
Our Approach 
 
Our general view is to welcome the London Plan as a significant improvement on the previous 
iteration and to support, and indeed extend, the ‘principles of good growth’ that the document 
is based upon; strong communities, inclusion and equality, land optimisation, strong and high 
quality public services, building health outcomes for all, a focus on good homes for all, growing 
a strong economy that offers good jobs for all, environment sustainability, securing the growth 
opportunities that meeting the climate change challenge and economic and social resilience. 
 
But in this response we have not responded to the text to note all the points where we agree or 
tend to agree. Nor should silence necessarily be interested as ‘agree’. 
 
Rather, our approach has been to use the spine of the policy recommendations and to propose 
amendments, clarification or extensions, or to pose specific challenges that the London Plan 
will need to meet if it is to be impactful and meet its objectives. 
 
Our Responses 
 
Policy GG1: Building strong and inclusive communities 
 

1. In point A reference the Mayor’s aspiration to ‘make London the best place in the world 
for all to live and work’ would be useful. 

2. In point A describe what a ‘more equal city means’ so that it can be monitored. Be 
explicit that it means greater equality within geographic communities and greater 
equality between geographic communities. 

 
Policy GG3: Creating a healthy city 
 

1. The Plan correctly refers to the social and environmental causes of ill-health but fails to 
refer to the economic causes of ill-health, which are themselves evolving. Research 
shows that there has been a substantial increase in poor mental health, especially 
among younger persons, for whom gig employment is prevalent. And research shows a 
substantial increase in unhealthy workplace stress since 2008, and in stress associated 
with atypical working and gig economy working. If the London Plan reference the social 
and environmental factors, it should recognise the economic determinants, and respond 
to them where possible. 

2. Travel to work times/commuting times are increasing in London. The London Plan 
should be cohesive with strategies to promote remote working, working from home and 
flexible working. 

 
Policy GG4: Delivering the homes that Londoners need 
 

1. The definition of ‘genuinely affordable’ should be explicitly given. 
2. London has a massive construction skills shortage, this is both a challenge and 

opportunity and the benefits can be won by regeneration schemes that include skills 
development, apprenticeships and local employment schemes. 

3. High technology high skilled off-site manufacture is a major opportunity for London 
both in terms of improving the built environment and the supply of homes, and in terms 
of business growth, employment and skills uplift. London the greater south east should 
be supported in ‘doing it’ rather than importing it. There is competitive advantage to be 
won.  

 



Policy GG6: Increasing efficiency and resilience 
 

1. Make explicit reference to retrofitting London’s existing buildings as a necessary pre-
condition for meeting London’s target of being a zero carbon city by 2050. 

2. Make explicit reference to the local generation of alternative energy sources as a 
necessary pre-condition for meeting London’s target of being a zero carbon city by 
2050. 

 
Policy SD2: Collaboration in the wider south east 
 

1. As the TUC region for the East of England and the South East of England, as well as for 
London, we regard this as being wise and essential. But we urge that employer bodies, 
business groups, regeneration bodies, trade unions and third sector bodies, with an 
interest in the environment, are included in the range of partners for joint working. 

2. London’s unique heritage sites are a massive asset now and in the future. The London 
Plan is right to commit to protecting them. But the London Plan must actor in the 
impact of prolonged cuts to their budgets, including the potential sale of land, of 
buildings and dilapidation of buildings. 

3. It is critical that the capacity for industry in the Central Activity Zone is maintained and 
developed. For example, music venues, theatres, capacity for film and broadcasting can 
all be squeezed by housing and retail development, and by anti-noise strategies. 

4. The night-time economy is a source of wealth, employment and cultural diversity. But 
research shows that those who work at night do suffer health detriments, especially 
women. So there is an inter-relationship between nurturing the nigh-time economy and 
the achievement of improving health outcomes for all that needs to be understood and 
managed. 
 

Policy SD8: Town Centres 
 

1. There are pieces of community infra-structure that are core to the functioning of a 
community such as Post Offices, libraries and banks. The Post Office has a programme 
of the closure of offices and disposal of buildings, which is detrimental to cohesive town 
centres and especially to the level of services enjoyed by those people who are less-well 
off or less-connected to the digital realm. Such public assets should be defended by the 
planning system. 

 
Policy SD10: Strategic and local regeneration 
 

1. Gross value added per head in NUTS 2 areas across London is incredibly unevenly 
distributed, with some parts of London having a GVA per head lower than the national 
average and on a falling trend. There is a particular challenge of raising economic 
output and building competitiveness and quality employment opportunities in outer 
London boroughs and promoting greater integration with the economy in the CAZ area. 

