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West London Partnership  

Consultation Response to Draft London Plan 2009 
 
The West London Partnership (WLP) is the strategic sub-regional partnership for 
West London and comprises the six West London Alliance Boroughs (Brent, 
Ealing, Hammersmith and Fulham, Harrow, Hillingdon and Hounslow), West 
London Business, West London Network and the Learning and Skills Council. 
This response has been prepared and agreed following consultation and 
discussion within the WLP.  
 
Overview  
 
1. In general the vision for London and the policies in the London Plan are in line 

with West London Partnership’s (WLP) strategies and policies where they 
have been expressed previously and feedback to date from stakeholders has 
been generally welcoming to the Plan. It is good to note that many of the 
issues and proposals raised in the WLP response to the Outer London 
Commission have been addressed in the Plan. The WLP therefore welcomes 
the Draft London Plan and supports its objectives.   

 
2. Notwithstanding this there are some policies and drafting in the Plan which 

are of concern to the WLP or where clarification in the final London Plan 
would be helpful.  

 
3. These comments do not deal with the entirety of the Plan’s policies; rather 

they focus on areas where the WLP has previously expressed views. 
Boroughs and other stakeholders in West London will also be making their 
own responses to deal with matters which directly affect them.  

 
London-wide projections of population and employment growth 

 
4. We are concerned that the employment forecasts used in the Plan (the GLA’s 

own) appears to be the most optimistic of those available and that it’s 
assumed that the current economic downturn is similar to previous cyclical 
downturns and that the long term growth trend will be maintained. Given that 
this downturn has directly affected the business and financial sector that has 
been the ‘motor’ of London’s recent growth this is a crucial assumption; 
particularly if its considered along with the prospects of a much smaller public 
sector and therefore number of public sector employees. It’s not clear 
whether there has been any ‘scenario testing’ of the forecasting  and policies 
in the London Plan and the additional/different policies which might need to 
be adopted if the forecasts were, say, overly optimistic.  
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5. Sound forecasting of employment for the London Plan is fundamental for the 
achievement of the Plan’s aims and objectives. The working papers issues by 
the GLA contain projections about the employment growth in boroughs which 
are based on assumptions that would bear scrutiny in the Examination in 
Public.  

 
Relationship to other Mayoral Strategies  

 
6. The London Plan states that the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and the 

Economic Development Strategy (EDS) should aim to realise the objectives 
of the London Plan. A review of both of these Strategies shows that its hard to 
make clear linkages between the Plan and the strategies in some important 
areas, particularly in the case of the EDS, and it would be helpful if these links 
between the Plan and the strategies that support its implementation were 
made clearer so that an analysis could be better undertaken of the Mayor’s 
plans and the risk and realism of achieving the objectives. Some examples 
are dealt with in the WLP’s comments on the MTS and EDS and also later in 
this document. 

 
Working with adjoining regions 

 
7. Policies 2.2 and 2.3 in the ‘London’s Places’ part of the Plan refer to 

improving joint working and the inter-regional Growth Areas and Coordination 
Corridors (in West London these are the London – Luton –Bedford Corridor 
and the Western Wedge). 

 
8. The Inter-regional Forum is seen as the main mechanism to take this forward 

but it appears there has not been a meeting of the Forum since June 2008 
and it is at a high level involving from London only the GLA. Given the 
importance of growth corridors and relationships with adjoining regions, 
stated by the OLC and the Plan, improvements to this mechanism should be 
considered which should include boroughs and sub-regional partnerships.  

 
9. In West London the policies on cross boundary co-ordination are welcome 

and there are some mechanisms for making this actually happen for the 
London – Luton –Bedford Corridor. This is not the case for the Western 
Wedge (where the Plan notes the three transport corridors put forward by 
WLP to the OLC) and neither the Plan nor the Mayor’s Strategies set out how 
such co-ordination can be achieved and who is to be engaged. WLP 
members would want to have a key role in such co-ordination and to be 
consulted about the arrangements to be made.  

 
10. There is reference to the London sub-regions being used for monitoring and 

co-ordination of the Plan policies and for the GLA and functional bodies to 
move towards using them as the basis for engagement and resource 
allocation. This is welcome if it means that West London stakeholders will be 
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more closely engaged in the Plan’s polices and consulted on resources 
allocation (the spatial allocation of resources within London should become 
more transparent as a result). Whilst TfL in its Sub-regional Transport Plans is 
clearly moving in this direction there is no indication that this is the case for 
economic development as set out in the EDS. 
Outer London 

 
11. It is welcome that the Plan has been informed by the interim conclusions of 

the Outer London Commission (OLC) and this is reflected in Policies 2.6, 2.7 
and 2.8. These Policies  include increasing competitive advantage for new 
economic sectors, improving accessibility to key locations and improving the 
business environment, together with working across the London boundary to 
enhance ‘synergies for clusters of related activities and business locations’, 
particularly in the knowledge-based sector.  

