas the 
strategic approach makes no mention of aviation at all. As part C of policy 6.6 states that 
“the aviation industry should meet its full environmental and external costs” it follows that 
airport growth will be resisted until major technological changes have been introduced. 
Such a position is implicit in part B of the policy where it is stated that the expansion of 
Heathrow Airport will be opposed on adverse air quality and noise grounds.  

 
6.10 The Plan should also take account of the fact that there continue to be parts of London 

(particularly outer London) where access to public transport connections is relatively poor. 
Any rationalisation of the bus network in these areas is likely to undermine the spatial 
strategy and outer London growth strategy as well as impacting upon the objectives for 
sustainable suburbs and “quality of life”. London Councils believes that rather than 
overlooking these areas because of their poor connectivity, the plan should illustrate where 
access is poor so that the strategic objectives of policy 6.1 can be met. Consideration 
should be given to strengthening the strategic orbital network of bus routes so that 
connections between town centres and other major destinations can be improved. This can 
most easily be achieved by ensuring that there is consistency between the proposals 
outlined in the plan and those outlined in the MTS on the emphasis given to orbital 
transport. At present, the former highlights the potential role of an orbital network whereas 
the latter does not attach much importance to this on the grounds that there is a lack of 
demand and that existing orbital bus routes are comprehensive. Further information should 
be provided on how the provisions outlined here link to the park and ride schemes outlined 
in policy 2.8. 

 
Better Streets 
 
6.11 Policy 6.7 (“buses, bus transits and trams”) should be narrowed down in order to make 

it less likely to conflict with other priorities and policies (such as policy 6.11). This can most 
easily be achieved through the provision of further information on how the policies relate to 
one another and what the prioritisation should be between what are sometimes competing 
objectives. The inclusion of a hierarchy of road users in policy 6.1 would also help address 
this.  

 
6.12 The title of policy 6.11 (“smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion”) should be 

amended to “smoothing traffic flow and encouraging sustainable transport” and should be 
accompanied by the publication of guidance on priorities in the event of a conflict. This 
guidance could be as defined in the Guidance for Transport Assessments (Department for 
Transport) or could state something similar to the following: “the primary aim is to achieve 
better transport conditions for all road users, but in the event of priorities having to be 
applied due to constraints, highest priority will be accorded to the most sustainable modes, 
taking into account also total people movement and the economic impact”.  



 
    
 
 
6.13 Policy 6.12 (“road network capacity”) should make reference to the TfL Road Network. 

Specifically, information should be provided on how this is expected to operate in those 
locations where it has a significant “place” function. 

 
Parking policy 
 
6.14 Although London Councils welcomes the fact that the policy on parking (6.13) now 

provides some flexibility on parking standards for Outer London, as currently drafted the 
policy is overly prescriptive, particularly with regards as to how it operates at a local level. 
The provisions for outer London boroughs wishing to promote a more generous standard 
for office developments (policy 6.13 E (d)) should be amended so that they permit a greater 
degree of flexibility. It is not clear whether all or only one of the “tests” outlined in part E (d) 
of the policy need to be met before standards can be relaxed by boroughs. If the 
requirement is that all measures must be met, then it is likely that a large number of the 
outer London sites would be unable to meet the first test (to demonstrate “a regeneration 
need”).  

 
6.15 This policy will also need to be modified so that the difference in parking standards 

between outer London and adjacent districts is recognised. This could most easily be 
achieved by including more guidance on the measures to be taken when setting standards 
for viability and vitality (policy 6.13 E (c)). Finally, clarification will also need to be provided 
as to the meaning of paragraph 6.38. In its current form, it is not clear how consistency can 
be achieved through guidance which states that those local authorities which adjoin other 
regions “must also liaise with the relevant authorities to ensure a consistent approach to the 
level of parking provision”. 

 
6.16 In general, the transport policies in the plan provide too much prescription at local level 

and there is a need for more local authority flexibility to suit particular locations. The 
information on requirements to be applied through borough LDFs is generally very detailed 
and prescriptive.  

 
Cross-boundary investment 
 
6.17 Finally, the measures outlined in this chapter should be accompanied by a clear 

statement of the Mayor’s priorities for cross-boundary investment. London Councils 
believes that the best way to deliver these priorities is through co-ordination with those 
transport authorities which directly border Greater London. This co-ordination should 
operate in such a way that it recognises the challenge to outer London from the other south 
east regions for growth, should explain how cross-boundary working will be delivered, and 
should provide for a review of London-wide parking standards to identify whether any 
further changes are required to enable outer London to compete more effectively with areas 
immediately beyond the Greater London boundary. This will need to be accompanied by 
further information on how cross-boundary working will be delivered and whether this is 
intended to take place through the sub-regions or otherwise. It is the view of London 
Councils that the best way to deliver the objectives outlined above is through an enhanced 
Inter-Regional Forum.    

 
7. London’s living places and spaces 
 
7.1 In general, London Councils supports the objectives of the policies which are outlined in this 

chapter although we believe that a number of these are significantly weakened through the 
continued repetition of national planning policy. In order to overcome such weaknesses, the 



 
    
 

references should be removed from the plan and two main amendments should be made to 
the policies on air pollution and protecting London’s open and natural environment, as set 
out below. In addition, we support Policy 7.6 ‘Architecture’ including clause ‘E’ which aims 
to “incorporate best practice in resource management and climate change mitigation and 
adaptation”. 

 
7.2 We support Policy 7.14 ‘Improving Air Quality’. However, the policy should be clearer 

regarding what “offsetting” can be used to “ameliorate negative impacts associated with 
development proposals”. In its current form, it is not clear whether this is referring to the use 
of section 106 agreements or something else. The UK is currently involved with infraction 
proceedings through the European Court of Justice over its failure to meet air quality 
targets on particulate matter (PM10). As London is one of the major cities responsible for 
this failure, the ability to ‘offset’ emissions on a practical level should be clarified, especially 
as this is also outlined as policy in the Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy. 

 
7.3 We also support the proposal in supporting text 7.40 that the ‘Air Quality Best Practice 

Guidance’ co-authored between the GLA and London Councils should become SPG (also 
outlined as policy in the Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy), as it currently does not carry 
sufficient weight to deal appropriately with adverse emissions on significant development 
sites. To address this, we suggest that Policy 7.14, should be amended using the following 
wording (or similar): “the Mayor will work with London Councils to develop the Best Practice 
Guidance on Dust and Emissions from Construction and Demolition into Supplementary 
Planning Guidance in order to more appropriately reflect the need to tackle emissions on 
large development sites”. 

