
 1 

Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum Planning Group response 
on New London Plan 2017: March 2018:  
 
Introduction 

1. Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum Planning Group (DF) is a 
user led group of disabled residents and older disabled residents. 

 
2. We work on behalf of the 20,403 (27.05%) households with at least 

one person with a disability or limiting long term illness.  Source:  2001 
census.  www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov (KS21) updated 9 
November 2004.  

 
3. 2011 census included 22,958 (12.6%) people in Hammersmith and 

Fulham who self reported that their day to day activities were limited 
due to long term illness or disability.  

 
4. Whether we look at statistics on households or individuals with a long 

term illness or disability they include people with a physical impairment, 
older disabled people, deaf or hard of hearing people, blind and 
visually impaired people, people with a learning difficulty or mental 
health problems as well as people living with long term illness. Please 
note that disabled people or people with a long term illness are 
represented in all equality groups as defined by Equality Act 2010. In 
this response we refer to these people as disabled people or disabled 
visitors as appropriate.  

 
5. Disabled people like everyone else aspire to  

• Accessible and inclusive housing they can afford to rent or buy 

• Employment opportunities that pay more than being on benefit 

• Education and training opportunities 

• Take part in community activities 

• Use accessible and inclusive transport and pedestrian environment 
 being supported by accessible and inclusive housing, health and social 
 care services that meet their needs. 
 

6. The Disability Forum Planning Group meets during the first week every 
month to discuss planning and development issues. Every month a 
volunteer comments on about 25/30 relevant planning applications 
validated in the previous month.  The Group selects 4/5 planning 
applications to review with the relevant case officer on the third 
Wednesday every month. After each meeting we send formal written 
advice to the case officer. Our response is based on scanning nearly 
5,000 applications, commenting on 280 applications and reviewing in 
detail 48 to 50 applications every year; experience of responding to 
previous LDF and housing consultations as well as the London Plan 
and various Examinations in Public.   

 
7. We act as a local Access Group for planning and development in 

Hammersmith and Fulham.  
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General Comments 
 

8. It is difficult to understand which London Plan 2011 policies have been 
retained or amended and which policies deleted from the New London 
Plan 2017. Some boroughs already have recent Local Plans developed 
in line with the London Plan 2011. Hammersmith and Fulham Council 
published their Local Plan 2018 and Planning Guidance SPD 2018 on 
28 February 2018.  We need to know which London Plan policies have 
changed in the New London Plan 2017. 

 
9. We strongly recommend that The New London Plan has an Appendix 

to document which of the London Plan policies are  

• retained or amended in the New London Plan 

• deleted from the New London Plan 
 
 There is much to commend in this New London Plan. However, the 
 main weakness from the perspective of disabled Londoners is that not 
 all policies embed inclusive design and inclusive environments.  
 
Specific Comments  

10. Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities.  
 This very important GG1 policy does not specify who is responsible for 
 delivering this policy. What measurable outcomes will monitor how 
 those (who exactly?) involved in planning and development deliver on 
 GG1 A to GG1 F? 
 

11. We are disappointed that the New London Plan does not follow through 
Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities in subsequent 
Policies (with the exception of D3 Inclusive Design) otherwise 
developers and boroughs are likely to over look the specific needs of 
disabled Londoners and breach the Equality Act 2010.  

 
12. We will review a sample of Policies to illustrate this point. We strongly 

recommend the GLA reviews every Policy as assurance that the New 
London Plan can deliver inclusive development and environments that 
meet the specific needs of disabled Londoners. The Integrated Impact 
Assessment is not designed to provide this detailed assurance. 

 
13. Policy GG4: delivering the homes Londoners need 

 We are disappointed that this New London Plan gives the impression 
 that what matters is the number of new dwellings at the expense of 
 quality homes for Londoners including disabled Londoners. There is no 
 link between para 1.4.2, Policy GG4: delivering the homes Londoners 
 need; Policy D3 Inclusive Design; Policy D4 Housing Quality and 
 Standards or Policy D5: Accessible Housing.  
 