 
Policy D1: London’s form and characteristics 
 

1. Point A9 should reference the air quality around London’s schools as a priority. 
 
Policy D4: Housing quality and standards 
 

1. Insufficient new homes are being built in London, but even within that insufficient 
number, the provision of family homes is inadequate 



 
Policy D11: Fire Safety 
 

1. Buildings that require a fire inspection should be inspected by the Fire Brigade. 
2. Existing tall buildings should be retrofitted with sprinkler systems to provide 

equivalence of protection with the required provision in newly constructed buildings. 
3. Tall buildings should have at least two fire protected escape stairwells. 
4. Building regulations for the flammability of materials, installation methods, risk of fire 

spread and quality of installation should be thoroughly over-hauled and re-specified, 
and robustly enforced. 

 
Policy H1: Increasing housing supply 
 

1. The shortage of homes in London is well documented as is the impact of poor quality 
housing on health and education outcomes, and the impact of the expense of housing 
upon poverty levels in London. Given the rate of expansion of London’s population, the 
increase in single person households and the fact that we are starting from a position of 
immense shortage, even the ten-year target of 650,000 will not solve the shortage. 

2. Progress at the London Borough level needs to be rigorously monitored and where 
outcomes are not met, all possible interventions explored, and best-practise transferred. 

3. The pan-London figure needs to be continuously reviewed. 
4. We would like to see the framework for increasing housing supply from new 

construction set in the context of, and in parallel to complementary policies, such as 
bringing empty properties in to housing supply and incentivising downsizing. 

5. There is extensive evidence of public sector workers leaving employment in London 
because of housing costs, or commuting long distances, which is neither optimal for 
them nor for congestion and CO2 emissions. The planning system could incentivise 
public sector employers to provide subsidised housing choices to key sector workers. (It 
is difficult for the state or indeed the market to identify key sector workers or their 
unique value, but public service providers can make these calculations/assessments.) 

 
Policy H5: Delivering affordable housing 
 

1. ‘Affordable’ and ‘genuinely affordable’ need to be clearly defined. 
2. The experience is that developers have regularly ‘gamed’ the system, either claiming 

that sites are not economic with certain levels of ‘affordable housing’, or winning 
planning permission for schemes and then seeking to vary the proportion of ‘affordable 
housing’. The state needs more, and more robust, outcomes from partnerships with the 
private sector. 

3. The planning system should include incentives to penalise land-banking/incentive rapid 
and optimal utilisation of land. 

4. The capacity of the Mayor of London and London boroughs to increase the supply of 
homes of all sorts of tenure including at least 50 per cent low-cost would be greatly 
increased if clauses in the 1961 Lan Compensations Act were amended or repealed. The 
London Plan should scope the impact of such reforms. 

 
Policy H7: Affordable housing tenure 
 

1. The phrase ‘genuinely affordable’ appears here so we must ask what does this mean, 
and what does ‘affordable’ mean when used elsewhere in the document? Real clarity is 
needed of terms such as social rent, London affordable rent, London living rent. They 
do not all appear in the Glossary. 



2. Unless there is a massive expansion of London Living Rent, which is genuinely 
affordable, and of low cost housing, housing costs will force many people living in 
London into poverty and unstable lives. 

3. London Affordable Rent; the definition is vague. 80 per cent of a market rent is not 
affordable for a great majority of the ‘renting population’ of London. ‘Substantially 
below’ and ‘traditional social rent’ and inexact phrases, not metrics. 

 
Policy H8: Monitoring of affordable housing 
 

1. There has been a collapse in trust in housing regeneration projects associated with 
evidence of regeneration schemes where tenants were not re-housed on the new 
scheme in suitable accommodation with low cost rents and secure tenancies. Providing 
the ‘so called’ affordable housing ‘off-site’ is often a cause of major resentment and 
mistrust, and either is, or can be characterised as ‘estate cleansing’, dispersing 
communities, and is contrary to the commitments made to build mixed and diverse 
communities in this iteration of the London Plan. 

 
Policy H13: Build to rent 
 

1. Build to Rent is a laudable scheme where tenants wish to buy in the long-term, but the 
scheme needs to viable for both public sector and purchases in the medium term in 
which house prices may not increase in line with inflation, and during which interest 
rates will rise. 

