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Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) 

Submission from the London Sustainable Development Commission  

(also referred to as the LSDC or ‘the Commission’) 

April 2014  

 

1. HOUSING NEEDS AND TARGETS  

 

1.1  Introduction 

The LSDC is concerned that the Draft FALP is not addressing the major gap between 

housing need and the targets that should be helping to meet that need. The lack of policy 

support for increasing the provision of affordable housing is a particular concern. 

London’s Quality of Life Indicators Report of 20121 made clear that housing in London was 

twice as unaffordable as it was in 1997, and over a third less affordable than the average in 

England2. The situation in the last two years has worsened3. 

In this context the LSDC has offered to work with the National Housing Federation (NHF) on 

a study to clarify the needs of people not only in lower paid jobs but with middle incomes. 

There are significant potential negative impacts on the future prosperity of London if it is 

unable to attract and retain key people with families in mid-career who have much to offer in 

terms of creativity and experience. The study is expected to look at the experiences in, for 

example, media and the arts and in academic and applied research, and to explore the 

solutions being pursued in other cities4. 

In this context the Commission is of the view that there need to be significant changes to the 

FALP if it is to help to address the current and future housing needs of London. 

1.2  Population growth and household change  

Chapter 1 of the Draft FALP makes clear the scale of need to 2036 (paragraphs 1.6 to 

1.10E), with London’s population rising from 8.2 million in 2011 to 10.11 million in 2036 – a 

23% increase over 25 years. This is based on the recent experience of rapid growth, but 

modified by an expectation that the change may be cyclical (related in part to a fall in out-

migration because of the tight housing market). 

The other key area of uncertainty is likely average household size over the plan period. 

Recent experience has been that household size has been increasing (paragraph 1.15), but 

the DCLG assumption is that there will be a fall over the period from 2.47 to 2.34 persons 

per household. On this basis there could be 1 million new households in London by 2036, or 

40,000 new households a year (paragraphs 3.16 and 3.16a). 

 
 

                                                           
1
 http://www.londonsdc.org/documents/research/LSDC_QoLindicators_2012_Evidence%20Report.pdf  

2
 LSDC London’s Quality of Life Indicators Report Part 2 Evidence Report, page 82 

3
 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-25575964  

4
 NHF Proposal and Terms of Reference expected to be published in the second half of 2014 

http://www.londonsdc.org/documents/research/LSDC_QoLindicators_2012_Evidence%20Report.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-25575964
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The LSDC is mindful of the NPPF’s statement (Section 47) that ‘local planning 
authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the 
full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing’. The Commission 
considers that the modification to the expected population growth represents a 
reasonable assumption in a period of uncertainty, but only accepts this position on 
the basis that the FALP is fulfilling an interim role, and that there will be a major 
review in 2016. 
 

1.3 Overall housing need and supply 
 

The levels of population growth and household formation do not, however, equate to the 

housing requirement.  Housing need is determined by the Mayor’s evidence base, the 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). After taking account of a forecast under-

supply of housing against requirements between 2011/12 and 2014/15, the estimated total 

annualised housing requirement between 2015/16 and 2034/35 is 48,841 new homes a 

year5. The FALP notes (paragraph 3.16b) that housing need would actually be higher – 

around 62,000 new homes a year – were the backlog to be addressed in the 10-year period 

to 2026. The 49,000 figure adopted for the Draft FALP assumes addressing the backlog over 

the 20-year period to 2036. 

The Draft FALP suggests that the need can be supplied through two different mechanisms: 

through borough targets based on the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(SHLAA); and by seeking additional development capacity in specific types of area. 

1.3.1 Borough targets  

FALP (Table 3.1) says the minimum 10-year target (2015-2025) for the boroughs is 42,389 

homes per year6  – a total of nearly 424,000 over that period. This figure, also outlined in the 

draft Housing Strategy, is based on assumptions of land capacity as assessed by the 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). This new target represents a 32 

per cent increase from the 2011 Replacement London Plan target of 32,210 new homes per 

year.  

There are significant variations in the revised targets by borough, as seen in the chart in 

Appendix 1. The targets are determined by land availability, with evidence provided by the 

SHLAA. However, the targets have been raised not because there is more land available 

than before, but because the GLA has altered the methodology of the SHLAA to assume 

that all land would be developed at the high end of the density range allowed under the 

density matrix (Table 3.2) as relevant for each site.  

The LSDC supports the aim of the Draft FALP to accommodate London’s population 

growth in the Plan period within the boundaries of London and without intruding 

strategically on its protected green and open space, but is concerned with the issues 

of  higher densities as discussed in section 2.2.1 below.  

  

                                                           
5
 SHMA Paragraph 0.19 

6
 For the balance of the 49,000 see  section 2 below on Meeting the Housing Need 
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1.3.2 Additional capacity 

The proposal is that the balance of 7,000 homes a year required to meet minimum need 

should be sought by the boroughs within the Opportunity Areas/Intensification Areas/Growth 

Corridors, and elsewhere such as Town Centres and Industrial Areas where public transport 

access is good. The implications of this approach on the areas identified are considered 

further in section 2.3 below..  