 
12. The Policies require clear means of implementation and this will depend on 

TfL improving accessibility to town centres and growth areas and the LDA 
supporting new and emerging sectors, helping to bring forward developments 
and the functioning of the labour market. This will require effective linkage 
between the London Plan and the MTS and EDS to actions by TfL and the 
LDA. However, both strategies lack the clarity necessary to understand how 
implementation will take place. The final Plan and the other Strategies should 
address this issue.  

 
13. The earlier comments on the Coordination Corridors are also relevant to the 

realisation of the policies towards Outer London. 
 
14. A key issue from the OLC Interim conclusions is to achieve above average 

trend rate employment growth in Outer London if the employment needs are 
to be met. Policy 2.16 – Strategic Outer London Development Centres 
(SOLDCs) seeks to identify, develop and promote centres with ‘strategic 
economic functions of greater than sub-regional significance’, including 
focusing infrastructure investment there and creating a distinct and attractive 
business offer. There is a list of potential SOLDCs in West London (P53) but 
the approach is developmental and the Plan says ‘this list is not exhaustive 
and requires detailed testing’. In this context the commitment that the Mayor 
will work with relevant stakeholders is welcome and the WLP stakeholders 
would want to be closely involved with this. However, it’s not clear what 
impact this policy will have, the implications for stakeholders who are to 
‘identify, develop and promote SOLDCs”, what resources will be required or 
where they will come from, and how these will be different from other 
employment and development locations. So from this it can be concluded that 
it is unsure whether or not the Plan policies will deliver additional employment 
growth in West London. This may be a matter for the Examination in Public to 
consider.  
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Housing  
 
15. Whilst the West London partners welcome the new provision target in the 

Plan, there is concern that this figure is considered by the NHPAU to be 
insufficient to address the backlog of unmet need. This is a particular issue for 
West London, which has the lowest (housing) sub regional target in London, 
equating to only 14% of the London wide target, but, at the same time has 
20% of the housing need1: 
 

16. Furthermore, there is no mention in the Plan of strategic housing sites and 
none are identified as such in the Plan. In order to meet demand for housing 
in West London, and particularly the need for social housing, there has to be 
a notion of strategic housing supply for the whole of London, to which West 
London residents would have access.  

 
17. The draft plan proposes a total affordable housing target for London from 

2011 to 2021 of 13,200 pa.  Unlike the current borough targets, this target is 
for new build only. This should be stated more clearly in the Plan. 

 
18. In general the West London partners welcome the increase in the 

intermediate income threshold to £74,000 for 3 bed+ for families.  
 
19. West London partners strongly support the proposed cross tenure space 

standards and the commitment to better design standards. There is a view 
that being so detailed, these standards would be better placed in a Best 
Practice Guide rather than in the Plan where there is scope for conflict with 
borough LDFs. 

 
20. West London partners are extremely concerned about the proposed Gypsy 

and Traveller pitch targets: a) because of the difficulty of identifying space for 
additional pitches on existing sites; and, b) because of the lack of suitable 
land for additional sites and concerns around local opposition. The draft Plan 
itself acknowledges that finding space for such low density provision is 
problematic in built up inner city areas.  Whilst it is accepted that there is a 
genuine need for more pitches, the practical difficulties of finding additional 
space for new sites, means that the WLA boroughs oppose the higher target 
and urge the GLA to set targets in line with the minimum need set out in the 
GTAA.  

 
21. It is noted that the majority of the need upon which these targets are based is 

generated by housed Gypsies and Travellers who have a psychological 
aversion to living in housing. The West London boroughs have joined 
together, with support from North and SW London housing sub-regions, to 
commission a further study into the issue of psychological aversion, to identify 

                                                
1 2007-08 as updated by London Councils 
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in more detail its causes and manifestations, as well a proposing a variety of 
solutions. The initial findings from the study show that: 

 
• Aversion to living in housing needs to be considered as combination of 

factors, including coping with a drastic change in lifestyle and 
surroundings, fear and isolation. It is not simply difficulty with dealing with 
the built environment (although this is also a factor). 