2. If real house prices continue to rise the state can build public sector housing and keep it 
as an appreciating asset. Presently, public sector money is used to seek to influence 
private sector provision to meet social needs. Direct commissioning of high quality 
homes with the mix that is locally desired offers more control, potentially better value 
for money and along term investment if there is a real rise in house prices in London in 
the long term. 

 
Policy H15: Specialist older persons housing 
 

1. The media frequently carries case-studies of 55+ and sheltered housing that have 
allegedly been mis-sold or are subject to punitive ‘top slicing’ of the re-sale value. This 
sector need better and more robust regulation. 

 
Policy S1: Developing London’s social infrastructure 
 

1. It is highly laudable to require development proposals that provide high quality, 
inclusive social infrastructure, but the London Plan should acknowledge the real terms 
funding cuts that have been imposed on public services such as the NHS, school 
education, FE education, social care and local government. 

 
Policy S2: Health and social care facilities 
 

1. Sustainability and Transition Plans will reconfigure the NHS. Funding cuts to the budget 
of the Metropolitan Police Service is driving restructure of police services, including the 
closure of many police stations. These reforms will impact on sustainability of some local 
communities, potentially denuding them of immediate access to key services, and 
certainly increasing travelling times and distances for some people using health services. 
This has a proportionately greater impact on disable persons. This should be 
acknowledged in the Plan. 



Policy S3: Education and childcare facilities 
 

1. Forward planning is critical to provide sufficient school places. 
2. Presently, more school places are not provided in areas of identified need. A local 

borough cannot bring forwards proposals for a new school unless it agrees to open an 
Academy School. Free Schools have been opened in areas where there is not a 
demonstrable need for another school, leading to empty spaces in other local schools. It 
is very difficult for a planning framework to interface with a key element of social 
infrastructure like school based education when decision about it are made on the basis 
of ideology and not effective public policy. The return of an objective strategic 
authority for schools such as ILEA should be welcomed. 

 
Policy E3: Affordable workspace 
 

1. The draft London Plan suggests that under certain circumstances planning obligations 
may be used to include workspace that is dedicated to a specific sector such as artist’s 
studios. London is losing studios and workshop space as areas are redeveloped. 
Maintenance of such workspaces is key if London is to continue to be a base for 
creative arts that add to London’s economy, international identity and community. 
Hence, ‘should’ would be more impactful than ‘may’. 

2. Within new developments there is a need for combined residential and work space and 
provision of such should be a feature of each borough’s local plan. 

 
Policy E4: Land for industry 
 

1. Land should be retained for waste management, but also for comprehensive recycling 
services, green manufacture and energy generation from waste. 

2. An example of the protection of utilities infrastructure is the case of Royal Mail and the 
piecemeal closure of sorting offices. The sorting office at Rathbone Place, off Oxford 
Street, was recently sold for housing development. The sorting office at Mount Pleasant 
has been partly re-developed for housing. It is expected that the sorting office at 
Vauxhall will be under acute pressure. More and more sorting is done at outer London 
offices increasing the journey miles on London’s roads by mail lorries. And local sorting 
offices are closed, meaning that typically, postal workers drive to a location to begin 
their rounds, where they one walked, increasing journey miles, congestion, pollution 
and making their jobs more stressful and more sedentary. 

 
Policy E7: Intensification and mixed use industrial sites 
 

1. The commitment to maintain industrial floorspace is very welcome. 
2. The commitments to intensity the use of industrial land and to promote mixed 

development of residential and employment space, using best practice from economies 
such as the Netherlands, is very welcome. For far too long industrial estates have been 
‘no-go-zones’ and their appearance has given a bad image to industry. 

 
Policy E8: Sector growth and clusters 
 

1. Commitment C4 is very welcome but the scale and nature of spaces are critical. For 
example, film sets need large areas free of columns. Maintaining this kind of space is a 
strategic issue for London and is not necessarily well-served by borough level planning. 

2. Point G, Strategic Outer London Development Centres, are extremely important to 
address the unequal distribution of GVA generation across London. But, as London does 



not have a strategic economic development agency there is a structural weakness in the 
formation of complementary development programmes for sub-regional geographies in 
out London. The London Plan is a welcome but insufficient contribution to cohesive 
and complementary local strategies. 