 
7.4 As currently drafted, there is a contradiction between policy 7.18 (“protecting local natural 

space and addressing local deficiency”), which supports multi-functional green 
infrastructure, and the supporting paragraph for this (7.48), which limits open space benefits 
to health and biodiversity and indicates that replacement of one type of open space within 
another is unacceptable unless it is supported by an up-to-date assessment. In order to 
overcome this, the policy should contain a degree of flexibility over how it should be 
interpreted and present different approaches to different types of spaces. The policy would 
also be strengthened by outlining specific support for the Green Grid and by promoting local 
open space strategies.    

 
8. Implementation, monitoring and review 
 
8.1 In general, London Councils supports the objectives of the policies outlined throughout the 

plan but is concerned as to how the success (or otherwise) of these will be measured.  
 
8.2 London Councils believes that more information is required on implementation and delivery. 

When published, the implementation plan should specify a programme for the delivery of 
strategic infrastructure which, as far as is practically possible, specifies what is needed, why 
(including any critical dependencies with major redevelopment/regeneration proposals), by 
when, who is responsible for delivery, and how it will be funded. It should also be 
accompanied by an explanation of how the Mayor will use the resources of his agencies to 
support delivery, should set out how delivery will be managed through a coherent 
governance framework, should set out the full range of delivery partners and explain how 
they will contribute towards the implementation of the strategies (including the Homes and 
Communities Agency, utilities, Department for Transport, National Health Service and so 
on), and should be in a format which is capable of annual monitoring and updating.        

 



 
    
 
8.3 Policy 8.2 (Planning obligations) should include reference in part E to the use of planning 

contributions towards offsetting adverse effects on air quality (see paragraph 7.2 for further 
information). In addition, whilst recognising that planning obligations often have competing 
needs and priorities, we believe air quality should be included as a priority, since the UK is 
currently facing infraction proceedings in the EU Court of Justice for air quality breaches, 
and the Mayor’s own draft Air Quality Strategy both proposes using section 106 
agreements as a way of tackling air pollution and states that pollution from traffic is one of 
the top environmental concerns for Londoners. 

 
8.4 Although policy 8.4 commits the Mayor to producing an implementation plan and table 8.2 

lays out the indicative actions for this, it is not clear when this will take place and whether 
delivery partners are fully aware of the actions expected of them. The proposals for 
implementation should also be amended so that they are more consistent about the level at 
which action should be taken. As currently drafted, the actions range from the highly 
strategic, such as producing supplementary planning guidance, to the extremely detailed, 
such as researching London’s burial space needs.    

 
8.5 The policies should also explain how the Mayor will use the resources of his agencies to 

support delivery, what the role is of those delivery partners beyond the GLA’s remit, and 
whether these partners are committed to the objectives of the plan. The function of local 
strategic partnerships and multi-area agreements should be explained and the plan should 
be presented in a format which is capable of annual monitoring and updating.  
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	1.3 There should also be a further explanation of how the Mayor will use his strategic power of influence with national and London-wide investors from all sectors to support delivery of the plan and additional information should be provided on how other key policies which are related to this will be met (such as managing public sector investment and achieving delivery).  
	 
	1.4 Spatially, the plan should make specific reference to the most significant issues and should include the addition of “place holding” content (i.e. land which has been earmarked for further strategic development). Once established, the details of this can then be worked out through joint discussion between the Mayor, the London Boroughs and adjoining local authority areas. This should take place over the lifetime of the plan and should form part of sub-regional arrangements and/or Local Development Framework (LDF) documents. 
	 
	1.5 The plan should also be more closely aligned with other strategies. This can most easily be achieved by a clear explanation of how the plan relates to other plans and strategies and an explanation of the governance mechanisms that exist for ensuring alignment. The most practical way of achieving this would be through the insertion of a specific section on the relationship between all the identified strategies; by laying out a reporting template for strategic infrastructure delivery projects so as to provide a strategic capital investment programme for London; and by identifying the mechanisms through which the Mayor will direct the investment projects of TfL, LDA etc. so that they are able to work with other major investors (such as health, universities and central government) to align their investment projects to the greater benefit of London. Such an arrangement should be accompanied by an explanation of how the Mayor will engage with public service providers on the delivery of strategic infrastructure.  
	 
	1.6 Consideration should also be given to bringing the Opportunity Areas together with the detailed planned transport investments proposed in the MTS and the growth corridors mentioned in the plan. When viewed collectively, these documents will provide a schedule of infrastructure projects to direct the LDA and other public investments.   
	 
	1.7 This chapter could also be enhanced in a number of other ways. Through reference to government guidance and emerging practice from other English regions, London Councils believes that the strategic component of the plan could be strengthened by inclusion of the following: 
	 
	2.1 If London is to become “a city that meets the challenges of population and economic growth” then it will need to adopt a more co-ordinated approach to its spatial designations and associated policies. This could most easily be achieved by making the changes outlined in the following paragraphs. Although this chapter has the objective of London becoming a city which is a “world leader in improving the environment”, only one policy (2.18) is specifically designed with this objective in mind. Instead, London Councils believes that this objective needs to be implicit throughout the plan.  
	 
	Looking beyond London 
	 
	2.2 Firstly, the plan should be clear as to those locations which are included because they are subject to strategic spatial policies and those which are included solely for further information. The best way of achieving this would be by designing the guidance for spatial planning in such a way that it provides a sense of direction for delivery agencies and enables them to work across boundaries with other partners whilst simultaneously recognising national growth areas and regional growth corridors. This could most easily be delivered by producing a clear statement of objectives, priorities and delivery mechanisms in policy 2.3 on growth areas and co-ordination corridors whilst providing boroughs with the freedom to identify and designate those locations which are not of regional significance in their LDFs rather than having them prescribed by the plan.  
	 
	Sub-regions 
	 
	2.3 Secondly, as currently drafted, the policies serve more as general geographical classifications than strategic objectives. In order to overcome this, the policies should emphasise place-naming rather than place-shaping. As London Councils also believes that more attention should be paid to the sub-regions, we are pleased that there is a specific policy for this (policy 2.5) and welcome the information in paragraph 2.38 which acknowledges that policies may need to be adapted or implemented in ways that reflect local circumstances.  
	 
