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Planning Aid for London welcomes the opportunity to give its comments on this draft of the 

London Plan. Planning Aid for London is part of the national network of Planning Aid 

services. It is funded to provide a range of services, at the core of which is the provision of 

free, independent, and professional town planning advice and support to individuals and 

community groups who cannot afford to employ a Planning Consultant, see 

www.planningaidforlondon.org.uk. As such our services are principally targeted at 

disadvantaged groups and, in line with funder objectives, we endeavour to secure active 

public participation in the development of Planning Policy and Development Control at both 

Borough and Regional (London) level. 

Our response to the draft London Plan is based on: 

• Assistance through staff and volunteers to Tenants and Residents Associations 

across London e.g. currently : Heathside and Lethbridge Estate (LB Lewisham), 

Wornington Green Estate (RB Kensington and Chelsea) and Gibbs Green and West 

Kensington Estates (LB Hammersmith & Fulham) 

• Partnership working with other London-wide 3rd sector organizations such as the 

JustSpace Network, LVSC, London Tenants Federation (LTF), as well as targeted 

workshops with young people, disabled people, gypsies and travellers, and faith 

groups. 

Whilst we welcome the latest iteration of the spatial development document for London we 

would like to raise some key issues that in our opinion should be addressed to maximise the 

effectiveness of the plan.  These issues are detailed below on a general, and then a chapter 

basis which correlates with our direct experiences, but please read our key focus as being 

the Performance Indicators outlined in Chapter 8. We would also like to take this opportunity 

to formally request to be heard at the Examination in Public later this year, and we would 

readily provide more information for the EiP. 

National Planning Framework 

The delivery of planning in England has a set framework where levels are interlinked and 

feed through to one another. Planning Aid for London would like to see more 

acknowledgement of the delivery process in the plan, showing how regional policies will 

correspond to those policies set out at a national level both in Planning Policy Statements 

and National Policy Statements and set the agenda for local delivery mechanisms such as 

Local Area Agreements, Local Strategic Partnerships, Sustainable Community Strategies 

and Community Plans.  
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There is little recognition in detail that adaption will be needed in the light of the new 2008 

Planning System because the larger infrastructure issues will be taken out of the realm of 

the London Plan, and will become the responsibility of the Infrastructure Planning 

Commission (IPC). Therefore issues such as Crossrail referred to variously throughout the 

document will enter the domain of the IPC, as will energy provision issues detailed in 

Chapter 5. In relation to PI 20 in table 8.1 of the Performance Indicators it is therefore most 

likely the IPC will have a role in ensuring a regional approach to waste, and it will not be 

totally delegated to the boroughs. The London Plan should adapt its monitoring and PIs to 

reflect this approach – making targets for boroughs more relevant, specific and SMART in 

order to ensure they are adhered to, and to highlight where performance is lacking.  

Another note of caution is relevant when considering the position of a number of boroughs 

who will have outmoded UDPs by July 2010 and will not have fully adopted Local 

Development Frameworks in situ. Our concern is that the London Plan will be the main 

weighted strategy that will be defaulted to for application decision making purposes should 

there not be an approved Core Strategy in place in a borough. It is in our opinion that the 

draft London Plan is not substantive or comprehensive enough to stand up to the scrutiny of 

technical planning issues or a judicial review for individual application purposes and would 

therefore like to see the plan deliver clear guidance to Local Authorities in these 

circumstances, particularly addressing the weighting of policies as material considerations.  

Employment and Population Growth assumptions 

Para 2.3 of Chapter 2 appears to indicate that the Mayor’s Spatial Strategy is founded upon 

the population and growth trends set out in Chapter 1. Figure 1.5 (Employment Growth 

projections to 2031) compares starkly with that of three experienced groups of economic 

forecasters in Figure 2 of the Mayor’s draft Economic Development Strategy.  Whereas the 

Mayor assumes that the steady rate of growth in London’s employment from 2004 – 2008 

will be consistently maintained throughout the Plan period to 2031, the other three 

forecasters variously predict a pronounced decline in employment in London over the next 5 