 
Policy E9: Retail and markets 
 

1. It is important to protect and improve London’s wholesale markets. 
2. High quality street markets add to cohesive and vibrant communities, town centres and 

London’s offer to tourists. They need to be protected and improved. Some markets do 
not have a solid legal basis, such as East Street Market in Southwark. And some markets 
have fallen into disrepair, East street Market again is a good example of this. 

 
Policy E11: Skills and opportunities for all 
 

1. The TUC in London welcomes the Mayor’s commitment to seek to address low pay and 
access to skills and learning improvement for all those who live and work in London. 
Trade unions, through our government funded ‘Unionlearn’ programme are major 
partners in providing access to skills, especially for those who do not have strong 
qualification. And we support apprentices in the workplace. 

2. With reference to point B; the London regional TUC has been arguing for 20 years that 
the potential employment and skills uplift from regeneration schemes and infrastructure 
investments has consistently been largely wasted and that the skills and employment 
outcomes should regarded to be main outcomes and part of the tender process, and not 
ancillary ‘bolt-on’ or supplementary outcomes, that are generally lost and forgotten 
about. The commitment made in point B is welcome, but it should be made mandatory 
to developments whenever possible, especially larger projects. 

 
Policy HC5: Supporting London’s culture and creative industries 
 

1. We support the protection and creation of new arts, cultural and creative venues. It 
makes sense for clusters of such venues to be aligned with colleges, studio spaces, 
business enterprise hubs and home/work space. 

2. London has limited space for large exhibitions, QE2 centre is relatively small, Excel 
Centre huge but not central and its facilities are spartan, Alexander Palace is not state 
of the art, nor does it have great transport links. The development of new high quality 
central space would need a pan London strategic lead as this is beyond the remit of any 
London borough. The success of such a space might depend on the parallel 
development of dedicated low-cost accommodation. 

 
Policy HC7: Protection public houses 
 

1. Pubs are an important component of the character of London and are an asset for 
residents, workers and visitors, but the sites they occupy are under threat from 
developers, so the London Plan is right to require boroughs to protect them, when 
appropriate. 

2. Pubs can support community identity, cohesion, be used to address social isolation and 
support skills development, acting as community hubs, especially in areas that are 
remote from existing social infrastructure and transport links. Planning applications for 
such community assets should be nurtured. 

Policy G1: Green infrastructure 
 



1. The ‘enhancement’ of London’s green infrastructure is highly desirable but it needs 
strategic pan-London oversight and leadership. 

2. The London Plan should acknowledge the impact of funding cuts in the last decade to 
local authorities and other bodies with responsibility for maintaining green spaces and 
the consequential impact this has had on the quality of green spaces, and the capacity 
to respond to new priorities.   

3. Areas of closely cropped grass have utility for sports, games, picnics and events, but all 
green spaces should be reviewed with the objective of building more and durable 
biodiversity in London, meaning ‘less bare grass’. This is not a priority that applies to 
solely Sites of Importance for Nature Conversation. 

4. Supporting a step change in London’s biodiversity can be the source of employment 
opportunities and skills development. The London Plan should encourage such a 
structured approach, using the same methodologies used to support regeneration 
projects that integrate building new high-quality employment and training 
opportunities. There are real advantages from supporting direct employment in this 
sector, especially for young workers entering the labour market and apprenticeships, 
and for workers who have previously been marginalised from the labour market, via 
intermediate labour market schemes. ‘Green London’ could be a project that has high 
status, high standards and a high public awareness, that people and organisations are 
proud to be associated with. 

 
Policy SI1: Improving air quality 
 

1. A priority should be improving air quality around schools and nurseries. 
 
Policy SI3: Energy infrastructure 
 

1. We support the use of waste to generate energy 
2. We support the exploration of the potential if a publicly owned and controlled ‘London 

Energy Company’. 
3. We support the development of efficient, robust and low cost ‘heat energy networks’. 

However, reports of the system introduced at Myatts Fields in London, introduced by 
tender and managed by the private sector on a long-term contract, seem to illustrate 
some of the hazards; frequent breakdowns and loss of both heat and water, and 
massive bills for residents who are ‘locked in’ to the arrangement. 

4. London’ petrol stations are disappearing rapidly in central areas; this decline needs to 
be managed to ensure that the resource remains available for local people, and to those 
LGP vehicles which need fuel points. 

5. The transition to electric vehicles will require an infrastructure of charging points which 
London’s suburban streets are not well appointed to provide. The evolution of street 
furniture can assist in this respect. 

