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The Support Oakfield Society 
 

Comments on the wording of the draft London Plan 
We show our comments on the wording of the draft London Plan below.  We applaud and commend 
very much of the draft Plan, especially Chapter 1, London’s Future, especially Policies GG1 B, GG2 C 
and D, and GG3 B.  

We regret, however, that some of the draft is weak, not least in the protection of Green Belt and 
promotion of social infrastructure and especially regarding the role and contribution of sport.   

A ‘comment box’ is attached to particular wording that we would wish to see altered.  In some 
instances, we suggest additional policy statements.  We have underlined and emboldened wording 
(without comment) which we strongly commend and wish to see retained ‘as is’!  
 

Chapter 2 Spatial Development Patterns 

Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas 

B Boroughs, through Development Plans and decisions, should:  

3) plan for and provide the necessary social and other infrastructure to sustain growth, working with 
infrastructure providers where necessary 

9) ensure planning frameworks are subject to public and stakeholder consultation 

Policy SD3 Growth locations in the Wider South East and beyond 

2.3.1 This Plan aims to accommodate all of London’s growth within its boundaries without intruding 
on its Green Belt or other protected open spaces. As with any successful urban area this does not 
mean that in- and out-migration will cease, but that as far as possible sufficient provision will be 
made to accommodate the projected growth within London. 

2.3.3 The GLA’s new Strategic Housing Market Assessment shows that London has a need for 
approximately 66,000 additional homes a year. The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
suggests that London has the capacity for around 65,000 additional homes a year and the housing 
targets in this Plan reflect this. 

 

Chapter 5 Social Infrastructure 

Policy S1 Developing London’s social infrastructure  

A Boroughs, in their Development Plans, should undertake a needs assessment of social 
infrastructure to meet the needs of London’s diverse communities.  

E New facilities should be easily accessible by public transport, cycling and walking.  

Explanatory Notes 

Commented [CN1]: Replace with “must”. Reason: this 
must not be optional. To differentiate policies that ‘must’ be 
acted upon from those that ‘should’ puts the latter into 
secondary priority. In our experience the ‘should’ policies are 
paid all too scant attention.  

Commented [CN2]: Is this realistic?  We believe that the 
supposed need, capacity and increased housing targets in 
this Plan (compared to the 2015 Plan) will mean that 
boroughs will review their Green Belt boundaries yet again 
so as to provide more opportunity sites.  If it is to be taken 
seriously, this Plan must demonstrate that protection of the 
Green Belt is a primary target (not just an ‘aim’). 

Commented [CN3]: Replace with “existing green Belt 
Boundaries”.  Reason: see previous comment box. 

Commented [CN4]: This cannot be realistic. The figure 
provided for Redbridge in Table 4.1 – 10  year target for net 
housing completions (2019/20 – 2028/29) is 19,790 or 1,979 
annualised average. BUT the Redbridge Local Plan (RLP) 2015 
– 2030 Report by the SoS Inspector, David Smith, published 
just a few weeks ago (24 January 2018) assessed the ‘safe’ 
housing total for the 15 year period of the RLP as 17,237. The 
‘capacity’ cannot have suddenly increased by so much!  The 
minimum target set by the GLA 2015 Plan for the RLP was 
even less at 1,123pa for the ten years to 2025.  Capacity 
does not appear out of thin air. Please see our Appendix at 
the end of this submission. 

Commented [CN5]: Replace ‘should’ with ‘must’. Reason: 
the social dimension of sustainable development is so 
important that not to undertake a needs assessment would 
render a Local Plan unsafe.  

Commented [CN6]: Add additional sentence: ‘Existing 
facilities which are easily accessible in these ways should be 
protected.’ 
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5.1.2 Social infrastructure plays an important role in developing strong and inclusive communities. It can 
provide opportunities to bring different groups of people together, contributing to social integration and the 
desirability of a place.  

