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REDINGTON FROGNAL 

N E I G H B O U R H O O D  F O R U M  
 
 
Introducing the Plan 
 
The second bullet point does not appear to be consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) and the following addition is suggested, 
 
0.0.6 
• “The need to ensure consistency with national Policies (including the 
National Planning Policy Framework) and…………” 
 
0.0.14 The following insertion is to be made after (MDCs) in the third line:  
…….”along with neighbourhood forums designated by London’s local 
planning authorities.” 
 
0.0.23  “two-tier planning system” is to be replaced by “………three-tier planning 
system (including neighbourhood plans)…………..” 
 
Chapter 1 Good Growth 
 
The lack of acknowledgement of the role of neighbourhood plans is of particular 
concern, throughout the draft London Plan. 
 
Paragraph 1.1.1 fails to acknowledge the input of neighbourhood forums.  The last 
sentence should be amended to read,  

“Planning for Good Growth means planning for, with and by these 
communities…….” 
 

A new paragraph 1.1.6 is to be introduced. 
 

“Neighbourhood plans are the most local part of the planning system.    
Such plans enable Londoners to help to shape the future of their own 
neighbourhood. They ensure early public engagement in development 
and regeneration proposals. In the context of the London Plan, 
neighbourhood plans can contribute local knowledge in the 
identification of vacant  and underused sites suitable for new housing – 
a very high priority of the Mayor of London.    Greater public input  to 
the selection of such sites, and a wider public understanding of issues 
of viability and affordability, can be achieved by wider take up of the 
neighbourhood planning framework across London.” 

 
 
Policy GG1 text box.  A new paragraph G is to be added, 
 

“Ensure greater involvement of Londoners in planning the future of 
their neighbourhoods, through widening and strengthening design 
review processes, early community engagement in major development 
proposals, and support for neighbourhood plans and place-specific 
design codes.” 
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Paragraph 1.2.3.  An additional sentence, noting the role of neighbourhood planning, 
is to be added, 
 

“Neighbourhood plans can help to ensure the successful integration of 
these planning and transport objectives, including urban greening, at 
the very local spatial level.” 
 

Paragraph 1.2.7.  Again an additional sentence is required at the end of the 
paragraph, as below. 

 
“Local people are best placed to identify what makes a place special. 
Neighbourhood plans can help to recognise what  makes the character 
and heritage of different areas distinctive and provides a vehicle for 
identifying locally important heritage assets and for designating Local 
Green Spaces where these meet the criteria set out in Paragraph 77 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).” 
 

Policy GG2.  The following final sentence is suggested to be added to this policy. 
 

“Those involved in planning and development now includes London’s 
neighbourhood forums. These bodies can play an important role in 
contributing local knowledge and fine-tuned neighbourhood policies, 
contributing to the above objectives in ways that ‘generally conform’ 
with Local Plan and London Plan strategic policies.” 

 
GG4 C Delivering the homes Londoners Need.  The wording should be strengthened 
to afford greater protection to conservation areas.  We suggest point C of the policy 
text box (page 19) should be re-written to read: 
 
GG4 C  “Create mixed and inclusive communities, with good quality homes 
that meet high standards of design, and provide for identified needs, including 
for specialist housing, and respect local distinctiveness, preserving and 
enhancing heritage assets.” 
 
GG4 D  The following additional sentence at the end is proposed: 
 
 “Neighbourhood plans can play a significant role in meeting this 
objective.” 
 
Chapter 2 Spatial Development Patterns 
 
Paragraph 2.0.4 requires an additional sentence at the end, 
 

“Neighbourhood Plans also have a role, as a localised and responsive 
part of the planning system, which can adjust at speed to changed 
circumstances. Such plans can also lead to greater engagement and 
support from local people in areas of major change.” 

 
SD6 Spatial Development, Town Centres.  The wording in policy text box at A 2) 
(page 78) should again be strengthened to protect conservation areas heritage 
buildings. 
 
SD6 A 2 “locations for mixed-use or housing-led intensification and higher-
density renewal, securing a high-quality environment and complementing local 
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character and heritage assets preserving and enhancing heritage assets and 
complementing local character.” 
 
SD6 A 4  The words local landmarks, open spaces, views and heritage assets 
to be added in policy text box at A 4) (page 78) 
 
SD6 A 4  “the main focus for Londoners’ sense of place and local 
identity in the capital, based in local landmarks, open spaces, views, 
and heritage assets.” 
 
SD6 a new point K should be introduced to give greater recognition to 
London’s heritage. 
 
SD6 K  “The role of heritage assets in tourism, and in the local sense of 
place, should be recognised, and heritage assets preserved and 
enhanced as valuable components contributing to the Town Centre 
strategy.” 
 