	2.4 However, there is also a need for improved arrangements for liaison with areas outside London, with regard to issues such as the Growth Corridors which cross the regional boundary. This could be done by better involvement of boroughs and sub-regional partnerships in the liaison arrangements for specific activities such as the Growth Corridors and a strengthened role for the Inter-Regional Forum. Further information should also be provided on how policy 2.5 will be monitored and an explanation should be put forward as to how more account can be taken of London in its spatial setting with immediate regional neighbours, the rest of the United Kingdom, and with mainland Europe. By providing clearer information on inter-regional liaison, boroughs would be better able to anticipate the impact upon them and make the necessary adjustments to their investment programmes as well as providing more certainty to public bodies and private organisations when making investment decisions.  
	 
	Outer London 
	 
	2.5 Further information will also need to be provided on how the plan relates to existing or proposed infrastructure (such as Crossrail or the likely increased capacity for aviation). This should be accompanied by an explanation of how the proposals for strategic outer London development centres differ from existing opportunity areas (as outlined in policies 2.7 and 2.16), and be expanded in order to identify bottlenecks to development (such as inadequate physical and social infrastructure).  
	 
	2.6 As London Councils believes that it is important for boroughs to reflect their local circumstances when implementing the requirements of the plan, we welcome the inclusion of a specific vision and strategy for outer London (policy 2.6). However, as many inner London boroughs share some of the characteristics of outer London boroughs, it is important that the policies are designed in such a way that they recognise this and are sufficiently flexible to allow for sub-regional and outer London based solutions to strategic pressures which have an impact upon inner London. The policy should also be amended so that it is clear how the provisions for delivering strategic outer London development centres (policy 2.16) relate to the policy on town centres (policy 2.15); what the implications of these policies are likely to be upon strategic outer London development centres; how these organisations will identify, develop and promote these centres; and an identification of the resources that will be required for successful delivery of the policy. 
	 
	2.7 These difficulties could be partially met by ensuring that there is a strong link between policy 2.6 and that for town centres (2.15). This link should outline what is likely to be required in terms of critical infrastructure, the support mechanisms that may be required to address constraints on the economic growth of outer London, and explain what is needed in order to deliver strategic economic functions of greater than sub-regional significance.  
	 
	The Central Activities Zone 
	 
	2.8 The policy (2.10) on the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and accompanying map are extremely detailed and overly complicated. Although they do catalogue the diversity of functions within this area, they provide little in the way of guidance on the resolution of potential land use tensions or a sense of Mayoral priority and/or action for future development. This deficiency could be overcome by explaining what the correct balance should be between the LDFs and the plan.  
	 
	Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas 
	 
	2.9 The policy on Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas (2.13) could be strengthened through the addition of a short statement outlining the objectives of the policy. This should indicate where development should take place and provide further information on place-shaping, delivery and relevant development partners. Reference should also be made to the Mayor’s role in transport provision and cross-boundary co-ordination with specific attention being paid to the difficulties in getting between outer London centres and the absence of partnership arrangements for achieving this.   
	 
	Regeneration Areas 
	 
	2.10 Although London Councils welcomes the policy on Areas for Regeneration (2.14) and supports the objective of addressing social exclusion, there is little integration between this policy and other spatial priorities in the plan. To overcome this, the Mayor should be clear on those locations which are included because they are subject to strategic policies and those which are included purely for information. If the intention is that other plans will focus investment on these areas, then this should also be made clear. Boroughs should also have the freedom to identify and designate smaller locations themselves in their LDFs rather than having these prescribed by the plan. Further information should also be provided on how deprivation will be tackled in terms of outcomes, priorities and programmes. 
	 
	2.11 In addition to the changes outlined previously, London Councils believes that strategic direction should be provided on how opportunity and intensification areas and town centres are expected to develop over the plan programme. This should include those actions and priorities that the Mayor wishes to pursue and focus on strategic matters that are critical to delivery of the vision. 
	 
	The key diagram  
	 
	2.12 With regards to the key diagram (paragraph 2.82), London Councils believes that this should be amended so that it provides a more concise spatial vision of London and how it will look in 2031. In its current form, the diagram reflects the position today and as such is a description of the current situation rather than a vision of the future.  
	 
	2.13 Finally, London Councils believes that the Mayor should work more closely with the boroughs so that there is a clearer understanding of the purpose and relationships between the various designations of the plan and to define the designations for strategic investment decisions and local plan making. The designations should be limited to those which are strategic in nature and should move from a limited focus on land use to addressing the function, status, and requirements of places. An explanation should also be provided as to how the change will be co-ordinated with the Mayor’s overarching objectives.  
	 
	3.1 This chapter outlines policies for addressing health inequalities and delivering housing, education and sports facilities. However, by far the largest part of it deals with the setting of directional policies for housing and it is upon these issues which most of the London Councils’ comments outlined below are made. The most important policies for London Councils are those which outline the numerical targets for housing provision, the provision for affordable housing, the allocation of Gypsy and Traveller pitches, housing density and space standards, and the regulation of new dwellings. 
	 
	Ensuring equal life chances for all 
	 
	3.2 London Councils supports the objective of policy 3.1 (Ensuring life chances for all). However, we recommend that the proposals contained within this be redrafted so that they contain a greater focus on those strategic aspects of inequalities linked to current and projected needs and the actions in the delivery plan.   
	 
	Housing supply  
	 
	3.3 London Councils also supports the objectives of policy 3.3 on increasing housing supply. We are pleased that the discrepancy between the plan’s targets for achieving this, which cover a ten year period, and those in the LDFs, which provide for a 15 year period, has been recognised and that there is a commitment to revising the affordable housing targets by 2015/16. Nevertheless, we believe that the requirement outlined for boroughs to roll forward their annual targets so as to correspond with the figures in the plan is likely to conflict with other LDF priorities and that this may ultimately render the borough development plan documents unsound. Therefore, in order to address this, special provision should be made for those boroughs which have already calculated their affordable housing provisions according to their LDFs rather than the plan. Furthermore, if an up to date Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment or Housing Capacity Study is unavailable when boroughs come to implementing policy 3.3, then the plan should provide flexibility to boroughs as to how they achieve the targets. This objective will need to be supported by guidance on the correct set of targets to be employed and should state explicitly that the lack of certainty on borough affordable housing targets is not an issue that will render the development plans unsound or jeopardise the ability of boroughs to progress their LDFs towards adoption.  
	 
