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Agenda Iltem 5

London Plan update - note for Development Control Committee
18/03/2020

The report to Development Control Committee dated 28" January 2020
provided an update on the draft new London Plan®. At this time, the Mayor
was awaiting a response from the Secretary of State (SoS), including any
directed changes; and the draft new London Plan had not yet been
considered by the London Assembly.

The London Assembly subsequently considered the plan at their plenary
meeting on 6 February 2020, and did not exercise their power to veto the draft
plan.

The SoS wrote to the Mayor on 13 March 20202 (following the deadline for
papers for DCC) and set out a number of directed changes®. The Mayor
cannot publish the London Plan until these changes have been incorporated;
the SoS has indicated that he may consider alternative changes to policy to
address his concerns, but it is unlikely that any alternatives would be
substantially different to those proposed by the SoS. The Mayor could also
decide not to publish the London Plan at all.

Mayoral purdah would have prevented the Mayor from publishing the draft
new London Plan until early May at the earliest, but the postponement of the
Mayoral election potentially means that adoption could be earlier. However,
given the potential for further discussions between the Mayor and SoS on final
wording, and possible resourcing issues due to Covid-19, it is considered very
unlikely that the London Plan will be adopted before May 2020 anyway.

Headline implications of directed changes

The key headline from the SoS directed changes is that there are no further
changes to Bromley’s proposed new housing target as set out in the ‘Intend to
Publish’ version of the London Plan. This means that Bromley’s housing
target will be 774 homes per annum upon adoption of the London Plan.

There are changes to Green Belt policy, in order to bring the London Plan into
alignment with national planning policy; the draft new London Plan had
originally proposed a more restrictive approach which would not have allowed
proposals in the Green Belt, even where very special circumstances where
identified.

The SoS has also directed changes to maximum parking standards, although
the resultant changes would still result in lower maximum standards then
those set out in the Local Plan.

! Intend to publish version of the new London Plan with track changes available here:
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/intend to publish - tracked.pdf
“https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_dat
alfile/872456/Letter to the Mayor of London.pdf
3https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment _dat
alfile/872472/Letter to the Mayor of London Annex.pdf
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Next steps

When adopted, the new Draft London Plan will replace the current London
Plan (2016) and will form part of Bromley’s Development Plan. It will therefore
be used for decision making on planning applications alongside the Local
Plan (2019) and the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan.

The new London Plan will also influence any new planning policy documents
produced by Bromley (such as a revised Local Plan) as these are required to
be “in general conformity” with it.

Once adopted, a detailed assessment of the London Plan, particularly the
implications for policies in the Bromley Local Plan and for planning decisions,
will be brought to a future meeting of Development Control Committee for
consideration.
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\ Rt Hon Robert Jenrick
AT Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
. . . Government
Ministry of Housing,
e Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local
Communltles & Government
Local Government Py Bulding
London
SW1P 4DF
Sadiq Khan
q Tel: 0303 444 3450
Mayor of London Email: robert.jenrick@communities.gov.uk
City Hall
The Queens Walk www.gov.uk/mhclg

London SE1 2AA.

13 March 2020
Dear Sadiq,

Thank you for sending me your Intention to Publish version of the London Plan (the Plan).

Every part of the country must take responsibility to build the homes their communities need. We must
build more, better and greener homes through encouraging well-planned development in urban areas;
preventing unnecessary urban sprawl so that we can protect the countryside for future generations.
This means densifying, taking advantage of opportunities around existing infrastructure and making
best use of brownfield and underutilised land.

Housing delivery in London under your mayoralty has been deeply disappointing, over the last three
years housing delivery has averaged just 37,000 a year; falling short of the existing Plan target and well
below your assessment of housing need. Over the same period, other Mayors such as in the West
Midlands have gripped their local need for housing and recognised the opportunities this brings, leading
significant increases in the delivery of homes.

Since you became Mayor, the price of an average new build home in London has increased by around
£45,000, reaching £515,000 in 2018, 14 times average earnings. Clearly, the housing delivery shortfall
you have overseen has led to worsening affordability for Londoners; and things are not improving, with
housing starts falling a further 28 per cent last year compared to the previous.