Chapter 3 Design 
 
D1 London’s form and characteristics.    This should be amended to note the role of 
neighbourhood plans and other community plans and the need to reflect and 
enhance local character and distinctiveness.  
 
The first (unnumbered paragraph in policy text box D1 (page 98) should be reworded 
as follows: 
 

“Development Plans (including neighbourhood plans), area-based 
strategies, community plans and development proposals should 
address the following:” 

 
D1 A (p. 98-99). A new point 2) should be added and point 4) to be strengthened on 
heritage preservation. 
 
 
 
D1 A 2)  “reflect and enhance local character and distinctiveness and preserve 
and enhance heritage assets.” 
 
D1 B 4)  “respect, preserve and enhance and utilise the heritage assets and 
architectural features that make up the local character.” 
 
D2 Delivering Good Design.   
 
D2 A  A second paragraph is to be added to D2 A: 
 

“London’s neighbourhood forums can assist with this process, through 
plan preparation, holding design charrettes, and through discussions 
on individual sites and locations. Such involvement in what constitutes 
‘Good Growth’ at specific sites is important to the delivery of the 
London Plan.” 
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D2 6)  This should explicitly note that sunlight levels on green space are to be 
maintained, in order not to harm the value of the green spaces and the following 
rewording is suggested. 
 
D2 6)  open space networks, green infrastructure, and water bodies.  “Sunlight 
levels should be assessed to provide a reference point and to ensure that 
sunlight levels are not reduced.” 
 
D2 D  Design codes for conservation areas should ensure that the character and 
distinctiveness of the conservation area is preserved and enhanced.  A suggested 
second sentence is provided below. 
 
D2 D:  new second sentence.  “Design codes for conservation areas should be 
drawn up by heritage specialists, collaborating with neighbourhood groups, 
and ensure that the character and distinctiveness of the conservation areas 
and other heritage assets  are preserved and enhanced.“  
 
D2 F and G Design scrutiny (page 103).  Design reviews should be undertaken 
transparently with input from residents affected by the development, using  and 
opinion to be informed by the use of a community design charrette process.  It is 
suggested that the following amendments are made. 
 
D2 G 1)  “design reviews are carried out transparently by independent experts 
and local experts, with opinion to be informed by a community design 
charrette process.” 
 
Paragraph 3.2.7  The following extra sentence is to be inserted at the end of the 
paragraph. 
 

“Wider involvement of local residents and community groups in design 
review is encouraged, to harness local knowledge and improve 
engagement between local communities and those making decisions on 
development in London.” 

 
D6 Optimising housing density 
 
There is a risk that this policy will lead to town cramming and it is therefore 
suggested that the words “in exceptional circumstances” are deleted from the last 
sentence of D6 B 3).  The density levels presented in D6 C should be replaced by 
the following, lower levels: 

 
1) 80 units per hectare in areas of PTAL 0-1; or 
2) 170 units per hectare in areas of PTAL 2-3; or 
3) 280 units per hectare in areas of PTAL 4-6. 

 
 
D8 Tall buildings (p. 126) 
 
A major conflict in the draft London Plan is the incompatibility of the development of 
tall buildings with retention of local and neighbourhood character.  There is also 
concern that the requirement for increased densities will lead to hyper densities / 
town cramming and “appalling designs”, particularly in opportunity areas, and 
accommodation which is unsuitable for families. 
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It has been shown that mid-rise development is capable of delivering the same 
housing density levels as high-rise1, but without the negative impacts, eg wind 
tunnels, canyon effects, loss of light and overshadowing, loss of streetscapes.  
Research undertaken by the Prince’s Foundation and Create Streets found 83% of 
people dislike high buildings2. 
We suggest that a new first  paragraph is added to the policy D8 text box (p.126), as 
below. 
 
D8 Tall buildings.  New first paragraph to be added.  Mid-rise buildings can deliver 
the same housing densities as tall buildings but without the negative impacts,  
eg loss of streetscapes, wind tunnels, canyon effects, loss of light and 
overshadowing.  Tall buildings should only be considered as a last resort, and 
if it is shown that mid-rise development is unable to deliver the same density 
levels. 
 
D13 Noise (page 139).  The policy on noise should make explicit reference to the 
need to reduce the impacts of noise on green space. 
 
D13 B should be amended as follows.   “Boroughs [etc] should identify and 
nominate new Quiet Areas and protect existing Quiet Areas in line with the 
procedure in Defra’s Noise Action Plan for Agglomerations and ensure local 
green space is qualitatively improved in line with Policy G4 (as amended 
below). 
 
Chapter 4 Housing 
 
We suggest that housing can best be delivered collaboratively with communities, and 
respecting local distinctiveness and heritage assets as key to successful 
implementation.   
 
We therefore seek greater protection for conservation areas, through the suggested 
policy wording revisions below. 
 