	3.4 Clarity will need to be provided over the number of affordable homes that are expected to be delivered as a result of the plan. Although the plan has a strategic target of 13,200 more affordable homes per year, the supplementary planning guidance is expected to provide a set of indicative benchmarks which may differ from those raised in the plan and which may raise questions about the correct target to be pursued. The plan should also clarify how the housing mix and space standards requirements in the plan were taken into consideration in determining the housing and affordable housing targets.  
	 
	3.5 Although London Councils welcomes policy 3.4 (Optimising housing potential) we would like the last sentence of this to be amended. Greater flexibility will be incorporated into the text by replacing the statement “Development proposals which compromise this policy should be resisted” with the statement “Development proposals should demonstrate how they have taken this policy into consideration”.  
	 
	3.6 The emphasis on space standards and attention paid to addressing climate change adaptation and mitigation issues in policy 3.5 (Quality and design of housing developments) is supported. However, further information will need to be provided on how space standards will apply to new dwellings and will need to connect to existing borough policies on this issue. The ability for boroughs to include a presumption against back garden development in their LDFs where appropriate (as outlined in policy 3.5) is supported.  
	 
	3.7 London Councils recognises the complexity and difficulty of influencing levels of affordability in the overall housing sector. With this in mind, we support the Mayor’s intention of having “a genuine choice of homes that they [Londoners] can afford” (policy 3.8) and the objective of providing at least an annual average of 33,400 additional homes across London (policy 3.3). We also welcome the provision for boroughs to express their affordable housing targets in different ways (paragraph 3.62) as we believe that this will help to deliver more affordable housing. Nonetheless, it should be observed that even if the higher target for delivery identified by the National Housing and Planning Advisory Unit were achieved (44,700) this is only likely to maintain affordability levels at 2007 levels which, for most Londoners, is not “affordable”.   
	 
	Affordable housing 
	 
	3.8 Policy 3.12 (Affordable housing targets) could be strengthened in a number of ways. Firstly, it should be made clear how the policy for affordable housing provision will affect the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) plans for piloting devolved housing delivery powers to those boroughs which accept affordable housing targets. Secondly, clarification should be provided on the correct method to use when calculating affordable housing requirements. As currently drafted, the plan appears to suggest that boroughs are able to choose to employ either a percentage based or numerical target. If this is the case, then clarification should be provided on what should happen when and if a borough meets its numerical targets and whether those boroughs which have already signed up for a numerical target will be able to change to a percentage based target. Thirdly, since the announcement of numerical affordable housing targets for London’s boroughs in 2008, there has been an element of confusion as to how any previously agreed Local Area Agreement targets would relate to more recent GLA targets. The plan should clarify the relationship between these two sets of targets, particularly where some boroughs may be using a numerical target and others a percentage target. Fourthly, further information should be provided on how the housing mix and space requirements in the plan will be taken into account in determining the housing and affordable housing targets. Finally, as it is unclear where strategic housing sites will be located, provision should be made in the plan for these. 
	  
	3.9 In addition to the timescales and targets described above, boroughs will be required to take into account a number of other strategic, sub-regional and local affordable housing needs set out in the policy and elsewhere. In order to address any confusion that may arise, a clear set of priorities should be put in place which set out what the Mayor wants to see provided in new housing and the correct balance to be struck between objectives such as children’s play space, affordable housing, environmental improvements, energy efficiency and contributions to social infrastructure.   
	 
	London’s housing stock/social infrastructure  
	 
	3.10 The policy on coordination of housing development and investment (3.16) requires revision. As currently drafted, not only does it place unreasonable burdens upon boroughs for the implementation and funding of new housing and for the provision of requisite social and physical infrastructure (3.17) but it is also vague as to how population growth will be accommodated and funded. Further detail on how policy 3.16 will be implemented should be outlined in the implementation plan. Policy 3.17 should set clear priorities for new housing development, should support social, physical and green infrastructure and give clearer guidance on the co-ordination of housing delivery and implementation.  
	 
	3.11 Although London Councils welcomes the Mayor’s commitment to support provision of early years, primary and secondary school and further and higher education facilities (policy 3.19), there are still concerns as to how the severe shortage of school places will be met. Further detail should be provided on the specific actions to meet this objective.  
	 
	3.12 As viability will be a key issue when considering housing provision, strategic guidelines should be put in place to highlight the Mayor’s priorities in this area. These will be of particular importance as the plan now has development plan status and will be used to determine strategic applications brought to the Mayor. The possibility of allowing boroughs to retain some discretion over these matters should be further considered. 
	 
	3.13 London Councils does not have a specific view on the adoption of numerical targets for Gypsy and Traveller site provision as it will be for individual boroughs to comment on this. However, we believe that the methodology chosen to determine those targets which will be allocated sub-regionally does represent a “middle path” and that the adoption of numerical targets probably represents the least contentious way forward (paragraph 3.50). That said, London Councils acknowledges that boroughs may find it difficult to identify additional pitches on existing sites and that the provision of additional sites could arouse local opposition.  
	 
	4.1 Our comments on the London’s economy chapter should be considered in conjunction with our response to the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy.  
	 
	Economic context 
	 
	4.2 The main concern of London Councils on this chapter is that the plan’s projections and forecasts are based on an assumption that current economic problems are cyclical (and therefore temporary) and that there will be a quick and sustained return to high growth. London Councils does not believe that such a scenario is assured and believes that not only should the plan make provision for alternative economic scenarios but should also set out the spatial implications of these. We believe that if the plan is to proceed on the current assumptions then the following points should be taken into consideration.  
	 
	4.3 Firstly, although the plan highlights that London has a greater proportion of major employers than the rest of the United Kingdom, it is surprising that relatively little reference is made to the large amount of employment in self-employed and public sector jobs. London Councils believes that in order for the policies for London’s economy to be successful, they should be as comprehensive as possible and consider all relevant factors.    
	 
	4.4 Secondly, the economic provisions of the plan should be made clearer and include more ambitious proposals for outer London. Policies should be designed in such a way that recognises the diversity of outer London and better reflect the recommendations of the Outer London Commission. Account will also need to be taken of the need for different skill level jobs in different areas and should recognise that sectors other than the finance and business service sectors are likely to require office-type development.  
	 