5.1.4 The loss of social infrastructure can have a detrimental effect on a community. Where possible, boroughs 
should protect such facilities and uses, and where a development proposal leads to the loss of a facility, 
require a replacement that continues to meet the needs of the neighbourhood it serves. To further protect 
against the loss of social infrastructure that is valued by a local community or group, boroughs should consider 
approving the designation of a facility as an Asset of Community Value (ACV) if put forward by the local 
community.  

 

Policy S4 Play and informal recreation  

A Boroughs should:  

1) undertake audits of existing play and informal recreation provision and opportunities, and 
assessments of need, considering the quantity, quality and accessibility of provision  

2) produce strategies on play and informal recreation facilities and opportunities, supported 
by Development Plan policies, to address identified needs.  

 

Policy S5 Sports and recreation facilities  

 A In order to ensure there is sufficient supply of good quality sports and recreation facilities, 
boroughs should:  

1) regularly assess the need for sports and recreation facilities at the local and sub-regional 
level  

B Development proposals for sports and recreation facilities should: 

4) ensure that there is no net loss of facilities, unless it can be demonstrated that there is no 
ongoing or future demand. 

5.5.4 Up-to-date playing pitch strategies can be used to protect and enhance the use of existing playing fields 
and help to plan for where more are needed. Sport England provides guidance . . . . .  

 

Chapter 4 Housing 

Policy H1 Increasing housing supply  

A Table 4.1 sets the ten-year targets for net housing completions which each local planning authority 
should plan for. Boroughs must include these targets in their Development Plan documents.  

B To ensure that ten-year housing targets are achieved:  

2) boroughs should optimise the potential for housing delivery . . . . :  

a) sites with existing or planned public transport access levels (PTALs) 3-6 or which 
are located within 800m of a Tube station, rail station or town centre boundary  

Commented [CN7]: Insert sentence: ‘Volunteers play a 
vital role in this process and the management of these 
activities. This should be taken into account and their 
participation levels valued and measured.’ 

Commented [CN8]: Add: ‘Once an Asset of Community 
Value is listed, its designation should be renewed unless the 
community no longer puts it forward as such.’ 

Commented [CN9]: Replace with ‘must’. Reason: this is so 
vital for the wellbeing of future generations, unless it is 
mandatory, a Local Plan would be unsafe.  
 

Commented [CN10]: Replace with ‘must’. Reason: the 
sports and recreational dimension of sustainable 
development is so important that not to undertake a needs 
assessment (e.g. as a Playing Pitch Strategy approach) would 
render a Local Plan unsafe.  
 

Commented [CN11]: Add: ‘in a Playing Pitch Strategy as 
;aid down by Sport England.’ Reason: this is the best way to 
undertake the exercise in a way that is authoritative. 

Commented [CN12]: Add: ‘, sports fields and . . .’ Reason: 
Sport England define sports fields as all the field and not 
merely the pitches used for the sport. 

Commented [CN13]: Add: ‘for good quality and accessible 
facilities that will attract participation.’  Reason: poor quality 
facilities, facilities in difficult to access locations and poorly 
managed facilities act as a deterrent that inhibits 
participation. This gives a false impression of the level of true 
demand.  

Commented [CN14]: Replace with “must” 

Commented [CN15]: As per comment for Policy SD3, para 
2.3.1 above, we have severe reservations regarding the 
validity of targets set in Table 4.1.  See Appendix. 

Commented [CN16]: The provision of a ten year housing 
target overlaps and clashes with the previous target for ten 
years to 2025.  

Commented [CN17]: Add: “unless the sites are within the 
existing Green Belt, are listed as Assets of Community Value 
or provide social infrastructure benefits for the community.”  
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C Boroughs should proactively use brownfield registers and permission in principle to increase 
planning certainty for those wishing to build new homes.  

D Boroughs should publish and annually update housing trajectories based on the targets in Table 
4.1 which identify the sources of housing capacity (including windfall) expected to contribute 
towards achieving housing targets and should work with the Mayor to resolve . . . shortfalls.  

 

Chapter 8 Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment 

Policy G1 Green infrastructure  

B Boroughs should prepare green infrastructure strategies that integrate objectives relating to open 
space provision, . . .  health and wellbeing, sport and recreation.  