– 10 years, barely returning to something like 2008 levels until 2018. We would contend that 

this is a far more realistic basis for regional spatial strategic planning. Under circumstances 

of a potential 5 – 10 years of austerity, the prioritisation of scarce public and private sector 

resources, the harnessing of the 3rd (Voluntary / Community) Sector, and the creation of new 

funding and delivery models will be key to the success of this Plan.  In regional spatial 

planning terms the highest priority areas for investment are clearly the flagship Legacy 

Master Framework Area (Policy 2.4) and the national Government growth areas : Thames 

Gateway and the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough growth corridor. We would 

advocate that a stringent RSS monitoring and implementation process reflects and secures 

these priorities. 
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Inner London, Quality of Life, Regeneration and Opportunity Area Policies – Chapters 

2, 3 & 7 

At Planning Aid for London we have experience over a number of years of housing estates 

in Inner London which have been identified as both Regeneration and Opportunity Areas 

within the London Plan – specifically a new Opportunity Area: Earls’ Court and West 

Kensington. We have worked with the Tenants and Residents Associations of Wornington 

Green, West Kensington and Gibbs Green Estates, Heathside and Lethbridge Estates. All 

five of these estates face expensive demolition and redevelopment at approximately twice 

their existing density over an average ten year programme. Ironically they are quiet models 

of successful community cohesion, and at least one of them has already been brought up to 

Decent Homes standards. These are people who feel ambushed by their landlords and 

planners, and are so angry about the position they find themselves in, that two TRAs have 

recently issued a Notice under section 34a Housing Act 1985 as amended by the Housing 

Act 2008 against their Council landlord. In our experience, active and constructive devolution 

allowing neighbourhood and estate based community involvement and partnership with 

other stakeholders, in the planning, design, implementation, management and delivery of 

regeneration, will create a far better and more sustainable product. 

“In order to unleash a new wave of community-led development, local people need to 

become part of the solution, rather than being seen as most of the problem. We believe that 

if communities lead development, local people will take greater ownership and more homes 

will be built as a result”. Source : Conservative Policy Green Paper No 10. Building Homes & 

Communities. 

Inner Area Policy 2.9 

We strongly support the inclusion of a new Inner London section into the London Plan. Inner 

London contains some of the most disadvantaged communities in the UK and surrounds the 

Central Activities Zone (CAZ) with some of the highest land and rental values in the world. If 

CAZ values extend via Opportunity Area designation (e.g. of the order proposed by Capital 

and Counties at Earls Court) into Inner London, then it is essential that distinctive policies 

and practice are derived to ensure that existing disadvantaged communities are able to 

benefit rather than being driven out through gentrification/redevelopment.  Inner London 

policies and practice of this kind are essential if conflict and polarisation are to be avoided, 

and national objectives, relating to inclusivity, sustainable development and sustainable 

communities and community empowerment are to be secured.  

Whereas there are 4 detailed draft Outer London policies and 3 detailed draft CAZ policies 

there is at present only one generalised draft Inner London policy (Policy 2.9). We submit 

that much more customised and distinctive policy detail is required in the formulation of Inner 

London strategic spatial planning policy.  

  



 

4 | P a g e  

 

Quality of life is referred to in draft Policy 2.9. Indeed it is a major theme of The London 

Plan. We are concerned to ensure that quality of life is not interpreted solely in terms of 

inclusive design and access to buildings and the public realm. (The principles of inclusive 

design CABE 2006; Inclusive Design Toolkit LDA 2009). Rather that it is interpreted as 

expressed in para 1.52 of Chapter 2 and likewise in draft Policy 2.4 para 2.19 : “convergence 

in quality of life with the London average across a range of key indicators.” This is the overall 

ambition of the five Olympic host Boroughs, the Mayor and Government for the flagship 

regeneration  project in London over the next 25 years.  

Regeneration Area Policy 2.14. 

As Sustainable Community Strategies recognise, regeneration is as much about people as 

place. At the very core of the regeneration debate is whether key indicators are to be 

improved/converged by exporting disadvantage and importing advantage, or by 

retaining/improving existing housing (draft Policy 3.15) and enabling disadvantaged 

communities to stay and help themselves through e.g. proposed active involvement in the 

management and maintenance of their own housing estates, improved training and job 

opportunities etc arising from anticipated economic growth.  