	Economic Sectors and Workspaces  
	 
	4.5 By making this explicit, the plan would not only reinforce the current policy for the CAZ but would also demonstrate that there is a distinctive role for the outer boroughs in London’s economy. In order to make provision for small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) outside the CAZ, London Councils believes that guidance should be provided on employment land requirements for SMEs outside the CAZ and explain how policy 4.2 (Offices) relates to existing borough commitments to protect employment areas, especially those which are not in very central or highly accessible locations. Consideration should also be given to including guidance on the spatial distribution of offices in the plan (rather than in supplementary documents). 
	 
	4.6 Thirdly, further guidance is required on how boroughs should plan for the spatial implications of the policies outlined in this chapter and their effect upon the economic viability of an area. Failure to put such policies in place may have a significant impact upon the local character of an area and existing businesses in an area and may result in a situation similar to that in Hoxton where there is an increasing tendency for large media companies to relocate from Soho.  
	 
	New and emerging economic sectors 
	 
	4.7 Clarity will also need to be provided on the policy for green industries and other emerging industries. The plan should be clear about the extent to which it wishes to encourage high-tech knowledge which is based upon growth in offices, or whether the emphasis will be on low-tech solutions such as the installation of insulation and green roofs, or other energy efficiency measures. It should be kept in mind that the spatial implications for each of these options are likely to be different. 
	 
	4.8 Despite the reference to the Mayor’s proposed objective 1 of making London “a city that meets the challenges of economic and population growth in ways that ensure a sustainable good and improving quality of life for all Londoners…” there appears little further reference throughout the ‘London’s Economy’ chapter on how to achieve this. Although the chapter does refer to sustainable transport connections, there is little on how to achieve sustainable development across whole sectors of the economy. There is also little mention of the need to transform the whole of London’s economy to a ‘Low Carbon Economy’, which is a key strategic goal for the Mayor, and therefore how this can be integrated across all sectors of the economy. 
	 
	4.9 In 2009, the LDA commissioned Ernst & Young to examine opportunities for London in the low carbon economy. Their report (as well as other research) identified annual investment worth upwards of £3.7 billion and also concluded that the value of these to London’s economy currently represents an annual gross added value of £600 million and 14,000 jobs. However, as currently drafted, limited reference is made to this opportunity in chapter four and the low carbon economic opportunities described in policy 4.10 (New and emerging economic sectors) are limited to “support development of a Green Enterprise District in the Thames Gateway”. Although reference is made to the expansion of the green business sector to other parts of London in paragraph 4.53, this is not expanded upon.  Due to the long life of the plan (to 2031) and the Mayor’s very ambitious aims for cutting carbon within that timeframe (60% by 2025), other strategic possibilities for ‘green enterprise districts’ within London should be identified beyond the Thames Gateway. At present, there is a lack of information on how to “green” or “decarbonise” all sectors of London’s economy.  
	 
	4.10 In addition to the above, the Mayor is committed to moving London towards the objective of becoming a ‘low carbon economy’. With this objective in mind, it therefore makes sense to clearly state the potential of the ‘green economy’ across London (in terms of ‘green jobs’, ‘green products’, ‘green services’ etc.) and to provide further explanation of how he intends to green/decarbonise all sectors of the economy. 
	 
	5.1 London Councils supports the emphasis given to climate change in the plan, although there are areas where more explicit links need to be made to those areas where it is a significant factor (such as the policies for transport).  
	 
	5.2 Clarity should be provided as to what is meant by “sustainable development”. This can most easily be achieved by cross-reference to paragraph 3 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1 which states that “sustainable development is the core principle underpinning planning”. As currently drafted, sustainable development as a principle is referred to in the introductory text to the “Vision” (as well as being defined vaguely in the glossary) but it is not made clear what this entails, other than making a commitment to “achieving the highest environmental standards and quality of life”. 
	 
	5.3 London Councils also has the following, more specific comments to make on this chapter: 
	 
	Climate Change Mitigation 
	 
	5.4 London Councils supports the strategic objective of an overall reduction in London’s carbon dioxide emissions of 60 per cent (below 1990 levels) by 2025 (policy 5.1).  
	 
	5.5 The naming of the energy hierarchy levels in policy 5.2 (‘Minimising carbon dioxide emissions’) is problematic. It appears that the aim has been to be ‘catchy’ by naming the levels within the hierarchy as ‘lean’, ‘clean’ and ‘green’. Unfortunately, these words do not necessarily match their definition and could cause unnecessary confusion for developers or other users of the policy. The particular difficulty lies with level 2: the concept of “supplying energy efficiently”. This description does not necessarily correspond to the requirement to “be clean” as although the energy supply itself may be efficient, it is still possible that this may use dirty fuel/technology etc.  One could also consider ‘renewable energy’ as not only ‘green’ (level 3) but also as ‘clean’ (level 2). In order to overcome this, London Councils recommends that the energy hierarchy be rewritten so that only the definitions of the terms are used, as follows: 
	 
	5.6 We support the comprehensive coverage of adaptation and mitigation matters in policy 5.3 (Sustainable design and construction). 
	 
	5.7 In its current form, policy 5.4 (Retrofitting) does not appear to warrant inclusion in a spatial development strategy as there is little connection to planning matters. Under the ‘LDF preparation’ section, it states that boroughs should “identify synergies between new developments and existing buildings particularly through the retrofitting of energy efficiency measures, decentralised energy, and renewable energy opportunities”. This gives rise to the question as to whether it is the Mayor’s intention for the boroughs to prepare LDF policies that will allow developers to provide offsite contributions towards energy efficiency measures on existing stock when they cannot meet onsite renewables requirements for new developments (similar to that required of major developments as per policy 5.2 E). If this is the intention (which would then seem to warrant the inclusion of this policy), then the policy should be rewritten so that this is made more explicit. Currently, the policy appears to read more like general ‘advice’ without any clear direction as to its planning applicability on the ground. 
	 