The Draft FALP does not, however, include a specific reference to the additional numbers 

within policy. 

The LSDC is concerned at the continued high levels of overcrowding in London. It 

considers vital that there is as close a fit as possible between housing need and 

supply and that the figure of 49,000 should be considered as a minimum. The 

Commission therefore urges that: 

 Policy 3.3 E should be altered to include reference to this figure: ‘Boroughs 

should identify and seek to enable additional development capacity as a 

contribution to a total minimum of 49,000 homes a year to be brought 

forward...’. 

 

  Policy 3.3 G should be altered to ensure monitoring covers these additional 

needed homes: ‘Boroughs should monitor housing capacity and provision 

against the average targets in Table 3.1, their additional contribution to the 

minimum additional 7,000 homes needed, local housing need assessments....’. 

 

 Table 3.1 should include the additional 7,000 homes a year on a separate line 

as part of the total. 

 

 Annex 4 should include a reference to the additional 7,000 homes a year and 

make clear that, since the boroughs have several town centres and most have 

at least one opportunity area, there should be scope for all boroughs to 

contribute to this and it is expected that each should monitor new units built 

or achieved through conversion, using the total targets in Table 3.1 as a 

minimum. 

 

 Key Indicator 4 should be altered to 49,000 homes. 

 

1.4  Affordable housing 

 

1.4.1 Need 

The SHMA looks at need for both market and affordable housing. This is summarised in the 

Draft FALP (paragraph 3.44) as 23,200 market homes each year, and 25,600 affordable 

homes – with a ‘significant’ need for affordable family homes. There is also reference in the 

Draft to the increase in overcrowded households in the decade up to 2011/12 linked to a 

particular need for social/affordable housing (paragraph 3.47). 
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The LSDC is encouraged by the recognition that over half of housing need in the plan 

period is for affordable housing much of it for families, and urges that: 

 Paragraph 3.64 should include a final sentence: The boroughs should bear in 

mind an aspirational target of 50% of housing provision to be affordable, in the 

context of the established need and the Mayor’s additional delivery 

mechanisms such as the London Housing Fund. 

 

1.4.2 Overall target 

In relation to affordable housing, the Draft FALP suggests that the target for provision should 

be 17,000 per year (Policy 3.11), with 60% for social and affordable rent and 40% for 

intermediate rent or sale. The total figure represents only two thirds of the identified need of 

25,600, and is justified on the basis of the recent poor record of delivery (paragraph 3.64). 

For social and affordable rent this suggests provision of 10,200 homes instead of the 15,700 

a year needed7; for intermediate housing this represents 6,800 homes instead of the 9,900 a 

year needed8.  

The figure of 17,000 represents 40% of the 42,000 homes per year identified in the borough 

targets (Table 3.1). The previous affordable target of 13,200 was equivalent to 40% of the 

previous capacity based target of 32,210 total homes a year in the London Plan (July 2011). 

If the 40% figure was applied to the total minimum of 49,000 homes per year, the affordable 

target would be 19,600 – meeting 77% of the need for 25,600 affordable home a year 

instead of the 66% if applied to the lower figure of 42,000. 

This would represent an additional 11,760 social and affordable homes a year (75% of need 

rather than 65%), and an additional 7,840 intermediate homes a year (79% of need rather 

than 69%) compared to that provided for in the Draft FALP. 

The LSDC is concerned that the target proportion of affordable homes seems to have 

been applied to the lower borough target figure of 42,000, rather than to the additional 

7,000 homes per year, and therefore urges that: 

 Policy 3.11A should include reference to ‘an average of at least 19,600 more 

affordable homes each year...’   

 

 Key Indicator 5 should be altered to 19,600 homes 

 

1.4.3 Implementation 

It is going to be challenging to meet the overall target. There will need to be a wide range of 

initiatives pursued by the Mayor through the Housing Strategy, and by the boroughs, 

housing associations, other agencies, and developers.  

The NPPG (March 2014) includes a new paragraph in its section on Viability to cover 

brownfield sites (paragraph 025) which states that ‘Local Plan policies should reflect ........ 

the fact that brownfield land is often more expensive to develop’ and that ‘Particular  

                                                           
7
 SHMA: 6i% of the 25,600 affordable homes a year identified as needed  

8
 SHMA: 39% o of the 25,600 affordable homes a year  
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consideration should also be given to Local Plan policies on planning obligations....... to 

promote the viability of brownfield sites across the local area’. Even with the higher 

development values in London it is likely that there will be increased pressure for reduction 

in affordable housing provision. 

The LSDC is pleased that the Draft FALP makes reference in the section on 

negotiating affordable housing to the need for developers to ‘provide development 

appraisals to demonstrate that each scheme maximises affordable housing output’ 

(addition to paragraph 3.71). The Commission suggests that it may be important to 

review the Affordable Housing Development Control Toolkit in the context of the 

NPPG. 