The development economics as well as the health and other statistics on estates such as 

West Kensington, White City and Wornington Green are such as to ensure that over an 

average 10 year total redevelopment programme a disproportionate number of residents 

may well not be able to return to the new homes.  We submit that both draft Policy 2.13e and 

Policy 3.15 require further and explicit clear presumption in favour of retention and 

improvement of existing housing stock and the disadvantaged communities that occupy it, 

rather than total demolition and redevelopment  

The ripple effects of higher land and rental values/“hope value” upon the neighbourhoods or 

hinterlands surrounding an Opportunity Area will likewise squeeze out businesses and 

communities there who rely on low or subsidised rents e.g. Kings Cross, Spitalfields, and 

Limehouse.  It is therefore essential that not only existing tenants and residents but 

community based and voluntary organisations in the wider area are actively involved in the 

planning and delivery of regeneration  projects. Far greater involvement of the 3rd sector in 

most LSPs in London is an absolute prerequisite for successful partnership approaches of 

this kind  

Para 2.38 confirms “the importance the Mayor attaches to community engagement in the 

regeneration process”. We totally support this approach to regeneration. Accordingly we 

would like to see the restitution within draft Policy 2.14 of commitments highlighted in the 

equivalent April version paras 92/93 of A New Plan for London to: 

• Target community based regeneration initiatives 

• Develop a Strategic Framework to support local community based regeneration and 

activities of Boroughs, Voluntary and Community bodies and Strategic Agencies 
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Implementation Monitoring & Review – Chapter 8 

For the purposes of Planning Aid for London’s feedback on the draft London Plan we have 

elected to follow the route of mainly commenting on Chapter 8 – as it is the implementation, 

monitoring and review that we have been most concerned with historically as we operate as 

a mainly reactive voluntary sector organisation which responds to the concerns of individuals 

and communities in respect of planning issues. A key area of concern at this stage is how 

the Performance Indicators  (PIs) tie in with the national set used by every local authority. If 

they are not clearly aligned then there will be no link into the LSP and therefore LAA and 

SCS, and will not be seen as a priority for the boroughs. This transparency is essential in 

order to lend credibility to any PIs in the current public sector funding climate. 

Faith Groups 

In relation to Policy 8.1-Implementation we welcome the collaboration with boroughs and key 

stakeholders, but would like to issue a warning that this often fails when looking at pan-

London and strategic issues. One such issue is that of faith groups in the capital. 

Public bodies have traditionally tended to homogenise faiths, with assumptions that terms 

such as ‘faith communities’ are universally comprehended, acting as if religious groupings 

can easily assimilate into modern categories such as the ‘voluntary’ or ‘third’ sector. This 

does not recognise the distinctive values, networks, history, leadership and buildings of 

these groupings. Secularisation over the past fifty years, such as faith schools and welfare 

organisations, has led to positive exclusion of faith communities from public life, and 

therefore exclusion from public sector funding and consideration. This has kept them 

sidelined and off the radar – a casually referenced factor which has allowed antipathy and 

ignorance to flourish. This has been epitomised by incidents in the spatial planning sector 

which we have been privy to for over ten years – a reluctance on the part of local authorities 

to allow change of use for premises to accommodate faith community’s usage.  

The misunderstanding and misconceptions are not simply one-sided as recent research 

shows that forays into collaborative efforts between faith and public bodies have resulted in 

suspicions and misunderstandings around central tenets, fear about autonomy, hidden 

agendas, and suspicion about the public sector looking for cheap labour for the provision of 

services. There has also been concern that faith communities will be used as a way of purely 

gaining access to BAME communities. This has led to a lack of progress, and we have 

experienced stalling around the appropriate range of premises issue for at least ten years.  