Critical strategic sites have stalled, epitomised by your Development Corporation in Old Oak and Park
Royal being forced to turn away £250 million of Government funding because of your inability to work
successfully with the main landowner. You also turned away £1 billion of investment we offered to
deliver Affordable Homes, because of the support and oversight that would accompany this. You have
put a series of onerous conditions on estate regeneration schemes for them to be eligible for grant-
funding, such as the requirement for residents’ ballots. In attaching such conditions, you are
jeopardising housing delivery and this approach will make it significantly more difficult to deliver the
Plan’s targets and homes needed.

Following the Planning Inspectorate’s investigation of your Plan, they only deem your Plan credible to
deliver 52,000 homes a year. This is significantly below your own identified need of around 66,000
homes and well below what most commentators think is the real need of London. As | have set out,
the shortfall between housing need in London and the homes your Plan delivers has significant
consequences for Londoners.

Leaving tens of thousands of homes a year needed but unplanned for will exacerbate the affordability
challenges within and around the capital; making renting more expensive and setting back the
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aspirations of Londoners to get on the housing ladder, make tackling homelessness and rough sleeping
more challenging and harm the economic success of London.

Everyone should have the chance to save for and buy their own home so they can have a stake in
society. In the short run this requires a proactive stance in building homes for ownership, including
Shared Ownership and First Homes, and in parallel delivering a consistently high level of housing supply
of all tenures. You should also be looking to deliver homes which people of different ages, backgrounds
and situations in life can live in. Your Plan tilts away from this, towards one-bed flats at the expense of
all else, driving people out of our capital when they want to have a family.

Your Plan added layers of complexity that will make development more difficult unnecessarily; with
policies on things as small as bed linen. Prescription to this degree makes the planning process more
cumbersome and difficult to navigate; in turn meaning less developments come forward and those that
do progress slowly. One may have sympathy with some of individual policies in your Plan, but in
aggregate this approach is inconsistent with the pro-development stance we should be taking and
ultimately only serves to make Londoners worse off.

This challenging environment is exacerbated by your empty threats of rent controls, which by law you
cannot introduce without Government consent. As we all know, evidence from around the world shows
that rent controls lead to landlords leaving the market, poorer quality housing and soaring rents for
anyone not covered by the controls.

| had expected you to set the framework for a step change in housing delivery, paving the way for
further increases given the next London Plan will need to assess housing need by using the Local
Housing Need methodology. This has not materialised, as you have not taken the tough choices
necessary to bring enough land into the system to build the homes needed.

Having considered your Plan at length my conclusion is that the necessary decisions to bring more land
into the planning system have not been taken, the added complexity will reduce appetite for
development further and slow down the system, and throughout the Plan you have directly contradicted
national policy. As you know, by law you must have regard to the need for your strategies to be
consistent with national policies.

For these reasons | am left with no choice but to exercise my powers to direct changes.

Your Plan must be brought to the minimum level | would expect to deliver the homes to start serving
Londoners in the way they deserve. However, this must be the baseline and given this, | ask that you
start considering the next London Plan immediately and how this will meet the higher level and broader
housing needs of London.

Directions

Due to the number of the inconsistencies with national policy and missed opportunities to increase
housing delivery, | am exercising my powers under section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act
1999 to direct that you cannot publish the London Plan until you have incorporated the Directions | have
set out at Annex 1. Should you consider alternative changes to policy to address my concerns, | am
also content to consider these.

In addition to the attached Directions, | am taking this opportunity to highlight some of the specific
areas where | think your Plan has fallen short of best serving Londoners.

Ambition: It is important that both Government and you as Mayor are seen to be leaders in supporting
ambitious approaches to planning and development; and | am concerned that your Plan actively
discourages ambitious boroughs. | am therefore Directing you to work constructively with ambitious
London Boroughs and my Department to encourage and support the delivery of boroughs which strive
to deliver more housing.
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Small sites policy: The lack of credibility the Panel of Inspectors were able to attribute to your small
sites policies resulted in a drop in the Plan’s housing requirement of 12,713 homes per year. This was
due to a combination of unattractive policies, such as ‘garden grabbing’ by opening up residential
gardens for development, and unrealistic assumptions about the contribution of policies to the small
sites target. | hope that where your small sites policies are appropriate, you are doing all you can to
ensure sites are brought forward.