1.4.4 Borough targets 

In this context it would be useful to further strengthen the hand of the boroughs by including 

borough level affordable housing targets in the London Plan. It was argued at the 2011 EIP 

that the use of numerical borough targets for affordable housing in the London Plan, and 

their inclusion in the GLA annual monitoring reports, could make a significant difference in 

achieving the overall ambition of the Plan. Countering this it was suggested that instead the 

boroughs could be helped to establish their targets in their Local Plans. However there is 

evidence that, while there is monitoring of delivery of affordable housing in the updating of 

borough housing trajectories, there is no consistent set of targets incorporated in Core 

Strategies against which performance is being judged. 

The Draft FALP accepts that borough targets set out in the London Plan are appropriate for 

monitoring provision of affordable housing for the elderly (Table A5.1). Establishing similar 

targets for overall affordable provision would provide greater transparency and encourage 

deliverability in the context of the wider need.  

The LSDC is concerned that the deliverability of affordable homes needs to be 

increased following the recent poor record and therefore urges that: 

 Policy 3.11B should state that boroughs should use an agreed set of individual 

borough targets for affordable housing (presented as number of homes in a 

new Table 3.4) that will form the basis for monitoring and for setting of 

separate numerical targets for social/affordable rented and intermediate 

housing..... 
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2. MEETING THE HOUSING NEED 
 

2.1 Introduction 

As discussed in section 1 of this submission, the alterations are a response to the major 

population growth outlined in the Census, which indicates that London’s population has 

grown faster than anticipated and is expected to reach over 10 million by 2031. The main 

thrust of the FALP is to increase housing to accommodate that need while not exporting 

population and not building on protected open space such as Green Belt.  

There are some specific implications of taking this approach which are discussed in this 

section of the LSDC submission: 

 The need for increased housing densities which is likely to put greater pressure on 

design standards and to make provision for family housing more difficult to achieve. 

 

 The expectation that 14%9 of the annual housing provision needs to be made in the 

main areas of change (such as Opportunity Areas, Strategic Industrial Land and 

Town Centres) but where it will be important to ensure that development is 

sustainable. 

In relation to housing densities and design, the LSDC’s current concerns in relation to 

affordable housing (see section 1.1) suggest that it will be very important to ensure there is a 

wide range of housing types to meet needs including those of families. The LSDC’s 

continuing work on access to nature for young children following the publication of its Sowing 

the Seeds report10, clarifies the importance of local open spaces close to housing for the 

health and well-being of children. 

In relation to the areas of change, the LSDC’s work on the needs of green entrepreneurs11 

and of developing a closed loop economy in relation to waste and re-use of materials 

suggest that it will be important to make provision for the specific needs of these sectors and 

to take into account the importance of the full range of infrastructure when considering 

development in these areas. 

2.2 Density and specific housing provision 
 

2.2.1 Density 
 

Intensification is seen as a main means of achieving the housing target particularly in large 

residential developments (Policy 3.7; see also section 2.2 below). Densities of development 

proposals in London are guided by the density matrix in Table 3.2, which sets out 

appropriate density levels for developments based on the proposal’s setting (suburban, 

urban, or central) and Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL). 

FALP does not alter the density matrix. The Plan sets a target for over 95 per cent of 

development to comply with the housing density matrix (Key Performance Indicator 2).  

                                                           
9
 7,000 as part of the 49,000 homes a year 

10
 LSDC ‘’Sowing the Seeds” report, November 2011 

11
 LSDC ‘Green Entrepreneurs’ report to be published May 2014 
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However, in paragraphs 2.62 and 2.72F (for Opportunity Areas and Town Centres) the Draft 

FALP seeks to encourage more developments to be granted permission ‘towards the top of 

the relevant density scale where appropriate’. In those paragraphs, and also in paragraphs 

2.85 and 3.42 in relation to surplus industrial land and large housing developments, it goes 

further and refers to guidance in the Housing SPG on use of higher densities than those 

contained in Table 3.2 (SPG paragraphs 1.3.8 and 1.3.41).  

In fact the London Plan Monitoring reports12 show that more than half of all residential units 

given approval are above the density levels set out in the Plan: 

 Residential Approvals Compared To The Density Matrix 
Percentage of Units Approved:  
 
                    Within                Above           Below range  
2006/07  36%  60%  4%  
2007/08  40%  55%  5%  
2008/09  41%  53%  7%  
2009/10  39%  56%  6%  
2010/11  37%  58%  5%  
2011/12  40%  55%  5%  

 

The LSDC is concerned that there seems to be an emerging pattern of housing 

development with most being provided at very high densities and minimal space (20 

to 30 square metres in some instances) while some development meets a ‘luxury’ 

market (at 300 plus square metres). The LSDC is concerned that the norm for 

densities should be consistent. The Commission therefore urges that: 

 Paragraph 2.85 on surplus industrial land should be consistent with the 

references in 2.62 and 2.72F and refer in the second sentence to higher density 

redevelopment especially for housing ‘ towards to the top of the relevant 

density scale where appropriate’, before mentioning the exceptional 

circumstances. 