There is also a fear of the fact that faith communities have their own legitimacy due to their 

public nature which can intimidate some elected councillors. If an aim is the next election, 

then short-term gain and populism compromises less popular but longer-term community 

benefits. Many faith communities traditionally take a different view on public life. If the future 

is eternity then short-term concerns are of less importance than long-term benefit and its 

sustainability. 
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In the light of the current London Plan’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Planning for 

Equality & Diversity in London’ and its lack of real impact on the approval of planning 

applications with London’s local authorities despite our best efforts to advise and liaise with 

planning authorities across the capital, we are concerned that this proposed iteration of the 

London Plan still does not go far enough. There is a need for genuine religious literacy at 

public sector level in order to make their engagement inclusive, and a recognition on both 

sides that public services are often driven by the quantitative and measurable whilst faith 

communities are concerned with qualitative and profound issues which should be considered 

a truly symbiotic relationship, and one which can only be beneficial to both parties. We would 

propose a specific strategy cross referenced with the proposals around retention of industrial 

sites for the capital that are also tied into the boroughs’ LDF in order that boroughs have 

their own distinct policies which allow faith groups the opportunity to better engage with their 

local authorities around a variety of issues affecting them, including premises.  

Housing 

We submitted a lengthy response to the Mayor’s draft Housing Strategy in August 2008, and 

we have reiterated pertinent elements again here as housing waiting lists are steadily 

increasing (estimated total 330,000 households in London – not including overcrowding). 

The London Plan’s proposals do not fulfil the need nor address the scale of the problem. Far 

more housing should be social rented to meet the London Plan’s vision of an improved 

quality of life for all Londoners. Affordable housing underpins improved education, health, 

employment and community safety targets.  

Policy 3.12 A(a) seeks to secure at least 13,200 affordable homes pa over the Plan period, 

split 60% social rented 40% intermediate housing. On the face of it this (39,600) seriously 

under achieves on the Mayor’s target of 50,000 affordable homes in his 3 year Housing 

Strategy. An upper household income threshold of eligibility for family sized intermediate 

housing is set at £74,000,  well above the average household income in London. Clearly 

there is a strong argument to return to a 50% affordable housing contribution split of 70% 

social rented and 30% intermediate. 

All of this begs the question of how such housing is going to be financed in a climate of 

economic austerity. Shelter’s “Building Blocks – exploring ways to deliver more affordable 

homes in the economic downturn” (May 2009) sets out a number of useful and innovative 

funding and delivery models. Amongst the more obvious of these would be a return to 

Council house building in the light of the recent green light given to Council house building 

by the Housing Minister Sept 2009. In terms of community–led development, new models of 

funding and delivery could well embrace the proposals put forward in the Section 34a Notice 

at West Kensington for a new community based resident–majority provider or a registered 

provider who will give residents as much control as possible over the management and 

maintenance of their estates. 
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The setting of affordable housing targets is to be left substantially to Boroughs . It is unclear 

whether these benchmarks will disaggregate between social rented and intermediate 

housing – the figures put to Boroughs to date do not. In having no explicit target in the Plan 

other than the reference to 13,200 affordable homes a year (and dropping the 50% target) 

the Mayor will have a weak basis to object to any lower target set by a Borough. This may be 

compounded by references in Policy 3.12C (f) and para 3.61 to “economic viability and 

resources”. This would seem to render  implementation , monitoring and review of this part 

of the London Plan particularly difficult. 

As such, regeneration in social terms is a convergence of bringing people through a process 

as well as consulting and involving fully on that process and involving communities in 

achieving end products. The London Plan has a responsibility to advocate good practice, not 

instead placing minimal requirements on boroughs in respect of displacing historic and long 

standing communities of London. There should be a policy within 2.13 to ensure that whilst 

boroughs are giving consideration to the development of key brownfield sites that are ripe for 

densification a process of consultation is also undertaken that protects and acknowledges 

the capacity of the people who live and work in that area in order that whole communities are 

not decanted, especially when a strength in the tone of this draft London Plan is one of 

creating lifetime neighbourhoods and communities within London’s boundaries.  

There is a pervasive privatisation of public realm across London, such as Bishopsgate, 

Paddington Basin, and Surrey Quays which leads to an alienation for local communities.  We 

would suggest that Policy 7.1 should include a minimisation of privatisation of public space 

as an integral element of the policy. By this we mean design, management, maintenance 

and private security guard policing which owes more to the maintenance of capital and rental 

values than to public access and the creation of an inclusive environment. We would 

suggest that this could be properly addressed in both Policies 7.1 and 7.2. 