Industrial land: Planning clearly requires a judgement to be made about how to use land most
efficiently, enabling sufficient provision for housing, employment and amenity. The Inspectors
considered your industrial land policies to be unrealistic; taking an over-restrictive stance to hinder
Boroughs’ abilities to choose more optimal uses for industrial sites where housing is in high demand. |
am directing you to take a more proportionate stance - removing the ‘no net loss’ requirement on
existing industrial land sites whilst ensuring Boroughs bring new industrial land into the supply.

The mix of housing: Such a significant reduction in the overall housing requirement makes the need
for the provision of an appropriate dwelling mix across London more acute. | am concerned that your
Plan will be to the detriment of family sized dwellings which are and will continue to be needed across
London. This is not just in relation to their provision but also their loss, particularly where family sized
dwellings are subdivided into flats or redeveloped entirely. | am therefore Directing you to ensure this
is a consideration of London Boroughs when preparing policies and taking decisions in relation to
dwelling mix.

Optimising density: It is important that development is brought forward to maximise site capacity, in
the spirit of and to compliment the surrounding area, not to its detriment. Sites cannot be looked at in
isolation and Londoners need to be given the confidence that high density developments will be
directed to the most appropriate sites; maximising density within this framework. Examples of this are
gentle density around high streets and town centres, and higher density in clusters which have
already taken this approach. | am therefore Directing you to ensure that such developments are
consented in areas that are able to accommodate them.

Aviation: As you are aware, the Court of Appeal recently handed down judgment in the judicial review
claims relating to the Airports National Policy Statement. The government is carefully considering the
complex judgment and so does not consider it appropriate to make any direction in relation to Policy
T8 Aviation at the present time. This is without prejudice to my power to make a direction under
section 337 at any time before publication of the spatial development strategy, including in relation to
Policy T8 Aviation.

Next steps: | look forward to receiving a revised version of your Intention to Publish Plan, containing
the modifications necessary to conform with these Directions, for approval in accordance with section
337(8) of the Greater London Authority Act 1999.

Future Housing Delivery in London

I would like you to commit to maximising delivery in London, including through taking proactive steps
to surpass the housing requirement in your Plan. This must include:

e Supporting ambitious boroughs to go beyond your Plan targets to bring them closer to
delivering housing demand;

¢ A programme of work, with my Department, to kick-start stalled strategic sites; including
bringing forward later-stage strategic land from your Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment. If you are unable to persuade me that you can deliver the most significant sites,
such as Old Oak Common, | will consider all options for ensuring delivery;

o Collaborating with public agencies to identify new sources of housing supply, including
developing a more active role for Homes England;

e Actively encouraging appropriate density, including optimising new capacity above and around
stations; and,

Page 5



e Producing and delivering a new strategy with authorities in the wider South East to offset unmet
housing need in a joined-up way.

The priority must be delivering the housing that Londoners need. | think the above steps will move us
closer towards this and hope that you will build on these. However, | must be clear that without
reassurances that you will raise your housing ambitions for the capital, | am prepared to consider all
options, including new legislation if necessary.

Finally, | want to see you set a new standard for transparency and accountability for delivery at the
local level. To achieve this | want you to commit to work with my Department and to provide: the
fullest account of how the housing market and planning system is performing in London, where there
are blockages and what is needed to unblock these, and what tools or actions can be undertaken to
further increase housing delivery.

To meet this | expect:
e Regular meetings between you and |, and my ministers, to be supplemented by regular
meetings between our respective officials.
o Quarterly, systematic reporting of progress on housing delivery across all tenures, devolved
programmes and your planning pipeline across London. This should reflect what we have in
place to track Homes England’s approach to reporting.

The position | have taken and requirements | have outlined, are focused on ensuring the homes that
Londoners need are planned for and delivered. Housing in our capital is simply too important for the
underachievement and drift displayed under you Mayoralty, and now in your Plan, to continue.

| look forward to your reply detailing these commitments and to receiving your modified London Plan.