H2 A  A first sentence is to be added as follows, “This policy does not apply where 
the development would be harmful to a conservation area.” 
 
H2 B  2).  A final sentence is to be added, as follows,  “For development proposals 
affecting a conservation area, the design codes are to preserve and enhance 
the conservation area’s character and setting.” 
 
H2 E  This is to be revised to read, “Where there is no such design code, the 
presumption means approving small housing development unless it can be 
demonstrated that the development would give rise to an unacceptable level of 
harm.”  
 

																																																								
1		http://www.housinglondon.org/ 
And 

http://www.pollardthomasedwards.co.uk/download/SUPERDENSITY_2015_do
wnload.pdf 

 
2   http://www.housing-communities.org/Housing-Communities_DIGITAL.pdf 
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H2 F   “The presumption in favour of small housing developments should not 
be applied to: 1) statutory listed buildings, registered and private gardens, 
conservation areas, and the settings of heritage assets.” 
 
Paragraph 4.2.7 is to be rewritten as below: 
 
“Special attention will be required within conservation areas to ensure that increased 
housing provision is accommodated in a way that also preserves and enhances an 
area, taking into account conservation area character appraisals and management 
plans.  “Harm” as noted in policy H2 F includes all of the harm of the proposal:  
social, economic and environmental.” 
 
Chapter 7 Heritage and culture 
 
This policy is not sufficiently robust on the value of heritage and London’s 
exceptional heritage assets.   The adverse impact of tall buildings on the skyline and 
on world heritage sites has also not been adequately addressed.  The role of 
neighbourhood forums and other community groups is again omitted.  The following 
revisions are therefore suggested. 
 
HC1 A.  The first sentence is to be amended to read, “Boroughs should, in 
consultation with Historic England, national amenity groups, neighbourhood 
planning and local community groups, and relevant expert groups, develop 
evidence that demonstrates a clear understanding of London’s historic 
environment, local character and distinctiveness. 
 
HC1 B 2)  The existing text is to be replaced by, “to preserve, enhance, and utilise 
the heritage significance of a site or area in the planning and design process.”  
 
HC1 C.  The second sentence is to be reworded as follows,  “The cumulative 
impacts of incremental change from development on heritage assets and their 
settings, should also be actively managed, and taken into full account when 
harm to heritage assets in being assessed in decision making on 
applications.” 
 
 
HC3 Strategic and local views 
 
The following additional townscape views should be added to the list of those 
protected in table 7.1 (page 783): 
 

3.1 the panorama of the Heath extension seen from Sunshine Corner 
3.2 the panorama of Hampstead Garden suburb from the upper Heath 
Extension 
3.3 the  180° panorama from the arcade of the Golders Green 
Crematorium with its unbroken tree line and the view northwards from 
the gardens 
3.4 The planned view from the western end of the pergola and terrace of 
the Hill Garden towards the valley of the river Brent 
3.5  The view from Golders Hill Park bandstand to Harrow-on-the-Hill 
3.6   The view from Spaniards Road across the Vale of Health to the City. 
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Chapter 8 Green space and natural environment 
 
Policy G1 Green infrastructure 
 
This policy should be re-worded to explicitly require net increases in green space and 
biodiversity. In order to achieve any increase in green space and biodiversity, 
boroughs will first have to identify and quantify the green space and undertake 
habitat surveys.  It will be impossible to know the impact of a planning application on 
biodiversity in the absence of such information. 
 
G1 B.  The following sentence is to be added at the beginning of G1 B.  “Boroughs 
will be required to achieve net increases in green space and biodiversity. This 
will require  
boroughs to identify and quantify green space, for example using Natural 
Capital Accounting and habitat surveys. They should also be produce a tree 
plan .” 
 
G3 Metropolitan Open Land.  Although this policy protects Metropolitan Open Land 
(MOL) (which includes Hampstead Heath) from “inappropriate development”, the 
protection is undermined by Policy G3 C with the provision to allow “land swaps”.   
The principle of land swaps creates a loophole that will be exploited by developers 
and others in ways that reduce the contribution of MOL to quality of life in London. 
The open nature and environmental qualities of MOL are constantly being eroded by 
damaging proposals for inappropriate development.  Strong policies are therefore 
required to halt such speculation and opportunism, rather than policies which are 
likely to mean that that it is acceptable to build on this land, even if lesser quality 
MOL is created an unspecified distance away.    
 
Paragraph 8.3.2 is to be deleted:  “The principle of land swaps could be applied 
to MOL where the resulting MOL meets at least one of the criteria set out in 
part D of this policy.”   
 
 
Policy G3B should be amended to read: ‘The extension of MOL designations 
should be undertaken through the Local Plan process, in consultation with the 
Mayor and adjoining boroughs.” 
 