Planning Gain 

We consider that the reliance on S106, and the soon-to-be-implemented Community 

Infrastructure Levy is naïve as per Policy 8.3. Currently S106 is unsound as developers are 

applying to the Planning Inspectorate to take S106 clauses out of planning agreements, and 

after financial liability and viability testing the Inspectorate is often removing the obligation 

from the developer. Social infrastructure is the key to regeneration, and with the proposed 

commitment to devolution down to neighbourhood level it is social infrastructure that will be 

needed to support this model of social empowerment, in both physical, fiscal and 

sustainability terms. New delivery models and arrangements should be devised which are 

clear about the infrastructure needed and the methods of attaining those requirements as 

the practice of bargaining for Planning Gain precedes the 1990 Act and a 1981 report by the 

Property Advisory Group concluded that: "(with limited exceptions) the practice of bargaining 

for planning gain is unacceptable and should be firmly discouraged." However, the report 

was not acted upon. 
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In terms of the proposals regarding Plan-Monitor-Manage as a framework we are pleased to 

see that the plan is flexible, and capable of responding to the needs of the city. We would, 

however, urge caution as the opening of the Economic Development Strategy has economic 

growth graphs which are incredibly optimistic about the health of a number of economic 

sectors, and about the London economy as a whole at a time of recession. In a new decade 

in which there are predictions of substantial public sector cuts there is no recognition of the 

impact that this will have on public expenditure. This in turn has serious short to mid-term 

implications for the delivery of housing targets and the related social infrastructure needed to 

support it.  There must also be recognition of the substantial  role the voluntary sector will 

play in filling those gaps left by the dip in public spend. As one of the only other sectors that 

can play a significant part in the regeneration of London, and one which will pick up the 

fallout from the public sector efficiency savings this economic force needs recognition within 

the London Plan as a whole. By promoting social enterprise the VCS contributes to London’s 

economic activity: registered charities in London have total incoming resources of £18billion, 

of which over 80% comes from sales and voluntary income. 

In section 8.6 we urge that the AMR be substantive and meaningful. Monitoring needs to be 

relevant and quantitative and qualitative targets must be set in order to make this process 

hold water. The current PIs are weak and open to interpretation and therefore potential 

challenge. We would urge that these be reviewed and made more stringent in order to have 

an impact, and also to aid in the planning process of appeal and inspection.  In section 8.10 

we welcome the strategic policy for CIL in London, and would hope that the voluntary sector 

be included in the consultation and development process. 

Young People 

We held an event with young people to ask their views on the draft London Plan via the 

Young Londoners’ Participation Network. Their concerns were with the immediate problems 

of living as a young person in the Capital, but there were some which have resonance for us 

in relation to housing and employment.  

There is a Children and Young People’s Strategy entitled ‘Making London Better for All 

Children & Young People’ published January 2004 by the GLA. This was based around the 

central tenets of the national policy of Every Child Matters, and the UN Convention on the 

Rights of the Child. PAL are concerned that there is no apparent cross referencing with this 

document for any of the three strategies. With approximately 20% of London’s population 

currently under 18 there appears to be a lack of continuity for work with young people in 

relation to the GLA. The Children and Young People’s Unit is still working positively with 

young communities, but there appears to be little recognition of young people or their actual 

or potential input into a spatial strategy for London. 
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We would propose that there should be a significant PI which sets out that boroughs should 

be tied into the regional Children and Young People’s Strategy as the employment prospects 

should be protected within housing and regeneration schemes. Whilst under 5s provision is 

covered in PI 12, only school places are covered within the PI 13, with no reference to 

further or higher education establishments, potential employers or other educational 

opportunities, which needs to be addressed. Whilst school places are important the post 

schooling phases should be insured with a PI, especially in the light of the fact that according 

to the GLA’s own survey 70% of young Londoners are confident the Capital can provide the 

job opportunities they want. 