&MJMQL
-

THE RT HON ROBERT JENRICK MP

Page 6



Intention to Publish London Plan

Modification to Remedy National Policy Inconsistency

) abed

Direction Policy New text is shown as bold red and deleted text as red-strikethrough Statement of Reasons
London has a strong need for family homes, as
set out in the SHMA, the modification set out in
the direction is to address this need and help
provide the homes needed — which otherwise
will force families to move outside of London to
find suitable housing and put further pressure
Modify H10.9 as follows: on the areas surrounding the capital.
DR1 Policy H10 9) the need for additional family housing and the role of one and two bed units in freeing up The 2012 [\IPPF‘pa}ragraph 50 states that plar!s
C . . should deliver a ‘wide choice of quality homes
existing family housing ‘ , )
and ‘plan for a mix of housing based on current
and future demographic trends, market trends
and the needs of different groups in the
community (such as, but not limited to, families
with children,...)”. The modification to policy
H10.9 will bring the London Plan back into
conformity with National Policy by being more
explicit about meeting the needs of this group.
Modify D3 as follows:
A The design of the development must optimise site capacity. Optimising site capacity means
ensuring that development takes the most appropriate form for the site. Higher density
developments should be promoted in areas that are well connected to jobs, services,
infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking and cycling.
B Where there are existing clusters of high density buildings, expansion of the clusters should
be posm_vely considered by Boroughs. This could also include expanding Opportunity Area The 2012 NPPF sets out that policies “should
boundaries where appropriate. -
concentrate on guiding the overall scale,
D Gentle densification should be actively encouraged by Boroughs in low- and mid- density densﬂy, massing, height, landscape, layout, "
: . : o . . materials and access of new development...
locations to achieve a change in densities in the most appropriate way. This should be (Paragraph 59)
interpreted in the context of Policy H2. grap
Policy D3 DB-A-All development must make the best use of land by following a design led approach that optimises T.he pqllcy as setoutin the ItP Londor_1 Plan
: . : : . . : : : ) gives little guidance as to the most suitable
DR2 the capacity of sites, including site allocations. The design-led approach requires consideration of

(and supporting text paragraph 3.3.1)

design options to determine the most appropriate form of development that responds to a site’s context
and capacity for growth, and existing and planned supporting infrastructure capacity (as set out in
Policy D2 Infrastructure requirements for sustainable densities), and that best delivers the requirements
set out in Part B.

E B Development proposals should:

3.3.1 For London to accommodate the growth identified in this Plan in an inclusive and responsible way
every new development needs to make the most eff|C|ent use of Iand Iheele&gne#theelevelepmem

The optimum capacity for a site does not mean the maximum capaC|ty it may be that a Iower denS|ty

development — such as Gypsy-and-Fraveller gypsy and traveller pitches — is the optimum
development for the site.

locations for higher density development —
which could lead to inappropriate development
or not maximising the potential of sites capable
of delivering high density development. By not
maximising the density of a site to reach its
potential the Plan risks not delivering the homes
and employment space that is needed.




Policy H2

Delete 4.2.12 and 4.2.13 in their entirety

The ItP London Plan undermines national
approach and will lead to confusion for
applicants and decision makers. The Inspectors’
report recommended the deletion of these
paragraphs.

Approach is inconsistent with Written Ministerial

q abed

DR3 (and supporting text paragraphs 4.2.1 to
4.2.14) Statement (HCWS50) made by Minister of State
for Housing and Planning Brandon Lewis on
28th November 2014 which sets out that
affordable housing and tariff style contributions
should not be sought on developments of 10
units or less.
Modify E4 as follows At paragraph 421 of the Inspectors’ Report, the
Panel concluded that “the approach to meeting
C The retention, enhancement and provision of additional industrial capacity across the three those needs set out in E4 to E7 is aspirational
categories of mdustnal land set out in Part B should be planned, monltored and managed —hawng but may not be realistic” and this appears to be
, : inconsistent with paragraph 7 of the NPPF 2012
which requires “that sufficient land of the right
W . Any release of type is available in the right places and at the
Policy E4 |ndustr|al land in order to manage issues of Iong -term vacancy and to achleve wider planning right time to support growth and innovation”.
objectives, including the delivery of strategic infrastructure, should be facilitated through the processes
Policy E5 of industrial intensification, co-location and substitution set out in Policy E7 Industrial intensification, co- | This addition would make it easier for London
location and substitution and supported by Policy E5 Strategic Industrial Land. Boroughs to identify a supply of industrial land
DR4 | Policy E7 to meet demand, or to replace other land that
can subsequently be released for housing
Modify supporting text paragraph 6.4.5 as follows development. It also removes a target that was
deemed ‘may not be realistic’ and therefore
Policy SD1 6.4.5 Based upon this evidence, this Plan addresses the need to-retain provide sufficient industrial, meets the ‘effective’ test of soundness.