	5.8 Policy 5.5 ‘Decentralised Energy networks’ part ‘A’ currently states that “The Mayor expects 25% of the heat and power used in London to be generated through the use of localised decentralised energy systems by 2025.  In order to achieve this target the Mayor prioritises the development of decentralised heating and cooling networks at the development and area wide level, as well as larger scale heat transmission networks.  The Mayor has developed a London Heat Map tool to help boroughs and developers identify decentralised energy opportunities in London”. The part of the policy underlined above does not appear to make sense as the meaning of “at the development and area wide level as well as larger scale heat transmission networks” is unclear. Furthermore, the closing part of the policy, which states that “…The Mayor has developed a London Heat Map tool to help boroughs and developers identify decentralised energy opportunities in London”, is a statement of fact and not a policy and therefore should be referenced in the supporting text rather than the policy. 
	 
	5.9 At present, the policy on renewable energy (policy 5.7, part D) covers adverse impacts upon biodiversity, the natural environment and historical assets. The policy should also include reference to the potential adverse impacts upon air quality, since one of the key issues around the types of renewable energy that are currently feasible in London is the appropriateness of biomass as it can adversely affect air quality (recognised within Policy 7.14). 
	 
	5.10 London Councils supports the provisions made in paragraph 5.43 for boroughs to use “a full range of renewable energy technologies” when trying to reach their targets for use of energy generated by renewable sources. Such a provision will enable them to choose those technologies which are most appropriate for their circumstances. However, it should also be made clear that in most instances, the use of biomass in London is unacceptable (as outlined in the Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy and recent government guidance).   
	 
	5.11 The use of the word ‘mitigating’ in part D of policy 5.10 (Urban Greening) is misleading. London Councils believes that although its use in this sentence is grammatically correct, it should not be used as it obscures the meaning of one of the two key issues used to describe climate change issues worldwide, namely: 
	5.12 Policy 5.10 also sets out targets for increasing the amount of surface area greened in the CAZ and makes reference to PPS 9 (Biodiversity and Geological Conservation). As there is no reference to biodiversity or conservation of habitats within the policy or its supporting text and PPS9 does not deal with climate change in terms of using green space for cooling benefits/water retention, the reference to PPS9 here would appear to be inappropriate. 
	 
	5.13 Policy 5.13 (Sustainable drainage) states development should utilise sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) “unless there are practical reasons for not doing so…” Since much of the developed areas of London are extremely constrained due to space, existing development, land values etc., it would appear sensible (due to identified issues and challenges around drainage that already exist) for an offset scheme similar to that proposed for renewable energy provision and related site constraints (i.e. policy 5.2E) to be considered for the drainage hierarchy. Any development which is unable to achieve the seven levels of treatment proposed within this policy should be required under a new level (8) to provide an in lieu contribution similar to that proposed by policy 5.2 E, which would ensure all developers contributed evenly and fairly to reducing the effects of surface water run off, regardless of individual site constraints, by pooling funding into wider surface water mitigation projects. 
	 
	Waste 
	 
	5.14 On waste issues generally, London Councils welcomes the Mayor’s action to revise the dated and inaccurate baseline data and growth projections. We are pleased that independent modelling of borough-level projections of arisings was commissioned. However, London Councils believes there is scope to improve the quality and validity of the model by incorporating parameters which better reflect actual waste arisings over the life of the plan. London Councils intends that individual London boroughs will be encouraged to make their own submissions on the waste projections and apportionments. 
	 
	5.15 With regards to specific waste issues, London Councils has the following comments to make: 
	 
	5.16 Part A of policy 5.16 (waste self-sufficiency) should explain how “positive environmental impacts” will be created from waste processing”. Although London Councils supports the Mayor’s intention to manage as much of London’s waste within London as practicable, and agrees with the strategic objectives of reducing the environmental impacts and extracting maximum economic value from this, it is not clear how this part of the objective will be delivered. One possibility would be to replace the words “positive environmental impacts” with “reducing the environmental impacts from waste processing”. Further information should also be provided on how the Mayor will achieve “zero waste to landfill by 2031” and what is meant by “municipal household waste” (paragraph 5.66, page 134 – the confusion over paragraph numbering on pages 133 and 134 should also be noted). London Councils hopes that substantially more information will be provided on waste minimisation in the soon to be published revisions to the Mayor’s municipal waste management strategy. 
	 
	5.17 The second part of this policy (waste minimisation) should provide further detail on how a fundamental shift in thinking about approaches to waste in the region will be achieved and should ensure that the targets outlined here correspond to national targets. It should also be noted that the adoption and transferral of targets for national “household waste” performance to “municipal waste” (as set out in paragraphs 5.67 to 5.69) does not adequately consider the cost implications for boroughs of achieving a higher level of recycling across a broader waste category.  
	 
	5.18 As with other waste policies, there should be recognition of the competing land use pressures which exist for local planning authorities. To overcome this, guidance should be provided on how the planning system and borough partnerships can work together to better identify and deliver sites for new waste facilities in the region. This should incorporate any relevant information which comes out of the ongoing review of baseline data and projections for waste arisings and apportionments and take care not to over- or understate the balance of these. London Councils believes that this review is important as the current plan’s capacity requirements for waste to be managed in the region are based on overly optimistic projections which bear little resemblance to the experiences of London’s waste authorities.   
	 
	5.19 The policy on waste capacity (policy 5.17) is overly prescriptive. London Councils believes that part A of this should be enhanced so that direct reference is made to the management and treatment of waste for the generation of renewable energy or provision of the most beneficial carbon outcome. The supporting text (paragraphs 5.81 and 5.82) should also be amended so that boroughs are able to choose solutions for waste that cannot be recycled or composted that better reflect their local circumstances. In its current form, the plan is too specific about the particular technologies to be used for this.  
	 
	5.20 As a final point, London Councils is concerned at the proposal (outlined in paragraph 5.81) to develop a new modelling tool to measure the greenhouse gas performance of waste plants. As life cycle analysis of this type is not unique to London, we question the need for further tools beyond those which are in use nationally.  
	 
	6.1 The comments outlined below should be considered in conjunction with those contained in our response to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). Care will need to be taken to ensure that there is consistency between the final version of both documents and consideration should be given to simply making the MTS refer to policies contained in the plan rather than reproducing these policies in their entirety in both documents.   
	 
	Integrating Transport and Development 
	 
	6.2 With regards to the specific policies contained within this chapter, London Councils believes that the projected increase in housing, population and employment are likely to create significant challenges for a transport system which is already at or nearing capacity in some areas. Therefore, we are pleased that policy 6.1 (“strategic approach”) aims to encourage patterns of development that reduce the need to travel but believe that this policy could be further improved through the addition of a hierarchy of road users so that there is clarity over priorities when applying different transport policies. In addition, the linkages between improvement schemes should be identified, either in map form or in table 6.3.    
	 