Policy G3 C is to be deleted 
 
Policy G4 Local green and open space.  This contains insufficient recognition of 
the contribution of private gardens to the extent of green space. A policy is needed to 
prevent extensive ‘garden grabbing’.   
 
Policy G4A  should be revised to read, “Local green and open spaces, including 
public and private gardens, should be protected.” 
 
Policy G4 C should read, “Assessments should identify areas of public green 
and open space deficiency, including an assessment of deficiency in quality, 
taking account of Green Flag criteria, noise and air pollution, and using the 
categorisation set out in Table 8.1 as a benchmark for all the different types 
required.” 
 
Policy G4 E 1) should include at the end, “including an assessment of, and 
where appropriate a plan, to improve the quality of the space.” 
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An additional point G4 F should be added to explicitly note that,    
 
G4 F “Sunlight levels are particularly important to the quality and utility of 
green spaces and, notably, micro green spaces.  Development must not cause 
an reduction to sunlight levels on green space, in order not to harm their 
value.“ 
 
Policy G5 Urban greening 
 
Urban greening measures outlined in Policy G5 do not address the human use of 
green space and overlook qualitative considerations, while Policy G6 needs to be 
strengthened to avoid loss of natural habitat and wildlife. 
 
G5.   A further point C should be added to the policy text box (page 308) as follows: 
“C   Urban greening required and delivered in new developments will be 
additional to requirements to provide adequate green and open space, as set 
out in G4. New developments must allow for provision of new green and open 
space, in addition to meeting urban greening requirements. “ 
 
Policy G6   Biodiversity and access to nature  
 
G6 A The following sentence is recommended for deletion.  “The greatest 
protection should be given to the most important sites”, along with all of point C 
[“Where harm to a SINC……..biodiversity impacts.”] The following sentence 
should be added to the beginning of  G6 D, “All new development should seek to 
achieve a net gain in biodiversity”. 
 
 
G7 C tree felling.   Veteran trees, mature trees and hedgerows and ancient 
woodland are a vital part of London’s green infrastructure and there should be strict 
controls over felling them in Policy G7.  The first sentence should be re-written as 
follows: “Development proposals should ensure that existing trees of quality, 
mature trees and hedgerows, and trees of value in terms of delivering eco-
system services, such as biodiversity support, water or air quality 
management, are retained.” 
 
Chapter 9 Sustainable infrastructure 
 
SI17 A  “We welcome the emphasis on river restoration.” 
 
Chapter 10  Transport 
 
Considerable traffic growth has taken place in London, after many years of decline.  
It is estimated (in a report for CPRE) that an additional 5 million car journeys have 
been generated, as a result of car-dependent development in the Green Belt.  Some 
of this traffic will enter London and add to vehicle particulate emissions here.  
Whereas the Camden Local Plan has a zero parking policy for new developments, 
the draft London Plan will allow up to 1.5 parking spaces per unit.   
 
An alternative option is to encourage new development to take place in locations with 
good public transport accessibility (PTAL), or to ensure that public transport is 
upgraded.  We therefore support a maximum parking provision of 0.3 cars per new 
dwelling in all areas of London, which are not designated as car-free. 
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Policy T4  Assessing and mitigating transport impacts 
 
Policy T4 C The words, “Where appropriate” should be deleted from the beginning 
of the paragraph and the final sentence of Policy T4 D changed to read, 
“…………planning permission will be contingent on……….”. 
 
Table 10.3  Maximum residential parking standards 
 
“The maximum parking provision for all areas not designated as car-free is to 
be reduced to 0.3 spaces per unit.” 
 
Paragraph 10.4.4 (page 413). The first word “Ideally” is to be deleted and replaced 
by “New development of all sizes, but in particular, that which will give rise to 
significant numbers of new trips, should be located in places well connected 
with public transport……”. 
 
 
Policy T6 Car parking 
 
T6 H should be revised as follows, 
“Boroughs wishing to adopt borough-wide or other area-based car-free 
policies will be supported.  Minimum standards are not appropriate for 
residential or non-residential land uses in any part of London.”  The section 
from, ”Outer London boroughs…………not adopt minimum standards” is to be 
deleted. 
 
 
Annex 3 Glossary 
 
Definitions 
 
The following addition and amendments are suggested. 
 
Car-free development 
Development which does not include off-street (or basement) parking 
provision. 
 
Conservation 
The process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in a way 
that sustains, preserves and enhances its significance 
 
Green infrastructure              
A network of private gardens and other green spaces – and features such as 
street trees  – that is planned, designed and managed to deliver a range of 
benefits. These include mitigating flooding, cooling the urban environment and 
enhancing biodiversity and ecological resilience, as well as providing more 
attractive places for people. 
 