• The problems with living in housing frequently seem to centre on loss of 
community and extended family living. 

• For many, moving into housing is seen as a symbol of the breakdown of 
Gypsy and Traveller traditions and community.  

• Whilst living in a caravan is seen as a mark of cultural identity, it may also 
entail dealing with violence and isolation from wider society. 

• Younger people, particularly those who had grown up in housing, were 
less keen on living on caravan sites 

• Many Travellers were not happy with their current accommodation, both 
those living in housing and on sites.  

• The allocation of pitches on sites is generally unregulated: it is often 
dominant families dictating who can move onto sites and harassing others 
off. Pitches are not allocated on the basis of need or waiting time.  

• The ideal solution according to Gypsies and Travellers themselves, is  
group housing, which would bring together the best of housing and sites. 

 
22. The study does not dispute that more pitches are need for Gypsies and 

Travellers in London, but it does point to the fact that simply providing more 
pitches is not the universal panacea to problems faced by Gypsy and 
Traveller families in London. A  closer examination of ‘psychological aversion 
to housing’ shows that a large amount of need arising from housed Gypsy 
and Travellers is not a need for accommodation as such,  but a need for 
community support.  

 
23. The West London boroughs are strongly opposed to the provision of any 

more than the minimum identified need for additional pitches for Gypsies and 
Travellers. Given the acknowledged difficulties of providing additional Gypsy 
and traveller sites in high density inner city areas, we would urge more 
emphasis on providing generalist support services to the large number of 
Gypsies and Travellers currently living in housing. 

 
24. With regard to the distribution of transit pitches and pitches for travelling 

showmen, West London boroughs feel that may be difficult for boroughs to 
come to an agreement between themselves on the distribution pitches. 
However, it is recognised that by and large, travelling show people have no 
wish to live in inner London. The showmen tend to be better off and want to 
be able to buy additional land for their pitches and yards outside London or 
with easy access to the M25. 
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25. We welcome the move (Policy 3.4) to optimising housing potential rather than 
maximising as currently expressed in the London Plan consolidated with 
Alterations 2004. However, we are concerned at the extent of areas classified 
as central in the density matrix (Table 3.2) and the very high densities 
associated with 'central' areas of up to 1100 habitable rooms per hectare. It is 
considered that the opportunity should have been taken to modify the matrix 
since this can lead to the expectation of very high densities in areas in west 
London within 800 metres walking distance of a Metropolitan or Major town 
centre (so, for instance in Hammersmith an Fulham this would encompass a 
significant part of the borough as its three town centres in are proposed as 
either Metropolitan or Major). We consider that the 800 metres distance from 
town centres should be significantly reduced, so that the highest densities 
may only be appropriate in areas adjacent to the defined centres. 
 
London’s Economy 

 
26. It is welcome that Policy 4.1 on developing London’s economy includes 

references to promoting Outer London as an attractive location, giving greater 
recognition to the importance of enterprise and innovation, ensuring 
availability of sufficient and suitable workspaces, with supporting 
infrastructure and in suitable environments. This includes providing attractive 
locations for sectors which have preferred to locate in surrounding parts of 
south England – points made in submissions to the Outer London 
Commission. 

 
27. Again there needs to be clear read-across to the EDS as the LDA will have an 

important role in realising them. 
 
28. Policy 4.2 on Offices includes ‘consolidating and extending the strengths of 

the diverse office market beyond central London’ by promoting competitive 
locations with good public transport and where there is evidence of demand; 
boroughs and sub-regional partnerships are to work with the Mayor in this 
regard. WLP would welcome this opportunity to work collaboratively with the 
Mayor on promotion in West London and we would want to see the LDA also 
reflect this is the EDS and its Implementation Plan.   

 
29. Table 4.1 sets out demand for office floorspace based on projected 

employment growth. This indicates a need for 950,000sq.m of new floorspace 
in outer London, 22% of the London-wide total. It focuses on growth in the 
Finance and Business service sectors. 

 
30. This is not the only way of assessing demand and does not recognise other 

sectors requiring office-type development; these are issues to which can be 
addressed in working with the Mayor on the policies. 
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31. Policy 4.2 B says that LDFs are to provide the basis for work with the LDA 
and others to bring forward (office) development capacity “especially beyond 
the central London office market” – this is not referenced in practical terms in 
the EDS.  

 
32. Policy 4.10 on new and emerging sectors, including support for innovation 

and applied research, and ensuring availability of workspace appropriate to 
emerging sectors, is very welcome and reflects submissions made to the 
Outer London Commission. 