And relevant supporting text paragraphs

Ioglstlcs and related capaC|ty through its poI|C|es by—seelang—a&argeneFame}emle—naeveFaLLnet—less

Delete supporting text paragraphs 6.4.6 through 6.4.11

Delete Table 6.2
Delete Figure 6.1
Add new supporting text paragraph 6.4.6

6.4.6 Where possible, all Boroughs should seek to deliver intensified floorspace capacity in
either existing and/or new appropriate locations supported by appropriate evidence.

Add new supporting text 6.4.7

6.4.7 All boroughs in the Central Services Area should recognise the need to provide essential
services to the CAZ and Northern Isle of Dogs and in particular sustainable ‘last mile’
distribution/logistics, ‘just-in-time’ servicing (such as food service activities, printing,
administrative and support services, office supplies, repair and maintenance), waste

Relevant paragraphs in the 2012 NPPF are
noted below;

Paragraphs 7 and 17 on ‘by ensuring that
sufficient land of the right type is available in the
right places and at the right time to support
growth and innovation’ ‘sufficient land which is
suitable for development in their area, taking
account of the needs of the residential and
business communities.’

Paragraph 156 states that strategic policies
should deliver the homes and jobs needed in
the area and the provision of commercial
development.

Paragraph 161 states that the authority must
assess ‘the existing and future supply of land
available for economic development and its
sufficiency and suitability to meet the identified
needs.’




6 abed

management and recycling, and land to support transport functions. This should be taken into
account when assessing whether substitution is appropriate.

Add new supporting text 6.4.8

6.4.8 Where industrial land vacancy rates are currently well above the London average,
Boroughs are encouraged to assess whether the release of industrial land for alternative uses
IS more appropriate if demand cannot support industrial uses in these locations. Where

possible, a substitution approach to alternative locations with higher demand for industrial
uses is encouraged.

Modify E5 as follows

B  Boroughs, in their Development Plans, should:

4) Strategically coordinate Development Plans to identify opportunities to substitute Strategic
Industrial Land where evidence that alternative, more suitable, locations exist. This release
must be carried out through a planning framework or Development Plan Document review
process and adopted as policy in a Development Plan or as part of a coordinated
masterplanning process in collaboration with the GLA and relevant borough. All Boroughs are
encouraged to evaluate viable opportunities to provide additional industrial land in new
locations to support this process. This policy should be applied in the context of Policy E7.

1) the industrial and related activities on-site and in surrounding parts of the SIL, LSIS or Non-
Designated Industrial Site are not compromised in terms of their continued efficient function,
access, service arrangements and days/hours of operation noting that many businesses have 7-
day/24-hour access and operational requirements

2) the intensified industrial, storage and distribution uses are completed in advance of any
residential component being occupied

3) appropriate design mitigation is provided in any residential element to ensure compliance with 1
and 2 above with particular consideration given to:

safety and security

the layout, orientation, access, servicing and delivery arrangements of the uses in order

to minimise conflict

design quality, public realm, visual impact and amenity for residents

agent of change principles

vibration and noise

air quality, including dust, odour and emissions and potential contamination.

oo

~ 000
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Modify 6.7.2

function;tThere may be scope for selected parts of SILs or LSISs to be consolidated or approprrately
substrtuted Thrs should be done through a carefuIIy co- ordrnated pIan -led approach eeooordones
on} to deliver an
mtensrfrcatron of industrial and related uses in the consolrdated SIL or LSIS and facilitate the release of
some land for a mix of uses including residential. Local Plan policies’ maps and/or OAPFs and
masterplans should indicate clearly:

I.  the area to be retained and intensified as SIL or LSIS (and to provide future capacity for the uses
set out in Policy E5 Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL) and Policy E6 Locally Significant
Industrial Sites) and

ii. the areato be released from SIL or LSIS (see illustrative examples in Figure 6.3). Masterplans
should cover the whole of the SIL or LSIS, and should be informed by the operational
requirements of existing and potential future businesses.

outin Part A of Paliev E4 d for in

Modify supporting text paragraphs for policy SD1 as follows

2.1.16 Southwark is preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) which will set out how the BLE will enable
significant residential and employment growth. The Old Kent Road OA contains the last remaining
significant areas of Strategic Industrial Locations that lie in close proximity to the CAZ and the only SILs
within Southwark. The AAP should plan-ferne-netloss-ofindustrial floerspace-capacity-and set out how
industrial land can be intensified and provide space for businesses that need to relocate from any SIL
identified for release. Areas that are released from SIL should seek to co-locate housing with industrial
uses, or a wider range of commercial uses within designated town centres. Workspace for the existing
creative industries should also be protected and supported.

2.1.33 The Planning Framework should quantify the full development potential of the area as a result of
Crossrall 2. It should ensure that industrial, logistics and commercial uses continue to form part of the
overall mix of uses in the area;with-ne-hretloss-ofindustrial floorspace-capaeity; and that opportunities
for intensification of industrial land and co-location of industrial and residential uses are fully explored.
Tottenham and Walthamstow contain clusters of creative industries which should be protected and
supported. The Planning Framework should also protect and improve sustainable access to the Lee
Valley Regional Park and reservoirs, and ensure links through to Hackney Wick and the Lower Lea
Valley. Planning frameworks should include an assessment of any effects on the Epping Forest Special
Area of Conservation and appropriate mitigation strategies.

2.1.53 Housing Zone status and investment by Peabody in estate renewal in the area will improve the
guality of the environment and bring new housing opportunities. To deliver wider regeneration benefits
to Thamesmead, other interventions to support the growth of the Opportunity Area are needed. These
include: the redevelopment and intensification of employment sites to enable a range of new activities
and workspaces to be created in parallel with new housing development; a review of open space
provision in the area to create better quality, publicly accessible open spaces; the creation of a new
local centre around Abbey Wood station, the revitalisation of Thamesmead town centre and Plumstead

High Street; and improved local transit connections. The-Planning-Framework-should-ensure-that there
is no netloss of industrial floorspace capacity.

2.1.56 Industrral and Ioglstlcs uses WI|| continue to play a srgnlflcant roIe in the area. ihe—Plannrng

recognrsed as havrng potential as a future District centre.




Policy G2

Modify Policy G2 as follows:

A. The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development:
1. development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused except where
very special circumstances exist;