 

 Paragraphs 2.62, 2.72F, 2.85 and 3.42 should include a clear reference to the 

section in the Housing SPG where the guidance on exceptional circumstances 

can be found. 

 

 Paragraph 3.28 should include a new penultimate sentence to clarify that it is 

only in exceptional circumstances that  higher densities might be appropriate: 

‘However it is expected that all housing developments, except in the 

exceptional circumstance described in the Housing SPG (paragraph 1.3,41), 

will fall within the density ranges set out in Table 3.2’. 

 

 Key Performance Indicator 2 should clarify whether the minimum of 95% still 

refers to all housing developments or excludes those that will be developed 

under exceptional circumstances or in large developments under Policy 3.7. 

                                                           
12

 London Plan Annual Monitoring Report 9, March 2013  
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The Sowing the Seeds working group (including representatives from the LSDC, London 

Wildlife Trust, and Learning though Landscapes) suggests that large scale housing 

developments are likely to provide that greatest opportunity for providing natural areas close 

to home for local children to use on a daily basis. 

The LSDC is concerned that the opportunities in new large housing developments 

should not be lost and therefore urges that: 

 Paragraph 3.42 should include after the new text on ‘a good quality public 

realm ..., and small scale natural areas that can be used by local children  ...’ 

2.2.2 Specific housing provision 
 

There is mention in the Draft FALP of the need for family housing (see for instance 

paragraph 3.44). There is some change in policy provision that will help indirectly to meet 

this need: 

 There is greater consideration in the Draft FALP of the particular housing needs of 

older Londoners with reiteration of Lifetime Homes standards and the need for 10% 

of all dwellings to be wheelchair accessible (paragraphs 3.48 and 3.50a). There is 

new coverage of the requirements for specialist provision and the extent to which this 

might free up larger housing for families (paragraph 3.50b-e).  

 There is a new section on specialist student housing, with emphasis on affordability 

and a more dispersed distribution to town centres away from central London 

(paragraphs 3.53a and b) – with an expectation that students moving out of multi-

occupancy could enable conversion back to family housing.  

 There are also sections on the Private Rented Sector (paragraph 3.54) and Custom 

build/Self build (3.57A and B) that make clear the importance of these sectors and 

their need for support through specific programmes.  

The LSDC expresses its support for these initiatives and seeks more explicit guidance 

on how these changes could be achieved (for instance through specific design 

considerations). 

However there is very little new policy provision to increase supply of family housing directly. 

In this context, the LSDC is particularly concerned that an increasing proportion of larger 

scale new housing is being diverted to the luxury market and to foreign investors.  The issue 

of second homes in sought-after rural areas does provide some guidance on how these 

issues can be addressed.  Local occupancy conditions are increasingly being used to direct 

new housing towards local need by specifying  how long people need to have been 

employed in a defined area or been previously living there. By limiting who can live in new 

dwellings, the approach also has the potential of reducing the cost of housing. 

The LSDC requests that the Mayor gives consideration to the extent to which it might 

be possible to develop with the boroughs a set of appropriate conditions that could 

be used to ensure that a higher proportion of larger housing is available for local 

people. The Commission therefore urges that: 
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 Paragraph 3.47 should include a final sentence: ‘The Mayor and boroughs will 

explore the extent to which planning conditions are able to limit the extent to 

which larger scale housing is accessible to those seeking second homes’. 

 

2.3 Areas of change 

 

2.3.1 Opportunity and Intensification Areas  

Opportunity Areas are London’s main locations for new development over the next 25 years 

with significant capacity for new housing, commercial and other uses supported by existing 

or planned improvements to public transport. They are designated in the London Plan, 

following which the GLA is meant to work with the local authorities to write Opportunity Area 

Planning Framework (OAPF). However, the GLA has been slow to get OAPFs in place: of 

the 33 Opportunity Areas identified in the current London Plan, only 11 have OAPFs or 

equivalent in place13 

The FALP identifies five new Opportunity Areas: Old Kent Road, Canada Water, Bromley, 

and Harrow and Wealdstone have the potential to accommodate a total of 11,100 new 

homes and 8,000 new jobs; Old Oak Common, benefitting from plans to build a ‘super hub’ 

High Speed 2 (HS2) and Crossrail station, is expected to accommodate up to 24,000 new 

homes and 50,000 jobs.  

In addition to these new OAs, housing and jobs targets have been raised for the existing 

OAs (Table A1.1).  

The LSDC welcomes the integration of land-use and transport planning that serves as the 

primary principle behind OAs. Chapter 3 policies address provision of social infrastructure, 

and Table 6.1 (which provides an indicative list of transport schemes in the short- and 

medium-terms) informs decisions about where new OAs should be designated. However, 

there remain concerns about the implementation of policy integrating land use with transport, 

including improvements to existing infrastructure at key stations such as at Harrow.  