 
Transport  

 
33. As a general comment there needs to be more read across between the MTS 

and the Plan on certain issues. The WLP is making a separate response to 
the MTS and this should be read in conjunction with this response. 

 
34.  There is only passing reference to High Speed Rail in the draft Plan and we 

would like to see its potential transport benefits given greater recognition as 
well as the opportunity it may present in terms of economic regeneration. LB 
Hammersmith and Fulham, in agreement with LB Brent and LB Ealing, have 
put forward the view that there are considerable benefits from locating a hub 
for High Speed 2 at Old Oak Common.  

 
35. In Policy 6.3 Assessing Transport Capacity Policy 6.3B states “Where existing 

transport capacity is insufficient to allow for the travel generated by proposed 
developments, and no firm plans exist for an increase in capacity to cater for 
this, boroughs should ensure that development proposals are phased until it 
is known these requirements can be met, otherwise they may be refused. The 
cumulative impacts of development on transport requirements must be taken 
into account." This is said to be stronger policy statement than in the previous 
Plan. The application and implications of this Policy need clarification. Given 
that the draft Plan and the draft MTS committed transport schemes do not 
appear to have the capacity to deal with the impacts of all the planned growth 
in employment in London (Outer London traffic growth is likely to be up to 5% 
in the Plan period for instance) this Policy could frustrate the overall aim of 
achieving at least a balance of population and employment growth by 
restricting employment growth and making it dependant on transport 
investment decisions. Of particular concern is that in the MTS investment in 
transport infrastructure to meet the needs of the Opportunity areas and SILs 
is not set out. The Plan and the MTS should identify adequate transport 
investment to meet the employment growth projected in the Draft Plan. 

 
36. Policy 6.13 deals with car parking in Outer London. The WLP argued to the 

OLC that if  Outer London was to achieve greater employment growth parking 
policy for employment sites needed to recognise the lower availability of 
public transport in Outer London and the competition from areas outside 
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London with more relaxed car parking standards. The policy in 613Ed offers 
flexibility which is welcome but it is not clear if all or only one of more of the 
‘tests’ needs to be met before standards can be relaxed by boroughs. If all do 
then most outer London sites would not meet the first which is that there 
should be “a regeneration need”. If this is the case then this Policy does not 
meet the need identified by WLP in its evidence to the OLC and should be 
amended to delete the reference to regeneration. In essence we would argue 
that the policy needs to allow greater discretion to boroughs to decide and 
evidence the need for a relaxation of standards on the basis of an 
employment need and meeting the objectives for Outer London of a higher 
rate of employment growth.  

 
37. Para 6.38 in this part of the Plan says that Local Authorities adjoining other 

regions “must also liaise with the relevant authorities to ensure a consistent 
approach to the level of parking provision”. How can they “ensure” such an 
outcome? This wording should be amended. 

 
Implementation, Monitoring and Review 

 
38. The commitment of the Mayor in Policy 8.1 to taking a positive approach to 

development is welcome. The commitment in Policy 8.4 to produce an 
Implementation Plan is important but given that the indication of the content 
includes actions by stakeholders as well as the Mayor the Policy should 
contain the Mayor’s commitment to work with boroughs and other 
stakeholders to develop it. A timescale for its development would be helpful 
and indeed it’s unfortunate that a draft is not available at the same time as the 
Plan as that would enable a much better assessment of the risk and realism 
of the policies in the London Plan achieving the Plan’s Objectives.  This may 
be because the London Plan team is insufficiently resourced to undertake this 
work but this in itself would then raise questions about the future execution of 
the intentions in the Plan.  

 
39. In the section on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) -  
 

• KPI 7 – measures a growth in the employment rate but it’s not clear if this 
is a realistic prospect if employment growth and population growth rates 
are in as forecast in the Plan as achieving the KPI would need 
employment to grow at faster rate than population  

• KPI 15 Suggest that traffic growth in Outer London will be at least 5%  
• Given that employment growth in Outer London is a key ambition of the 

OLC and the Plan there should be a KPI to measure this. 
• P208 No indication of the resourcing for the indicative actions – for instant 

“Develop a sub-regional approach to planning for social infrastructure” 
 
40. In the indicative actions - 
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• The actions don’t seem to pick up on some of the Outer London ones in 
the Plan text and Policies –for instance on taking SOLDCs forward  

• The action on inter-regional working does not include the boroughs/sub-
regions 

• There is no action on setting up with sub-regions the monitoring and 
management arrangements 

 
WLP - 12th January 2010  