 

Policy G2 London’s Green Belt  

B The extension of the Green Belt will be supported, where appropriate. It’ s de-designation will not. 

C . . .  

8.2.1 The Mayor strongly supports the continued protection of London’s Green Belt. The NPPF103 provides a 
clear direction for . . . . . London’s Green Belt makes up 22 per cent of London’s land area and performs 
multiple beneficial functions for London, such as combating the urban heat island effect, growing food, and 
providing space for recreation. It also provides . . . . .  

 

Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land  

E  . . .  

Policy G4 Local green and open space  

A Local green and open spaces should be protected.  

C Boroughs should undertake a needs assessment of local green and open space to inform policy. . .  

D The loss of green and open spaces should be resisted in areas of deficiency. If losses are proposed 
outside of areas of deficiency, equivalent or better quality provision should be made within the local 
catchment area unless an up-to-date needs assessment demonstrates this is unnecessary.  

E Development Plans and Opportunity Area Frameworks should:  

 

8.4.2 Boroughs should undertake a green and open space needs assessment to inform their green 
infrastructure strategy (drawing from existing strategies such as play, trees and playing pitches).  

 

END 

Commented [CN18]: See comments elsewhere.  We 
stress that Table 4.1 is highly questionable and in any case 
will be subject to review as the Brexit process unfolds. 

Commented [CN19]: Replace with ‘must’.  

Commented [CN20]: This should be ‘Its’ without the 
apostrophe. 

Commented [CN21]: Add: ‘C Any proposed alterations to 
Green Belt boundaries must only be within a strategic Local 
Plan for the borough and must be justified by clearly 
demonstrable exceptional circumstances’  

Commented [CN22]: Insert: ‘sport and . . ’ Reason: clarity. 

Commented [CN23]: Add: ‘E Neighbourhood Plans should 
be allowed to recommend that a site be designated as MOL 
when they can show that the land meets at least one of the 
above criteria.’ Reason: communities should be encouraged 
to engage with boroughs to identify MOL for the benefit of 
Londoners.   

Commented [CN24]: Add: “vigorously” 

Commented [CN25]: Replace with: “must” 

Commented [CN26]: Replace with: “must” 

Commented [CN27]: Replace with “must” 

Commented [CN28]: Replace with “must” 
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APPENDIX 

 

Support Oakfield Society - Housing targets in the new London Plan 

We have a fundamental concern that when Green Belt, MOL and sports fields are lost, they are lost 
forever, that is a fact.  On the other hand, projections are subject to models and assumptions and 
may not be borne out in reality. This is compounded when long term projections are based on short 
term data.  

New London Plan Policy HI A and Table 4.1 – 10 year targets for net housing completions 
(2019/20-2028/29) set targets for London Boroughs that are questionable and must be reviewed in 
the light of the following. 

The supposed need, capacity and increased housing targets in the new draft London Plan are over-
estimated and significantly higher than the targets set by the 2015 London Plan.  Although there are 
policies in the new London Plan that seek to protect the Green Belt, the increase in targets for net 
housing completions will deliver just the reverse.  The new targets will encourage boroughs to 
review their Green Belt boundaries yet again so as to extract more opportunity sites from what is 
currently green space.  

The grounds on which we identify an over-estimate of housing needs follow from an inspection of 
the: 

a) 2017 SHLAA 

b) 2017 SHMA 

c) ONS Statistics Quarterly Report: February 2018 

d) Brexit 

 

 a) 2017 London Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 

The new London Plan’s ten-year housing target in Table 4.1 (adopted into Policy HI A) is based on the 
2017 London SHLAA which derives from a range of sources, including: 

 Sites included in previous SHLAAs. 

 Sites allocated for development in development plans. 

Thus, this SHLAA included an assessment of large sites (of 0.25 hectares and more in size) in 
Redbridge which it was presumed at the time would not be in the Green Belt.  These included the 
large of Oakfield and the Ford sports grounds which were planned for 600 and 850 homes 
respectively.  But the LBR Local Plan was found to be unsound by the Planning Inspector (Report 
dated 24 January 2018, ref: PINS/W5780/429/10). In order to make the RLP sound, these sites were 
removed from the development sites allocated in the Plan (along with smaller sites) and retained in 
the Green Belt. 