Green space 

We support PI 3 wholly and would like to see it developed further to embrace food growing 

and commercial opportunities for green spaces on estates. Within Policy 7.1 Building 

London’s Neighbourhoods and Communities there is reference to meeting the needs of the 

community in close liaison with the people who live within that neighbourhood. With the 

increasing pressure for densification of housing the policy should be revised to protect 

garden and open space in more detail in order to support local people when they set out to 

protect their green spaces. There is potential for roof gardens and food growing areas which 

in order to be innovated into being need protection at the outset. This should be closely 

aligned to the Governments Food Growing Strategy released in January 2010.  

We also ran a series of inclusive workshops as well as co-hosting a conference with LVSC 

and the JustSpace Network to gather responses to the Consultation Draft Replacement 

Plan. The following summarises the specific points made which they would like considered. 

Consultation with Disabled People’s Organisations 

PAL have been in liaison with a number of disabled people’s organisations through our 

current work as well as specifically to consult on the London Plan. We would like to raise the 

following specific concerns from our work with them: 

Access groups exist in less than half of all London boroughs. The role that they can play in 

delivery of accessible and inclusive environments is significant, but they require more 

support if they are to be able to do this. Similarly the London Access Forum, which acts as a 

strategic pan-London body can also play a significant role in ensuring strategic 

developments are accessible and inclusive. This body should be maintained and supported. 

 We would propose that Lifetime Homes be included in the affordable housing indicator as 

well as step free access to public transport. 

 We have also been asked to make representations about the following in respect of both the 

draft London Plan and the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS):  

The Social Model of Disability to be explicitly and centrally present in all Mayoral strategies 

and therefore reinstated where it belongs in the Mayor’s equality strategy, in particular – 

London Plan policy 3.1.  
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The Mayor to recognise and act on the basis of the principle ‘nothing about us, without us’ 

and therefore fully involve Deaf and Disabled people – LP  policy 3.1 and paragraph 3.2, 

3.3, 3.4. 

Reversal of the decision to defer a number of plans for step-free access at tube stations, i.e. 

to make the tube more accessible. Draft MTS Chapter 5.9 and Proposal 40 and LP 

Chapter 6 and Policy 6.1. 

Reversal of announced fare rises – which will disproportionately impact on disabled people. 

Draft MTS Chapter 5.23 and Proposals 119 and 120. 

Action to improve the delivery of Dial-a-Ride and protect the Freedom Pass. Many accounts 

of deteriorating practice and delivery were cited. Better and more consistent eligibility criteria 

and service delivery across London were needed and an end to borough variation. MTS 

Chapter 5.9.4 and Proposal 44. 

A stop to so-called ‘shared surfaces’ or ‘shared space’ or ‘better street’ plans that actually 

exclude many disabled people – and action to agree a better and agreed definition and a 

universal concept of shared streets which was inclusive for all. Particular concerns were 

expressed about Kensington and Chelsea’s plans for Exhibition Road.  

A change to the consultation question on shared space: a particular complaint was made 

that the question on ‘Better Streets’ in the online and short version of the consultation form 

was a leading question. It asks if people support ‘Introducing shared space schemes to 

improve the look and feel of streets and make them safer’. A more ‘open’ question would ask 

people about what things would make streets better, safer and inclusive, and would provide 

a definition of what the Mayor’s policy of ‘shared space’ is. LP Policy 6.10 and MTS 

Chapter 5.17 and Proposal 82. 

The Mayor to increase not decrease, as the Draft Replacement London Plan proposes, the 

target for new affordable homes to be delivered by boroughs. LP Chapter 3 and Policy 3.12 

and Table 3.1. 

The Mayor to retain or increase, not decrease, the targets for social housing (for rent) within 

the affordable homes target. Participants stressed that the London Plan’s proposed 

reductions in the quota of affordable housing and in social housing to be delivered directly 

penalizes Deaf and disabled people who, because of discrimination, are less likely to be 

employed, more likely to be in lower paid jobs, more likely to be living below the poverty line, 

and more likely to need social housing and affordable housing. The draft London Plan 

proposes a 10 per cent reduction in the target for new (from 40 per cent of new housing to 

30 per cent) social housing. LP Chapter 3 and Policy 3.12. 