6. Vehicle pooling should be supported by the planning system. 
 
Policy SI5: Water infrastructure 
 

1. The steps to optimise the use of water are welcomed but the present immense leakage 
rate of ‘cleaned water’ from the water distribution system needs to be reference to put 
the steps that are recommended in context, and the problems needs to be resolved. 

 
Policy SI6: Digital connectivity 

1. Digital connectivity is vital to securing future economic competitiveness and inclusion. 



2. Infrastructure programmes need to be future proofed and serve all of London’s districts 
and residents. Part of the dynamics for economic uplift in outer London boroughs 
should be very high digital connectivity. If they languish with low speeds or lag on this 
aspect of infrastructure, it will cement their relative economic disadvantage.  

 
Policy SI7 and 8 
 

1. We support waste minimisation and maximum recycling of waste, green manufacturing 
from waste, and energy capture from waste where appropriate, all within London’s 
boundaries. 

 
Policy SI15: Water transport 
 

1. We support the protection of wharfs and the desire to increase freight transport on 
waterways and rivers. 

2. We support the increased use of the river from transport. But we recommend that steps 
be taken to explore the integration use of the river for travel with the Oyster Card 
system. 

3. The increased volume and complexity of use of the river, particularly for travel, will 
require a high level of skill and qualifications among ‘masters’ and crew, and robust 
enforcement of standards, to ensure safety and public confidence. 

 
Policy T1: Strategic approach to transport 
 

1. To meet this objective of more journeys being completed by foot, cycle or public 
transport there need to be more river crossings across the Thames to the east of Tower 
Bridge, possibly dedicated largely, or even only, to those foot, bicycle and public 
transport modes of transport. 

 
Policy T3: Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding 
 

1. The transport system in London needs a higher level of integration with the transport 
systems in the south east and the east of England. An obvious example is the 
management of the rail system. We believe that rail should be under public ownership 
and public management and that the Mayor of London/Tfl should have an increased 
role in the management of rail services in the wider south east. 

2. We support the investment in HS2 and Crossrail 2. The efficiency of the delivery of the 
project, the maximisation of skills and employment uplift and best practice in health, 
safety and well-being outcomes has been demonstrated to result from the negotiation 
of wide ranging framework agreements with unions and high-quality communications 
during the delivery of projects. 

3. To facilitate access of workers in outer London areas to thriving labour markets the 
maintenance of, quality of, and affordability of bus services in to areas of high 
employment is critical. So frequent, high quality and affordable bus services from outer 
London boroughs in to central London, and between outer London boroughs, must be 
maintained. Recent cuts to bus services are regrettable and have reduced London’s 
connectivity, inclusion and access to labour markets for some workers. 

4. Where night tube services have begun, some night bus services have been cancelled. 
This has reduced the connection of some areas that are not easily accessed by tube to 
the night-time economy, reducing economic inclusion and limiting employment 
opportunities for some workers. 

Policy T7: Freight 



 
1. We support modal shift from road to rail and urge the London Plan to protect sites that 

will be potentially needed for development of transport hubs for freight services. 
 
Policy T8: Aviation 
 

1. We support expansion of airport capacity in the wider south east, with parallel 
protections for the environment, to achieve the lowest possible emissions and noise, 
and cause the least possible disruption to those flights paths. Following the finding of 
the Airports Commission, which recommended the expansion of Heathrow Airport, we 
have asked the government to proceed with the authorisation of the project and urged 
all to take the steps necessary to achieve the best environmental outcomes. 

2. We have called for existing and new airport capacity to be excellently connected by rail 
services and to be integrated fully with the rest of the transport system. 

 
Policy T9: Funding transport infrastructure through planning 
 

1. Where publicly funded transport infrastructure projects produce a windfall gain for 
private sector owners of property, premises or land, the planning system should work to 
tax that windfall gain, or seek proportionate contributions from the private sector to the 
initial investment costs. The Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy is a positive step, 
though possibly not a sufficient one. 

 
Policy DF1: Delivery of the Plan and planning obligations and funding 
 

1. London Borough’s economic development units and planning teams have been 
weakened by funding cuts. The Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule and 
Planning Fees should fund stronger EDU teams and planning teams. 

 
Policy M1: Monitoring 
 

1. There should be additional annual KPIs for housing, including ‘affordable’ being broken 
down into is components, such as London Living Rent. This will increase transparency 
and increase public trust. 

2. There should be a KPI for social infrastructure. ‘Floorspace for childcare facilities’ might 
be an effective proxy measure/metric. 
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