By counting these sites in the 2017 SHLAA, the London Plan is setting a 10 year target for Redbridge 
that is at least 1,450 in excess of an objectively assessed figure. Furthermore, the new target is thus 
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implying that the London Plan encourages rather than discourages both Green Belt sites to be de-
listed as Green Belt parcels.  This contradicts the new London Plan Policy G2 (London’s Green Belt).  
It would also contradict the GLA planning officers’ submission to the draft Redbridge Local Plan.  In 
that submission they said that Oakfield should be considered as MOL. 

Similar consideration may well apply in other London Boroughs.   

 b) The 2017 London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 

Table 4.1 - 10 year targets for net housing completions (adopted into Policy HI A) is partially 
dependent on the 2017 SHMA. We note that in para 0.9. of the SHMA its states that the “projected 
rate of population growth between 2016 and 2041 has increased in this SHMA to 79,000 a year from 
63,000 a year in the 2013 SHMA”.  It would seem highly improbable that circumstances could have 
changed so radically in practice over the few years since 2013.   

Whereas the rate of population growth is largely accounted for by birth and mortality rates, 
migration still has a significant effect. We therefore suggest that more work should be undertaken to 
account for the most recent international migration data (as at 22nd February 2018 – see below), the 
lower rate of economic growth in the UK, increased economic growth in the rest of the EU 
(accompanied by lower unemployment, especially among the younger workforce) and, not least, the 
unfolding impact of Brexit. 

These factors suggest that the projections in the SHMA section “Drivers of recent population 
change” should be updated.  Until that is done, the housing targets in the new London Plan, Policy HI 
A and Table 4.1 projections cannot be asserted to be objectively assessed. The relevant paragraphs 
in the SHMA where numbers need to be re-assessed are: 

3.19. (young migrants’ childbearing rates);  

3.24. (Migration); 

3.26. (International migration); 

3.27. (London’s labour market);  

3.34. (overall effect of these various flows, as shown in Fig 21) and also, 

Fig 17: (Youth unemployment rates in UK and selected EU countries) should also be updated.  

It is highly likely that the net migration numbers in the current draft London Plan, drawn from the 
2017 London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), are overstated. 
 

c) ONS Statistics Quarterly Report: February 2018 

The most recent quarterly report by the ONS on international migration affects the draft London Plan.   

In the year ending September 2017 net migration was at a similar level to early 2014 following record 
levels of net migration during 2015 and early 2016. Their headline estimates are similar to the last 
quarter (November 2017) thus suggesting that the downward trend is continuing. In particular, EU net 
inward migration has fallen over the last year (although non-EU net migration increased). Other 
reports say that net EU migration is now running at its lowest for 5 years (e.g. Migration Watch). 

Those figures are for the UK as a whole but are most likely to be reflected in the net international 
migration levels for London.  

In the February 2018 report, the ONS statistician is of the opinion that “Brexit could well be a factor in 
people's decision to move to or from the UK, but people’s decision to migrate is complicated and can 
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be influenced by lots of different reasons”. Nevertheless, the projections in the new Plan London will 
be sensitive to the shape and substance of the EU negotiations, and the sentiments arising from the 
new relationships with the EU and other global territories (the City especially). 

This suggests that caution should be exercised in the demographic projections and housing needs 
assessments.  Economic forecasts should contain major caveats. 

 

d) Brexit 
As we write this, the UK Government is about to negotiate with the EU on the terms of a transitional 
period of about 2 years from March 2019. As we understand it, that period is intended to provide the 
time to negotiate detailed treaties and undertake changes as yet unknown for the (possible major) 
adjustments needed to implement the new trading and other arrangements.  

Conclusion: it would seem sensible to defer any significant changes to population and housing 
projections for Local Planning until 2022 or so, unless the extent of change becomes obvious and 
critical. 

Until then, statistical projections will be received with a high degree of scepticism. 

 

 

Support Oakfield Society 

2nd March 2018 
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