14. We recommend amending Policy GG4: delivering the homes 
Londoners need. para  C: 
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 “create mixed and inclusive communities, with good quality, homes that 
 meet high standards of design for accessible housing (Policy D5) and 
 provide for identified needs, including for specialist housing.” 

 
 

15. Policy SD6: Town Centres 
 Para H: We welcome this policy and consider it to be a golden thread 
 that should be repeated throughout all New London Plan Policies by 
 changing the words as appropriate inside the square brackets below:  
 
 “The delivery of a barrier-free and inclusive [town centre environment] 
 that meets the needs of all Londoners, including disabled and older 
 Londoners and families with young children, should be provided”.  
 

16. If the New London Plan is not explicit about requiring barrier free and 
inclusive development throughout the Plan that meets the needs of all 
Londoners, including disabled and older Londoners and families with 
young children then the New London Plan will not achieve accessible 
and inclusive developments or environments that meet the Equality Act 
2010. 

 
 
 

17. Policy D1 London’s Form and Characteristics: We are disappointed 
that there is no cross reference to Policy D3 Inclusive Design.  

 
18. We are concerned about the implications of para 3.1.5 on designing 

out crime. We have received representations from disabled people that 
the current concerns on designing out crime and promotion of hostile 
vehicle mitigation measures are at the expense of disabled people 
being able to use buildings and the environment. We need assurance 
that the New London Plan does not promote solutions to design out 
crime at the expense of disabled Londoners by linking para 3.3.3. 
below with para 3.1.5. 
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19. Policy D2 Delivering good design. We welcome the fundamental 
principle underpinning this policy. However, it discriminates against 
disabled Londoners because the policy or paras 3.2.1 to 3.2.10 do not 
extend to delivering inclusive design or provide any cross reference to 
Policy D3 Inclusive Design. The new London Plan needs to ensure 
inclusive design is integrated and maintained throughout the 
development process.  The most efficient and cost effective way to 
achieve this is to secure the involvement of a specialist access 
consultant throughout the development process. 

20.  We have seen the benefits of this approach with recent developments 
in Hammersmith and Fulham. The BBC TVC development retained an 
access consultant who worked with both the Disability Forum Planning 
Group and the planning authority to achieve accessible and inclusive 
design for this development.   

21. The second example of using a specialist access consultant is on the 
current Hammersmith and Fulham Town Hall development. The 
planning authority is piloting co-production with a group of disabled 
residents and the design team (access consultant; architects; planning, 
landscape, transport, fire and heritage consultants as well as planning 
officers etc). The purpose of including a specialist access consultant is 
to embed accessible and inclusive design throughout the development 
process. The design team found it helpful to have input from the 
specialist access consultant that helped to speed up the pre-app 
design process.   

 
22. The council is now considering requiring developers to retain a 

specialist access consultant to embed inclusive design throughout the 
development process.  

 
23. We have seen developments that do not use a specialist access 

consultant but rely on general planning consultants etc. who do not 
always understand what they need to do to achieve inclusive design. 
We provide examples below. 

 
24. We recommend that the New London Plan has a policy of retaining a 

specialist access consultant on appropriate developments to achieve 
good quality inclusive design. This will help to achieve residential 
developments and public realm that works for all Londoners including 
disabled Londoners.  

 
25. Policy D3 Inclusive Design. We welcome this policy. We recommend  

the New London Plan ensures that developers, planning authorities 
and building control bodies embed Policy D3 Inclusive Design properly 
throughout the development process and not make basic errors that 
should have been avoided. We need everyone to follow consistently 
specific principles and policies underpinning Policy D3 to achieve 
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inclusive developments and environments. Who has the authority to 
monitor this to ensure inclusive design is achieved?  