The LSDC supports mixed use development in the Opportunity Areas, but has 

concerns regarding progress with development and implementation of frameworks. 

The Commission therefore urges that: 

 Table A1.1 should report under a separate heading (rather than within the text) 

for each Opportunity Area the progress in producing and implementing a 

framework in order to identify more clearly where further work is urgently 

needed.  

The GLA is involving the relevant local authorities in producing OAPFs, but genuine input 

from local communities has a more chequered record. Poor quality consultation has left 

many communities feeling excluded, and even resulted in them taking their councils to court 

following the adoption of frameworks for Earls Court and White City.  

                                                           
13

 http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/planning/opportunity-areas/location-londons-opportunity-and-
intensification-areas-0.   
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The LSDC considers that it is vital for local communities to be directly involved in 

developing policies and proposals for the Opportunity Areas, and therefore urges 

that: 

 Policy 2.62 should include at the beginning of the new text that ‘The Mayor will 

continue to work with boroughs, local communities and other delivery partners 

to ensure that.....’  

 
2.3.2 Town Centres  
 
The country is undergoing fundamental shifts in its shopping habits, particularly with the 

emergence of internet and multi-channel shopping, and this is having a significant impact on 

the need for retail premises and the types of premises required. In London, vacancy rates for 

shops increased by up five per cent in the past two years to 7.1 per cent14.  

The Outer London Commission (OLC) has suggested that these changing shopping habits 

will have varying impacts on the different types of town centres found throughout London. 

Larger centres are likely to benefit, as there will be a demand for retail spaces where 

consumers can see and test out products before making purchases either in-store or online. 

Smaller neighbourhood centres, where people take care of daily needs, are likely to be 

comparatively affected. Mid-sized town centres are thought to face the greatest challenge, 

and this is where the OLC has suggested that surplus space is most likely (paragraph 

2.72D). 

FALP’s response to the challenge, in the context of the major need for housing, is to suggest 

that opportunities for mixed use high density housing-led redevelopment should be explored 

where there is an overall surplus of retail floor space (Policy 2.15 D c 2 and paragraphs 

2.72F and 4.40 – 4.42B), and that boroughs should assist in the process by facilitating site 

assembly (Policy 2.15 D c). 

Residential development in town centres represents a sustainable means of meeting 

London’s housing need.. Town centre living also tends to be more walkable, more 

accessible by public transport; and the new residents will increase footfall and contribute to 

the vibrancy of the town centre. Town centres often have the social and community 

infrastructure required to support new residents, though where needed infrastructure and 

services must be upgraded and expanded. 

The LSDC supports the significant opportunities for change in many town centres, 

but has concerns that these should be integrated with provision of a range of 

facilities, and with transport and other infrastructure improvements. The Commission 

therefore urges that: 

 Paragraph 2.72G should state that ‘the redevelopment process must be closely 

integrated with investment in supporting social, environmental and physical 

infrastructure including improvements to transport and the public realm. 

However, residential development must not become the sole focus of town centre 

regeneration. Whilst retail can no longer remain the main attraction of many town centres, 

                                                           
14

 Economy Committee. Open for Business - Empty Shops on London’s High Streets. 12 March 2013: p. 10. 



11 

 

efforts must be made to ensure they remain centres for surrounding communities, for 

instance  by bringing in more civic, community, and leisure uses. Town centres will otherwise 

slowly lose the mix of uses that are the very definition of being a ‘town centre’.  

The LSDC supports the new paragraph 4.42B with its reference to the need to take 
into account the economic health of the centre, provision of essential local services 
etc, but urges that: 
 

 Paragraph 4.42B should indicate that these considerations are important ‘when 
considering applications for new housing or mixed development as well as 
proposals for prior approval.....’ 

 
 
2.3.3 Industrial land  
 
Strategic Industrial Locations (SILs) are intended to provide 40% of London’s total supply of 

industrial land (paragraph 2.79) ‘ to meet the needs of industrial and related sectors 

including general and light Industrial uses, logistics, waste management and environmental 

Industries (such as renewable energy generation), utilities, wholesale markets and some 

transport functions’ (FALP Glossary, page 350). 

The Draft FALP suggests that releases of land from SILs should be focused around public 

transport nodes and town centres to enable higher density redevelopment especially for 

housing (paragraphs 2.85 and 4.23).  

The industrial land issue raises an important theme which runs through FALP: the tension 

between land use for housing and for other purposes, such as open space and employment. 

The severity of London’s housing crisis has rightly instigated efforts to identify as much land 

for housing as possible. However, this should not be done at the expense of uses that 

contribute to London’s economic growth and Londoner’s quality of life.  

The release of industrial land poses a serious threat to London’s future economic growth. 

Forfeiting too much industrial land will lock London into being a post-industrial city 

dependent on financial services and the arts. The LSDC is concerned that London should 

develop a new industrial base, such as in the secondary materials economy or other green 

industries (see references noted in section 2.1 above). It is important to provide the land for 

these types of firms to emerge. FALP must be carefully calibrated to limit the loss of 

industrial land, and to ensure that land which is lost is done so in a planned way.  