Vigorous implementation of the Draft Replacement London Plan’s proposal for Lifetime 

Homes and Lifetime Neighbourhoods. This concept was strongly supported but participants 

pointed out that its delivery required joined-up policies (on housing, streets, transport, crime, 

etc) as well as detailed standards, targets on boroughs involvement of disabled people. LP 

Chapter 7 and Policies 7.1 and 7.2. 
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Continued implementation of the proposals on Lifetime Homes and wheelchair accessible 

homes that have been carried over from the previous London Plan – but action to ensure 

these are better implemented by boroughs. LP Chapter 3 and Policy 3.8. 

More definite, ambitious and measurable targets for delivery.  

Funding for local groups of disabled people to be able to monitor and work around access 

issues – and better guidance for local council access officers so that they are in touch with 

and involve disabled people. 

More centralised coordination and action to stand up to bad practice by boroughs – e.g. to 

stop boroughs retrofitting housing and to insist that homes that have been provided for or 

adapted for use by disabled people are always re-used for disabled people. 

Investigation into the apparent disappearance of disabled parking spaces in some boroughs 

and action to defend Blue Badge parking spaces and the use of the Blue Badge in central 

London. MTS Chapter 5, paragraph 420. 

Much better enforcement – standing up to bad practice where necessary and promoting 

good practice. 

Consultation with Gypsies and Travellers 

We have been working with Gypsies and Travellers as part of our community planning 

outreach strategy, and have the following concerns to express from them: 

There is huge concern about the nearly 30% reduction in pitch targets established in the 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment (GTANA) from 768 to 538 pitches 

in policy 3.9. Accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers should be met where there is clear 

evidence for a need, this evidence is provided in the GTANA. The London Plan reduction in 

the target for pitch is contrary to DCLG guidance which states psychological aversion to 

bricks and mortar accommodation as a factor giving rise to need. The London Gypsy and 

Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment, carried out by Fordham Research, states that 

the maximum pitch requirement includes the transfer to pitches of Gypsies and Travellers 

with a psychological aversion to housing include [paragraph 12.6], and is therefore the figure 

that should be adopted by the London Plan.  

There is also evidence to suggest, from organisations working directly with Gypsies and 

Travellers such as ITMB and LGTU, that the GTANA itself is an underestimate of the actual 

need for additional pitches. This underestimate is in part due to Gypsies and Travellers 

being unwilling to identify themselves as such (LGTU). 
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There is very vocal concern that the policy seems to rely on bricks and mortar 

accommodation to meet additional needs for Gypsies and Travellers, especially in the 

context where the conventional ‘bricks and mortar’ affordable housing targets are being 

reduced. The policies fail to recognise the specific housing needs of Gyspies and Travellers, 

especially those with a psychological aversion to bricks and mortar accommodation (see 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments: Guidance.  CLG, 2007).   

There is concern that the policy does not adequately address quality of sites. The qualitative 

measures state that "Performance against this benchmark (ie. The 538 pitch target) will be 

monitored against achievement of borough provision targets (see para 3.50) to test the 

effectiveness of the GTAA in identifying need and to inform a review of policy by 2015/16".  

Performance about the quality of site provision, and improvement of existing sites should 

also be monitored, evaluated and improved to ensure that "quality of life" for Gypsies and 

Travellers is improved.  

Gypsies and Travellers as a minority ethnic group have one of the lowest life expectancy 

rates and highest infant mortality rates in the country, with one study showing that 

approximately 18% of Gypsy and Traveller mothers experience the death of a child, 

compared with less than 1% of mothers in the settled community. Further to this, more than 

40% of Gypsies and Travellers report a life-limiting long term illness and life expectancy is 

around 10-12 years less than for members of the settled community (see Van Cleemput, P, 

et al. 2004, University of Sheffield, and "The Road Ahead" CLG, 2007). Improvement to the 

quality of sites, and site management can contribute to improving on this situation. 

Furthermore, ensuring that Gypsies and Travellers have access to health and education 

facilities and other local services is essential, and means that sites must be located within an 

appropriate distance to such facilities.  
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