 
26. Policy D8: Tall Buildings. We consider that this policy should be 

much more explicit on ensuring safety of disabled people unable to use 
stairs in an emergency such as the Grenfell fire with cross references 
to Policy D3 Inclusive Design and D11 Fire Safety.   

 
27. Policy D13: Noise. This policy seems to be more about reducing 

ambient noise likely to annoy neighbours rather than making sure 
people can hear inside buildings. Many modern restaurants, meeting 
rooms and office blocks are not conducive to being able to hear or 
maintain confidentiality between rooms. We recommend this policy 
includes more detail to ensure effective acoustics inside buildings 

 

28. Policy D4: Housing quality and standards 
      We do not understand why this policy D4 does not require housing      
 developments to achieve   
 

• layouts set out in M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings as well as 
minimum space standards in table 3.1 

• layouts for M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable dwellings and M4(3b) 
wheelchair accessible dwellings.  

 
28. If the New London Plan provided minimum space standards for M4(3a) 

wheelchair adaptable dwellings and M4(3b) wheelchair accessible 
dwellings it would help developers provide compliant layouts for M4(3) 
wheelchair user dwellings. We waste a lot of time and energy 
explaining to developers and case officers how to provide drawing 
layouts compliant to with M4(3) wheelchair user dwellings. See our 
detailed comments on Policy D5 Accessible Housing below.  

 
29. We strongly recommend that the New London Plan has a new table on 

space standards for M4(3) wheelchair user dwellings that mirror all the 
categories in table 3.1.   

 
30. We also recommend the GLA reviews whether it makes sense now to 

combine Policy D4: Housing quality and standards and Policy D5: 
Accessible Housing. They both cover housing quality and standards so 
it does not make sense to continue to keep them as separate policies. 

 
31. Policy D5: Accessible Housing 

 We do not understand why the New London Plan continues to separate 
 Policy D5 Accessible Housing from Policy D4 Housing Quality and 
 Standards. All new build dwellings must comply with layouts from either 
 M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings or M4(3) wheelchair user 
 dwellings. 
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32. Our experience from reviewing a large number of planning applications 
is that developers and case officers do not really understand 2 key 
issues: 

 

• minimum space standards in the London Plan are not sufficient to 
deliver M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable market dwellings or M4(3b) 
wheelchair accessible affordable dwellings.  

 
 We have seen examples of M4(3) wheelchair user dwellings 
 shoehorned into London Plan minimum space standards or M4(2) 
 accessible and adaptable dwellings on drawings submitted to the 
 planning authority. This Is not acceptable because it does not deliver 
 compliant wheelchair user dwellings.  if Planning does not get the 
 space and layout right at planning application stage there is little that 
 the Building Control body can do to recover the situation later because 
 the space is not available. 
 
 The New London Plan should confirm that M4(3) wheelchair user 
 dwellings cannot be achieved within these minimum space standards. 
 The Government has already confirmed this but few people know 
 about Technical housing standards – nationally described space 
 standard para 9: “The Gross Internal Areas in this standard will not be 
 adequate for wheelchair housing (Category 3 homes in Part M of the 
 Building Regulations) where additional internal area is required to 
 accommodate increased circulation and functionality to meet the needs 
 of wheelchair households.”) 
 
 We have also seen drawings for M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable 
 dwellings where if a purchaser or occupier needed to adapt the 
 dwelling into a M4(3b) wheelchair accessible dwelling at a later stage 
 they have to remove retaining walls, storage space or number of 
 bedrooms etc which is against M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable dwelling 
 standards. This is not acceptable. 
 

• The significance of M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable dwellings and 
M4(3b) wheelchair accessible dwellings in affordable housing 

 
 When the local authority has nomination rights we regularly see 
 examples of M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable dwelling layouts provided 
 instead of M4(3b) wheelchair accessible dwelling layouts. This 
 distinction matters because:  
 

• M4(3a) means the dwelling is adapted into a wheelchair accessible 
dwelling after completion. Taxpayer funding is then used to adapt the 
dwelling for a wheelchair user.  