The LSDC has concerns regarding potentially detrimental land releases in the context 

of its recent work identifying new industries and more sustainable forms of utility 

provision and therefore urges that: 

 Paragraph 2.62 should provide a more balanced approach to the issues 

involved and should omit the sentence ‘There is concern that aspirational 

employment allocations should not fossilise housing potential’ as being too 

partial as a basis for clarifying policy.  

 

 Paragraph 2.62 should add to the following sentence that ‘employment 

capacities should, if necessary, be reviewed in the light of strategic and local 
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employment projections and the potential of new and emerging industries and 

their likely land and infrastructure requirements.’ 

 

 Paragraph 2.85 should have an addition to the third sentence: ‘This release 

process should only be considered following an assessment of strategic and 

local employment projections and of the potential of new and emerging 

industries, and must be managed carefully.....’ 
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3. AIR QUALITY  
 

3.1 Introduction 

This section provides an outline of air quality issues raised by the Draft FALP and suggests 

modifications in relation to air quality.  It is based primarily on a reading of Chapters 7 of the 

Draft FALP of January 2014. 

The main aim of the FALP is to provide an interim framework for dealing with the major 

increase in housing requirements, as clarified in Chapter 1. There is a clear indication that 

the London Plan is required to consider the need for greater intensification. 

Since this increase in density is likely to have an impact on sustainable communities in 

relation to the infrastructure demands and building design, it is important to ensure that all 

new construction is developed with the environmental issues in mind. This section examines 

how new developments need to consider air quality.   

 

3.2 The challenge 

The problems associated with air pollution are well established: 4,000 Londoners a year die 

prematurely from causes related to air pollution; air pollution contributes to many health 

problems including asthma, heart disease and lung disease and lung cancer;  air pollution 

affects those who are already at their most vulnerable, such as children and the elderly. 

The LSx citizen science programme15 found evidence that street by street air quality may 

dramatically exceed the European limits on air quality - with figures significantly higher than 

official figures in certain pockets: 

·         Particulate Matter (PM10) concentrations four times the European Union limit;  

·         Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) concentrations more than double the legal limit. 

London has the highest levels of NO2 of any capital city in Europe, and the UK has the 

highest proportion of zones breaching legal limits. Information obtained from the Mayor’s 

office shows that exhaust emissions from passenger cars (including private hire vehicles) of 

NO2 and dangerous airborne particles (PM 2.5) are expected to rise from 39% and 49% of 

transport exhaust emissions respectively in 2010 to 47% and 54% respectively in 2015. 

The World Health Organisation suggests that both short- and long-term studies have found 

adverse health effects at concentrations that were at or below the current EU limit values. 

Leading scientists suggest that there is evidence for a long-term effect of NO2 on natural 

mortality as high as that of PM 2.5. 

The causes of air pollution are well established: 

• 85% of air pollution in London is produced by road transport, particularly large diesel 

vehicles.  

• Although a shift from petrol to diesel vehicles has helped control CO2 emissions it has 

also resulted in particulate matter increases in some areas. 

 

  

                                                           
15

 http://www.lsx.org.uk/whatwedo/cleanerair4communities_page3581.aspx  

http://www.lsx.org.uk/whatwedo/cleanerair4communities_page3581.aspx
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3.3 Recent events 

The Supplementary Planning Guidance on Sustainable Design and Construction  confirms 

that  developments should be at least air quality neutral, and  refers to the NPPF which 

states that planning policies should sustain compliance with and contribute towards EU limits 

values or national objectives for pollution.   

WHO guidance recommends that current European targets (with which many parts of 

London’s less trafficked streets comply) need to be reduced in order to protect healthy 

lifestyles16. It suggests there may be no safe level for PM 2.5
17

. The WHO findings indicate 

that many people cannot control their air quality through their own behaviour, and that local, 

regional and national governments need to collaborate in order to improve air quality.18 

The European Commission has sent the UK a ‘Letter of formal notice’ for breaching nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2) limit values in 16 of 43 zones. The UK is the first of the EU’s 28 Member 

States to receive enforcement action on NO2. The Mayor estimates that the UK faces fines 

of £300m per annum for London alone if compliance is not achieved. 

The Commission has also responded to a request from Clean Air in London for clarification 

on certain provisions of Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for 

Europe. 

 

3.4 Implications for FALP 

Given the importance of air quality and the requirements set out by the European 

Commission, the LSDC considers that elements of the FALP should be strengthened to 

clarify the importance of air quality.  

A change in wording has been included in the Draft FALP in relation to planning obligations 

to include reference to tackling air quality:  Policy 8.2 E on Planning Obligations states that 

‘importance should also be given to tackling climate change and air quality and social 

infrastructure.’  

Tackling air quality implies reduction in pollution and this is something that is now deemed 

necessary if the issues as set out in the European Commission’s letter are to be addressed.  