Policy G2 as set out in the ItP London Plan is
not consistent with national policy and will lead
to confusion for applicants, communities and
decision makers. The policy as it stands is
inconsistent with the 2012 NPPF (paras 79 —
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DRS (and supporting paragraphs 8.2.1 and 2. subject to national planning policy tests, the enhancement of the Green Belt to 2513;;?”?;'&* of reference to exceptional
8.2.2) provide appropriate multi-functional beneficial uses for Londoners should be supported. '
B. Exceptional circumstances are required to justify either the extension or de-designation This inconsistency was noted in the Inspectors’
of the Green Belt through the preparatlon or review of a Iocal plan lhee*ten&enet—the Report and their recommendation PR36 wil
’ ' resolve these inconsistencies.
Modify Policy G3 as follows:
A. Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) is afforded the same status and level of protection as Green
Belt:
1 A ed- MOL should be
protected from mappropnate development in accordance with national planning policy
tests that apply to the Green Belt.
2) boroughs should work with partners to enhance the quality and range of uses of MOL.
B. The extension of MOL designations should be supported where appropriate. Boroughs should , -
designate MOL by establishing that the land meets at least one of the following criteria: g/lr?)}t/tci)briﬁ Ounse)fo;‘ Ser?IeonssBieslt ndoifenezz?s?enn? with
Policy G3 : . . . . the NPPF and is likely to lead to confusion for
1) it contributes to the physical structure of London by being clearly distinguishable from the aoplicants. communities and decision makers
DR6 (and supporting text paragraphs 8.3.1 built-up area PP ' '
through 8.3.4) 2) itincludes open air facilities, especially for leisure, recreation, sport, the arts and cultural The Inspectors’ report recommends that the
activities, which serve either the whole or significant parts of London e : . . )
3) it contains features or landscapes (historic, recreational, biodiverse) of either national or policy IS made consistent with National Policy as
) set out in paragraphs 79-92 of the 2012 NPPF.
metropolitan value paragrap
4) it forms part of a strategic corridor, node or a link in the network of green infrastructure
and meets one of the above criteria.
C. Any alterations to the boundary of MOL should be undertaken through the Local Plan process, in
consultation with the Mayor and adjoining boroughs. MOL boundaries should only be changed in
exceptlonal cwcumstances when thls is fuIIy eV|denced and jUStIfIGd%HSHHHg%h&%Fh&G}H&H{Hm
Delete Policy B in its entirety. The policy is inconsistent with national policy set
out in the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites
Modify Policies C and D as follows: (PPTS) (August 2015). The policy gives a wider
C. Boroughs that have not undertaken a needs assessment since 2008 should use the figure of need | definition of “gypsies and travellers” compared
Policy H14 for Gypsy-and-Traveller gypsy and traveller accommodation provided in Table 4.4 as identified | to that in Annex 1 of the PPTS including those
DR7 need for pitches until a needs assessment;-using-the-definition-set-out-above; is undertaken as part | who have permanently settled.

(and supporting text paragraphs 4.14.1
through 4.14.13)

of their Development Plan review process.

D. Boroughs that have undertaken a needs assessment since 2008 should update this based-en-the
definition-set-eut-above as part of their Development Plan review process

Delete supporting text paragraphs 4.14.1. 4.14.2, 4.14.3, 4.14.4, 4.14.7

The panel of Inspectors examining the plan
concluded that the Mayor failed to demonstrate
that London was so distinctly different to
elsewhere in the country to justify a departure
from national policy.




In Policies A, E and G and supporting text paragraphs 4.14.5, 4.14.6, 4.14.8, 4.14.9, 4.14.11 and
4.14.12:

Replace the terms ‘Gypsy and Traveller’ and ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ respectively with the phrases
gypsy and traveller and gypsies and travellers in line with PPTS.

The panel highlighted that a different definition
would create anomalies with individuals defined
differently for planning purposes on whether
they are assessed by a district outside London
or one of the boroughs. This could also impact
on proposals for joint working as set out in the
PPTS.

The Housing and Planning Act 2016 replaced
the duty to assess the needs of gypsy and
travellers, with a duty on local housing
authorities to consider the needs of people
residing in or resorting to their District with
respect to the provision of sites on which
caravans are stationed. Therefore, the needs of
those outside the PPTS definition must be
considered as part of this assessment.

A Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) of 22
July 2015 set out that those travellers who do
not fall within the definition set out in the PPTS
should have their accommodation needs
addressed under the provisions of the National
Planning Policy Framework.

As a consequence of directing the Mayor to
accept the Inspector’'s recommendations and to
delete Part B of the Policy we are also seeking
a direction to the proposed Policy H14(C) and
(D) as the wording requires authorities to
undertake a needs assessment in accordance
with the proposed definition in Part (B) of the
Policy. We are also ensuring that references to
gypsies and travellers are consistent in line with
PPTS.

Introducing the Plan

Modify 0.0.21:

“The Plan provides an approprlate spatlal strategy that plans for London S grovvth in a sustainable way
te. The housing

The text as set out in the ItP London plan will
potentially discourage London Boroughs that
may be able to exceed their housing target. The
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DR8 approach is not consistent with the 2012 NPPF
targets set out for each London Borough are the basis for planning for housmg in London. Therefore,
A New Plan paras 46, 153, 156 and 159. due to the Plan
boroughs do not need to revisit these figures as part of their local plan development, unless they have : ) ,
. . : . . . planning for significantly below London’s
additional evidence that suggests they can achieve delivery of housing above these figures .
: ST : ) . . : . " housing need.
whilst remaining in line with the strategic policies established in this plan.
The parking standards as set out in the ItP
Delete Table 10.3 Maximum Parking Standards and replace with the table below: London Plan are inconsistent with national
policy. The 2016 Minor Alterations to the
Location Maximum Parking Number of Beds London Plan introduced Parking Standards for
DR9 Table 10.3 Provision* residential policy to meet the requirements as