• M4(3b) means the developer provides wheelchair accessible dwellings 
on completion so no taxpayer funding should be involved. 

 
33. We consider that the London Plan should take the lead to clarify both 

these key issues. We recommend that Policy D5 Accessible Housing 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/524531/160519_Nationally_Described_Space_Standard____Final_Web_version.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/524531/160519_Nationally_Described_Space_Standard____Final_Web_version.pdf
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be re-drafted. It is not enough to mention it in para 3.5.4 because 
people may not see this para. if it is not possible to amalgamate these 
2 Policies we suggest the following:  

 
 “A: To provide suitable housing and genuine choice for London’s 
 diverse population, including disabled people, older people and families 
 with young children, residential development must ensure that:  
 
 at least 10 per cent of new build dwellings meet Building Regulation 
 requirement M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’, i.e. M4(3a) wheelchair 
 adaptable dwelling easily adaptable for residents who are wheelchair 
 users or M4(3b) designed to be wheelchair accessible on completion 
 (where the local authority has nomination rights for affordable housing), 
 or  
 
 all other new build dwellings meet Building Regulation requirement 
 M4(2) ‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’. 
 

34. Para 3.5.8: We welcome the para confirming that M4(2) and M4(3) 
dwellings should be secured by condition at planning approval stage 
and that planning conditions should specify numbers of dwellings in 3 
separate categories.   

• M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings.\ 

• M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable dwellings. 

• M43b) wheelchair accessible dwellings. 
 

35. However, this is only half the story.  We are clear that the role of 
Planning in relation to M4 Building Regulations is to secure  

• correct number of dwellings as in para 3.5.8 

• correct space and layout for the numbers of dwellings in para 3.5.8. 
 

36. If the footprint and building envelope cannot deliver the space or 
compliant layouts required at FUL/OUT planning approval stage to 
deliver the detailed M4 technical requirements it then becomes a 
serious problem for the planning authority and the Building Control 
body. Neither the planning authority (at DET/RES stage) nor the 
Building Control body can make the building larger to accommodate 
compliant M4(2) or M4(3) dwellings.  We always review M4 layouts 
(particularly M4(3a) and M4(3b) submitted for approval for this reason. 
We strongly recommend revising para 3.5.8 to include this. 

 

37. “Para 3.5.8: M4(2) and M4(3) dwellings should be secured via 
planning condition to allow the Building Control body to check 
compliance of a development against the optional Building Regulations 
standards. Planning conditions should specify: 

• Number of dwellings per size typology (i.e. x no. of y bed units) which 
are required to meet M4(2) 

• Number of dwellings per size typology (i.e. x no. of y bed units) which 
are required to meet M4(3) wheelchair accessible standards 
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• Number of dwellings per size typology (i.e. x no. of y bed units) which 
are required to meet M4(3) wheelchair adaptable standards 

 Drawings to provide compliant layouts for  

• M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings. 

• M4(3a) wheelchair adaptable dwellings. 
• M43b) wheelchair accessible dwellings” 

 38. Policy H4 Small Sites. We are concerned that this policy may 
 have unintended consequences that allow developers to avoid 
 provision of  M4(2)  accessible and adaptable dwellings and M4(3) 
 wheelchair user dwellings on sites providing between 10 and 25 
 dwellings.   

 39. Policy S6: Public toilets. We welcome this policy and it is long 
 overdue. 

40.  Policy E10: Visitor infrastructure: We do not understand what 
serviced accommodation means. It would be helpful to clarify what 
it includes e.g hotels, guest houses, apart hotels, serviced 
apartments, student hostels etc and what the access and inclusion 
standards are.  Reference to relevant guidance is essential to 
ensure policy D3 Inclusive Design is achieved to meet the needs of 
disabled visitors to London. 

41. Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth. We recommend 
 linking this policy with D3 Inclusive Design and include relevant 
English Heritage guidance on easy access to historic buildings and 
landscape. 

 

42. Policy HC5 Supporting London's culture and creative 
industries. We are disappointed that there is no link to inclusive 
design or ensuring  London’s culture and creative industries meet 
the needs of disabled people living or visiting London. We 
recommend links to other Policies such as D3 Inclusive Design to 
correct this oversight. 

 

43. Policy T6: Car Parking. We note the New London Plan strategic 
policy to significantly reduce car use and car parking throughout 
London.  

 

44. T6.1D: “Appropriate disabled persons parking for Blue Badge 
holders should be provided as set out in Policy T6.1 Residential 
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parking to Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled persons parking.”  
This significant change in policy is introduced without any 
explanation or background for the percentages set out in Policy 
T6.1 Residential parking to Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled 
persons parking. No additional information or mitigation is provided 
in the Integrated Impact Assessment. This is not acceptable so we 
cannot support Policy T6. 

 

45. We need robust evidence to justify this change in disabled parking 
provision for blue badge holders as set out in Policy T6.1 
Residential parking to Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled persons 
parking. How does Policy T6.1 relate to provision of disabled 
parking bays as set out in Building Regulation Part M volumes 1 
and 2 as well as BS800:2018  Volume 1 and 2? 

 

46. What is the impact on blue badge holders in  

• M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings and M4(3a) wheelchair 
adaptable dwellings in market housing;  

• M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings and M4(3b) wheelchair 
accessible dwellings in affordable housing 

• Non-residential developments (T6.2 to T6.5)? 

 

47. At the very least Policy T6.1 Residential parking to Policy T6.5 Non-
residential disabled persons parking should require all developers 
and service providers to provide the appropriate number of 
compliant drop off points to mitigate this significant reduction of 
disabled parking bays. 

  

48. These drop off points must be close to the entrances of buildings 
and be at the correct height for taxis, minicabs, private cars, 
community transport including dial a ride etc.  They must be well 
sign posted so people including blind and visually impaired people 
know where they are. 

 

 

48. We welcome including the requirement for a Car Parking Design 
and Management Plans in Policy T6.1 G and para 10.6.10.  We 
would expect this Parking Plan also to manage and protect 
compliant drop off points so they are always available for blue 



 10 

badge holders and other people being picked up and dropped off. 
We do not want delivery vehicles etc using drop off points as 
loading bays when the New London Plan is reducing numbers of 
disabled parking bays.  

 

49. Blue badge holders by definition cannot walk far and have difficulty 
in accessing public transport when so much of it still not step free or 
accessible. London buses are in theory wheelchair accessible. 
However, we understand that the TfL standard for maximum 
distances to a bus stop is 400m which is considerably further than 
the eligibility standard of 50m for a blue badge. It is dishonest to 
imply that high PTAL ratings provides assurance on stepfree 
access or less than 400m pedestrian distances to a tube station or 
bus stop. 

 

50. What is the impact on developers providing disabled parking bays 
for blue badge holders in residential developments?  T6.1 G1 
requires developers to restrict blue badge parking to 3% of 
dwellings but T6.1 G2 also requires developers to set aside space 
for disabled parking bays for up to 10% dwellings to meet the needs 
of future blue badge holders. Para 10.6.10 does not permit 
developers and service providers using unused disabled parking 
bays for general parking. This does not sense. We do not believe 
that developers or service providers will in practice earmark 
potential space for additional disabled parking bays which 
undermines the whole policy..   

 

51. We are extremely confused by these New London Plan policies on 
disabled parking for blue badge holders. We do not consider them 
to be compliant with the Equality Act 2010.  They should be 
removed from the New London Plan and replaced by the previous 
London Plan policy on disabled parking bays. 

Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum Planning Group 2 March 
2018 

 

 
 
 