The LSDC considers that the change in wording in Policy 8.2E to support reduction in 

air pollution is an important inclusion in the FALP and strongly supports the change. 

The Commission also supports the inclusion of air quality considerations in the 

guidance for boroughs when developing their 106 agreements. 

Policy 7.14 is the key policy on Air Quality. Section B d refers to instances where provision 

needs to be made to reduce emissions and stipulates that that this should be usually made 

on site. Where this is impractical or inappropriate then use of a planning obligation may be 

appropriate. It is this air quality aspect of planning obligations that was missing from the 

London Plan (2011), and which the change in Policy 8.2E has rectified. 

However, the LSDC is concerned that section B c of Policy 7.14 does not sufficiently 

reflect the increased imperative to reduce air pollution and urges that: 

                                                           
16

 http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs313/en/  
17

 http://www.nhs.uk/news/2013/12December/Pages/Safe-levels-of-air-pollution-could-still-be-harmful.aspx  
18

 http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs313/en/  

http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs313/en/
http://www.nhs.uk/news/2013/12December/Pages/Safe-levels-of-air-pollution-could-still-be-harmful.aspx
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs313/en/
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 Policy 7.14 B c should state that development proposals should contribute to a 

reduction in air pollution in the local area, or should be at least ‘air quality 

neutral’; and  should omit the continuation of the sentence (‘and not lead to 

further deterioration of existing poor air quality’) as being redundant. 

  

 Paragraph 7.47 should make specific reference to the latest WHO guidance, the 

recent action by the EU, and new SPG on Sustainable Design and Construction 

to provide explanation for the change suggested for Policy 7.14. 
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4. OTHER ISSUES 

4.1 London’s places 

Policy 2.18 refers to London’s Green Infrastructure as ‘The multi-functional network of green 

spaces’. The LSDC supports this policy which seeks to ‘protect, promote, expand and 

manage the extent and quality of, and access to, London’s network of Green Infrastructure’ 

for biodiversity, cultural, climate adaptation, water management, health, well-being and other 

reasons.  

Part C of the policy also addresses deficiencies in green space and, in general, this joined 

up understanding of the cross-cutting role of green spaces is new and a very welcome 

progression from past London Plan revisions.  

The LSDC is less clear about whether the multi-functional role of green spaces will be 

realized by the GI network working as a coherent whole. 

The LSDC considers that: 

 The Mayor and the London Plan should be clearer about the functionality and 
efficacy of the intended green spaces / infrastructure network, notwithstanding 
the potential benefits of Policy 2.18 because it is unclear if the FALP has 
considered GI as the ecologically coherent network that London needs. The GI 
network combines street trees, pocket parks and green spaces which, though 
good in themselves, need to be capable of operating in the multi-functional 
way referred to in the Policy.  
 

The LSDC considers that: 

 The Mayor and London Plan should provide evidence to show that the GI 
network envisaged does, and will, function as intended. The Mayor and London 
Plan should also set out how other intended land uses will and / or could affect 
the GI network’s functionality.  
 

4.2 London’s response to climate change 

The LSDC welcomes this chapter’s opening ambition for London to be ‘A city that becomes 

a world leader in improving the environment…’ (paragraph 5.1). 

In presentation terms it is also important that the chapter starts with mitigation of climate 

change and then considers matters concerned with adaptation. 

The LSDC supports the FALP paragraph 5.11 in which the ‘The Mayor expects all 

development to make the fullest contribution to the mitigation of climate change…’ 

The LSDC also supports Policy 5.1 in which the Mayor ‘seeks to achieve an overall 

reduction in London’s carbon dioxide emissions of 60 per cent (below 1990 levels) by 

2025…’ and requires boroughs to adopt LDF ‘policies and proposals that promote and are 

consistent with the achievement of the Mayor’s strategic carbon dioxide emissions reduction 

target for London.’   
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The LSDC agrees with FALP paragraph 5.15 that this aim is ‘extremely challenging’ but that 

it is ‘achievable with the full commitment and collaboration of all stakeholders, particularly 

national government…’  

The LSDC supports Policy 5.2 (page 158) which sets out the year on year aims to move 

toward zero carbon use in domestic and non-residential buildings starting with an 

expectation of residential development meeting the Government’s Code for Sustainable 

Homes code level 4 (as in paragraph 5.19) and for ‘all major development proposals’, ‘the 

highest level of carbon dioxide emissions reduction will be sought in every proposal, and the 

Mayor will actively encourage zero carbon development where appropriate’ (see paragraph 

5.20).   

The LSDC notes the FALP’s paragraph 5.9a which states that ‘it is essential that the 

additional energy infrastructure required to power a growing London can support low and 

zero carbon energy supply. The long term vision for London’s energy infrastructure is a 

resilient electricity network with capacity provided where and when it is required to 

accommodate growth and decentralised energy across the capital.’ 

The LSDC considers that: 

 The carbon dioxide reduction target is fitting for a leading world city but would 
like firm evidence that the details in the Mayor’s Climate Change Mitigation and 
Energy Strategy adequately support the FALP aims. 
 