	6.3 London Councils notes the emphasis upon major scheme delivery and reference to supporting high levels of trips only at locations with existing or committed high levels of public transport accessibility. This is welcomed but should be supported by policies which promote walking, cycling, bus priority, and traffic/safety improvements and should be accompanied by funding for boroughs to implement such measures and maintain existing infrastructure.  
	 
	6.4 Little firm information is provided on how policy 6.2 (“providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport”) will operate. As there are also provisions for safeguarding land in the MTS, it is important that there is consistency between this and the plan. As currently drafted, the plan makes provision for safeguarding land which already has a transport function or which has committed transport developments. Such a requirement differs from the MTS in that the latter also includes land that is well located to the transport network and which could offer potential transport functions. London Councils suggests that the plan’s definition for safeguarding land be adopted in both documents.  
	 
	6.5 There should also be a clearer indication of how transport policies link to strategic locations, how strategic interventions will be prioritised, the likely location of major development opportunities, the Mayor’s priorities for cross-boundary investment (and co-ordination with transport authorities outside Greater London), and the enhancement of safety and security. The easiest way of delivering this would be by explaining how the uncommitted proposals (set out in table 6.3) will manage anticipated problems and deliver proposed major developments.  
	 
	6.6 Several aspects of policy 6.3 (“assessing transport capacity”) require clarification. Particular attention should be paid to part B, which requires boroughs to phase development until it is known that their transport commitments can be met, as in its current form, it is likely to affect the ability of boroughs to approve developments which individually or cumulatively impact on transport capacity, even where boroughs may have no control over the means to overcome capacity constraints. This should be accompanied by an explanation of how the policy will apply to Opportunity Areas and outer London.  
	 
	Connecting London 
	 
	6.7 Policy 6.4 (“Enhancing London’s transport connectivity”) should give greater prominence to the need for Crossrail 2 so that London is able to cope with the predicted increase in demand in the north east corridor. Although proposal 9 of the MTS does commit the Mayor to undertaking a review of this, we are concerned that no timetable is provided for this. This policy should also commit to the introduction of an enhanced strategic orbital network of bus routes in outer London so that connections between town centres and other major destinations are improved. Consideration should also be given to increasing the number of dedicated commuter bus services. In order to achieve these objectives, paragraph B should be amended so that it makes reference to “orbital express bus routes serving Outer London’s major centres” and “express radial services between Outer and Central London where radial and underground accessibility to central London is lowest.” 
	 
	6.8 Although London Councils strongly supports the need for Crossrail 1, we do not consider policy 6.5 (“funding Crossrail and other strategically important infrastructure”) to be the appropriate place for the Mayor to identify specific infrastructure projects such as this. A more appropriate place for provisions of this type would be in either policy 6.1 or through provision for it in chapter one. Consideration should be given to deleting the reference to the extension of the Northern Line to Battersea, and the addition of text which confirms that the definition and identification of regionally important schemes will be undertaken with full consultation with the boroughs. London Councils is concerned that the emphasis on use of section 106 for Crossrail and strategic schemes may result in very low funding availability for local schemes. There is no indication of how this will take into account other TfL requirements such as those for bus services.     
	 
	6.9 London Councils believes that further work should be undertaken into the management and reduction of air travel by examining innovations in high speed rail links, the level of aviation fuel tax, and through further examination of alternatives to expansion at Heathrow, such as better use of London’s other airports and the rest of the UK’s regional airports. With this in mind, clarification should be provided as to how policy 6.6 (“aviation”) relates to the strategic approach to transport (outlined in policy 6.1). This policy (6.6) states that “adequate airport capacity serving a wide range of destinations is critical” whereas the strategic approach makes no mention of aviation at all. As part C of policy 6.6 states that “the aviation industry should meet its full environmental and external costs” it follows that airport growth will be resisted until major technological changes have been introduced. Such a position is implicit in part B of the policy where it is stated that the expansion of Heathrow Airport will be opposed on adverse air quality and noise grounds.  
	 
	6.10 The Plan should also take account of the fact that there continue to be parts of London (particularly outer London) where access to public transport connections is relatively poor. Any rationalisation of the bus network in these areas is likely to undermine the spatial strategy and outer London growth strategy as well as impacting upon the objectives for sustainable suburbs and “quality of life”. London Councils believes that rather than overlooking these areas because of their poor connectivity, the plan should illustrate where access is poor so that the strategic objectives of policy 6.1 can be met. Consideration should be given to strengthening the strategic orbital network of bus routes so that connections between town centres and other major destinations can be improved. This can most easily be achieved by ensuring that there is consistency between the proposals outlined in the plan and those outlined in the MTS on the emphasis given to orbital transport. At present, the former highlights the potential role of an orbital network whereas the latter does not attach much importance to this on the grounds that there is a lack of demand and that existing orbital bus routes are comprehensive. Further information should be provided on how the provisions outlined here link to the park and ride schemes outlined in policy 2.8. 
	 
	Better Streets 
	 
	6.11 Policy 6.7 (“buses, bus transits and trams”) should be narrowed down in order to make it less likely to conflict with other priorities and policies (such as policy 6.11). This can most easily be achieved through the provision of further information on how the policies relate to one another and what the prioritisation should be between what are sometimes competing objectives. The inclusion of a hierarchy of road users in policy 6.1 would also help address this.  
	 
	6.12 The title of policy 6.11 (“smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion”) should be amended to “smoothing traffic flow and encouraging sustainable transport” and should be accompanied by the publication of guidance on priorities in the event of a conflict. This guidance could be as defined in the Guidance for Transport Assessments (Department for Transport) or could state something similar to the following: “the primary aim is to achieve better transport conditions for all road users, but in the event of priorities having to be applied due to constraints, highest priority will be accorded to the most sustainable modes, taking into account also total people movement and the economic impact”.  
	 
	6.13 Policy 6.12 (“road network capacity”) should make reference to the TfL Road Network. Specifically, information should be provided on how this is expected to operate in those locations where it has a significant “place” function. 
	 