Central Activities Zone
Inner London Opportunity
Areas Metropolitan and
Major Town Centres

Car free~ N/A

per the Written Ministerial Statement of 25
March 2015 that ‘clear and compelling
justification’ is required when introducing
parking standards. The Mayor has not




All areas of PTAL5-6
Inner London PTAL 4
Inner London PTAL 3 Up to 0.25 spaces per
. N/A
dwelling
Inner London PTAL 2 Up to 0.5 spaces per
Outer London dwelling N/A
Opportunity Areas
Inner London PTALO -1 Up to 0.75 spaces per
. N/A
dwelling
Outer London PTAL 2-4 Up to 0.75 space per 12
dwelling
Outer London PTAL 2-4 Up to 1 space per 3+
dwelling
Outer London PTALO -1 Up to 1.5 spaces per 1-2
dwelling
Outer London PTALO -1 Up to 1.5 spaces per 3+
dwelling ~

* Where Development Plans specify lower local
maximum standards for general or operational
parking, these should be followed.

~ With the exception of disabled persons parking, see
Part G Policy T6.1 Residential Parking

A Boroughs should consider higher levels of provision
where this would support additional family housing.

submitted clear and compelling evidence that
the policy from the 2016 MALP should be
changed so provision has been made to allow
Boroughs to support higher levels of provision
where this meets identified housing needs, the
approach to lower PTAL Outer London areas
has been made more flexible and parking
requirements for family housing in Outer London
have been differentiated.

Reducing parking spaces for homes risks
residents being forced to park on street and
causing congestion to London’s road network
and adversely impacting on the cyclability of
roads in outer London. It also fails to reflect the
need future housing will have to provide electric
charging points to meet the Government target
of only electric vehicles being available from
2035.
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Policy T6.3 Retail parking

Modify T6.3 as follows:

A. The maximum parking standards set out in Table 10.5 should be applied to new retail
development, unless alternative standards have been implemented in a Borough Plan
through the application of Policy G below. New retail development should avoid being car-
dependent and should follow a town centre first approach, as set out in Policy SD7 Town
centres: development principles and Development Plan Documents.

G. Boroughs should consider alternative standards where there is clear that evidence that
the standards in Table 10.5 would result in:
a. A diversion of demand from town centres to out of town centres, undermining the
town centres first approach.
b. A significant reduction in the viability of mixes-use redevelopment proposals in
town centre.

Paragraph 39 of the 2012 NPPF is clear that in
setting local parking standards for non-
residential development, policies should take
into account:

(a) the accessibility of the development;

(b) the type, mix and use of development;

(c) the availability of and opportunities for public
transport;

(d) local car ownership levels; and

(e) an overall need to reduce the use of high-
emission vehicles

As was raised in a number of representations,
local car ownership rates and accessibility in a
number of town centre locations would see the
result of Table 10.5’s implementation divert
traffic to out-of-town locations and increase the
length of trips. It was also raised that in relation
to the type use and mix of development that the
policies could reduce the viability of mixed-use
redevelopment. As a result the proposed
Direction will allow Boroughs to diverge from the
Mayor’s standards in Table 10.5 where these
potential negative impacts can be evidenced.
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Policy H1

Supporting text paragraph 4.1.11

Delete 4.1.11 in its entirety

The Plan’s text undermines the national HDT
approach and is likely to lead to confusion for
applicants, communities and decision makers. It
does not provide an effective framework for
Boroughs, in line with paragraph 182 of the
NPPF.

The Housing Delivery Test is a key Government
policy to help drive the delivery of new homes.
The ItP London Plan in its current state is not
consistent with the Housing Delivery Test
Rulebook or the 2019 NPPF which first
introduced the Housing Delivery Test.

T abed
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