 The FALP should set out where the expected savings in energy and carbon are 
likely to come from given the likely path London, national policy, and 
innovation will/ may take (for instance, what contribution can be expected from 
retrofitting of housing stock over the next ten years, what will be the tangible 
contribution of new development and basic energy efficiency, and what might 
knock the plans off course?)  
 

 The FALP should set out what support the Mayor expects to receive from all 
parties to deliver as this seems fundamental 

 

The LSDC considers that: 

 For a FALP looking as far ahead as 2036 and beyond, energy and water issues 
should now be dealt with together. Development planned in 2014-15 is likely to 
be standing in 2030 and so water and energy standards will be locked-in by 
2014-15 policies and practices to a fair degree. 
  

 The energy used in supplying, using and disposing of water is a considerable 
opportunity for transformative change in energy-water infrastructure and 
behaviours. The Draft FALP does not address necessary future proofing (on 
pages 174-179) except in terms of ensuring supply (for example in the 
unchanged Policy 5.15), in dealing with water when it is in the capital (with 
regard to flood risk (an unchanged Policy 5.12,) or in meeting ecological 
standards of the Water Framework Directive (see paragraph 5.61) and its 
ultimate disposal. The LSDC suggests that fuller consideration of the energy-
water nexus should be provided in the FALP. 
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The LSDC supports the FALP’s climate change chapter which, we note, also deals 

extensively with waste (pages 179-191) with a focus on: 

- ‘Self-sufficiency’ (see Policy 5.16, page 180) where the FALP change focusses on 
energy from waste needing to demonstrate a ‘minimum CO2 equivalent performance 
of 400 grams of CO2eq per kwh... to ensure that energy generated from waste 
activities is no more polluting in carbon terms that (sic) the energy source it 
replaces…’ 

- The Mayor’s ‘minimum greenhouse gas performance for technologies generating 
energy from London’s non-recyclable waste’ aka; ’carbon intensity floor set at 400 
grams of CO2eq per kwh (paragraph 5.85) 

 

The LSDC considers that: 

 The FALP should emphasise how the new proposed approach to energy 
performance and waste in particular creates new opportunities to invigorate a 
closed loop resources based economy for London with resource efficiency and 
entrepreneurial opportunities. 
 

 Paragraph 5.32 should be altered to state that ‘London’s future district heating 
networks will evolve from natural gas CHP to being supplied by energy from 
non-recyclable waste and renewable energy.’ 
 

 

4.3 London’s living spaces and places 

The LSDC suggests that in considering London’s long term development, a new approach to 

use of spaces and places could be embraced.  

Policy 7.1 on ‘Lifetime Neighbourhoods’ goes some way to adopting our suggestions that 

clever use of land for multiple and flexible use needs to be embraced if London is to be 

efficient in its use of land, property and locations. But the FALP contains no firm policies 

which would put this into action.  

The LSDC considers that: 

 The opportunity should be taken with the FALP to pursue opportunities to 
secure more flexible, multiple use of land over time.  
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APPENDIX 1 

Ten Year Housing Supply Targets 2015 – 2025  

 2014 FALP 2011 Plan % Change 

Tower Hamlets  39,314 28,850 36.3 

Southwark  27,362 20,050 36.5 

Greenwich  26,850 25,950 3.5 

Barnet  23,489 22,550 4.2 

Newham  19,945 25,000 -20.219 

Wandsworth  18,123 11,450 58.3 

Hackney  15,988 11,600 37.8 

Lambeth  15,594 11,950 30.5 

Brent  15,253 10,650 43.2 

Haringey  15,019 8,200 83.2 

Croydon  14,348 13,300 7.9 

Lewisham  13,847 11,050 25.3 

Ealing  12,972 8,900 45.8 

Islington  12,641 11,700 8.0 

Barking and Dagenham  12,355 10,650 16.0 

Havering  11,701 9,700 20.6 

Redbridge  11,232 7,600 47.8 

Westminster  10,677 7,700 38.7 

Hammersmith and Fulham  10,312 6,150 67.7 

Camden  8,892 6,650 33.7 

Waltham Forest  8,620 7,600 13.4 

Hounslow  8,222 4,750 73.1 

Enfield  7,976 5,600 42.4 

Kensington and Chelsea  7,330 5,850 25.3 

Kingston upon Thames  6,434 3,750 71.6 

Bromley  6,413 5,000 28.3 

Harrow  5,927 3,500 69.3 

Hillingdon  5,593 4,250 31.6 

Bexley  4,457 3,350 33.0 

Merton  4,107 3,200 28.3 

Sutton  3,626 2,100 72.7 

Richmond upon Thames  3,150 2,450 28.6 

City of London  1,408 1,100 28.0 

LLDC 14,771   

London                                      423,888                                   31.6 
 

                                                           
19 For the first time, there is a separate target for the LLDC. The four Olympic boroughs have had their targets 
adjusted to reflect this, which is why Newham’s target appears to be the only one that has gone down.  
 