	Parking policy 
	 
	6.14 Although London Councils welcomes the fact that the policy on parking (6.13) now provides some flexibility on parking standards for Outer London, as currently drafted the policy is overly prescriptive, particularly with regards as to how it operates at a local level. The provisions for outer London boroughs wishing to promote a more generous standard for office developments (policy 6.13 E (d)) should be amended so that they permit a greater degree of flexibility. It is not clear whether all or only one of the “tests” outlined in part E (d) of the policy need to be met before standards can be relaxed by boroughs. If the requirement is that all measures must be met, then it is likely that a large number of the outer London sites would be unable to meet the first test (to demonstrate “a regeneration need”).  
	 
	6.15 This policy will also need to be modified so that the difference in parking standards between outer London and adjacent districts is recognised. This could most easily be achieved by including more guidance on the measures to be taken when setting standards for viability and vitality (policy 6.13 E (c)). Finally, clarification will also need to be provided as to the meaning of paragraph 6.38. In its current form, it is not clear how consistency can be achieved through guidance which states that those local authorities which adjoin other regions “must also liaise with the relevant authorities to ensure a consistent approach to the level of parking provision”. 
	 
	6.16 In general, the transport policies in the plan provide too much prescription at local level and there is a need for more local authority flexibility to suit particular locations. The information on requirements to be applied through borough LDFs is generally very detailed and prescriptive.  
	 
	Cross-boundary investment 
	 
	6.17 Finally, the measures outlined in this chapter should be accompanied by a clear statement of the Mayor’s priorities for cross-boundary investment. London Councils believes that the best way to deliver these priorities is through co-ordination with those transport authorities which directly border Greater London. This co-ordination should operate in such a way that it recognises the challenge to outer London from the other south east regions for growth, should explain how cross-boundary working will be delivered, and should provide for a review of London-wide parking standards to identify whether any further changes are required to enable outer London to compete more effectively with areas immediately beyond the Greater London boundary. This will need to be accompanied by further information on how cross-boundary working will be delivered and whether this is intended to take place through the sub-regions or otherwise. It is the view of London Councils that the best way to deliver the objectives outlined above is through an enhanced Inter-Regional Forum.    
	 
	7.1 In general, London Councils supports the objectives of the policies which are outlined in this chapter although we believe that a number of these are significantly weakened through the continued repetition of national planning policy. In order to overcome such weaknesses, the references should be removed from the plan and two main amendments should be made to the policies on air pollution and protecting London’s open and natural environment, as set out below. In addition, we support Policy 7.6 ‘Architecture’ including clause ‘E’ which aims to “incorporate best practice in resource management and climate change mitigation and adaptation”. 
	 
	7.2 We support Policy 7.14 ‘Improving Air Quality’. However, the policy should be clearer regarding what “offsetting” can be used to “ameliorate negative impacts associated with development proposals”. In its current form, it is not clear whether this is referring to the use of section 106 agreements or something else. The UK is currently involved with infraction proceedings through the European Court of Justice over its failure to meet air quality targets on particulate matter (PM10). As London is one of the major cities responsible for this failure, the ability to ‘offset’ emissions on a practical level should be clarified, especially as this is also outlined as policy in the Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy. 
	 
	7.3 We also support the proposal in supporting text 7.40 that the ‘Air Quality Best Practice Guidance’ co-authored between the GLA and London Councils should become SPG (also outlined as policy in the Mayor’s draft Air Quality Strategy), as it currently does not carry sufficient weight to deal appropriately with adverse emissions on significant development sites. To address this, we suggest that Policy 7.14, should be amended using the following wording (or similar): “the Mayor will work with London Councils to develop the Best Practice Guidance on Dust and Emissions from Construction and Demolition into Supplementary Planning Guidance in order to more appropriately reflect the need to tackle emissions on large development sites”. 
	 
	7.4 As currently drafted, there is a contradiction between policy 7.18 (“protecting local natural space and addressing local deficiency”), which supports multi-functional green infrastructure, and the supporting paragraph for this (7.48), which limits open space benefits to health and biodiversity and indicates that replacement of one type of open space within another is unacceptable unless it is supported by an up-to-date assessment. In order to overcome this, the policy should contain a degree of flexibility over how it should be interpreted and present different approaches to different types of spaces. The policy would also be strengthened by outlining specific support for the Green Grid and by promoting local open space strategies.    
	 
	8.1 In general, London Councils supports the objectives of the policies outlined throughout the plan but is concerned as to how the success (or otherwise) of these will be measured.  
	 
	8.2 London Councils believes that more information is required on implementation and delivery. When published, the implementation plan should specify a programme for the delivery of strategic infrastructure which, as far as is practically possible, specifies what is needed, why (including any critical dependencies with major redevelopment/regeneration proposals), by when, who is responsible for delivery, and how it will be funded. It should also be accompanied by an explanation of how the Mayor will use the resources of his agencies to support delivery, should set out how delivery will be managed through a coherent governance framework, should set out the full range of delivery partners and explain how they will contribute towards the implementation of the strategies (including the Homes and Communities Agency, utilities, Department for Transport, National Health Service and so on), and should be in a format which is capable of annual monitoring and updating.        
	 
	8.3 Policy 8.2 (Planning obligations) should include reference in part E to the use of planning contributions towards offsetting adverse effects on air quality (see paragraph 7.2 for further information). In addition, whilst recognising that planning obligations often have competing needs and priorities, we believe air quality should be included as a priority, since the UK is currently facing infraction proceedings in the EU Court of Justice for air quality breaches, and the Mayor’s own draft Air Quality Strategy both proposes using section 106 agreements as a way of tackling air pollution and states that pollution from traffic is one of the top environmental concerns for Londoners. 
	 
	8.4 Although policy 8.4 commits the Mayor to producing an implementation plan and table 8.2 lays out the indicative actions for this, it is not clear when this will take place and whether delivery partners are fully aware of the actions expected of them. The proposals for implementation should also be amended so that they are more consistent about the level at which action should be taken. As currently drafted, the actions range from the highly strategic, such as producing supplementary planning guidance, to the extremely detailed, such as researching London’s burial space needs.    
	 
	8.5 The policies should also explain how the Mayor will use the resources of his agencies to support delivery, what the role is of those delivery partners beyond the GLA’s remit, and whether these partners are committed to the objectives of the plan. The function of local strategic partnerships and multi-area agreements should be explained and the plan should be presented in a format which is capable of annual monitoring and updating.  
	 
	 

