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London Plan Examination 

London Borough of Bexley (respondent number 2722) 

Statement on Matter 12 

Is the broad spatial distribution of housing and employment development proposed in 

the Plan, including between inner and outer London, justified? 

1.1. The Council does not consider that the spatial distribution set out in the draft 

Plan is justified.  It is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against 

the reasonable alternatives and particularly the ability of boroughs to find local 

solutions in compliance with the broad aims of the London Plan.  In Bexley’s 

context, the Council’s Growth Strategy is the most appropriate strategy for the 

borough – it was produced in collaboration with the Mayor of London and other 

partners and is supported by robust evidence.   

1.2. The unnecessary and unwelcome level of detailed policy in the draft London 

Plan is ill suited to the complexity of planning for London, in particular the 

differing approaches required across inner and outer London.  The draft Plan 

does not balance the many issues London faces; instead the resulting 

compromise is an inappropriate ‘one-size fits all approach.’ 

1.3. The strategic objective of the draft Plan is to shape how London will evolve and 

develop as a growing city, delivering increased housing numbers.  However, in 

seeking to achieve this objective there needs to be a greater recognition of the 

differences between the development context of inner and outer London. 

1.4. The failure to acknowledge this is underlined by the imposition of a small sites 

methodology without consultation and has inevitably led to an overly 

prescriptive approach to planning and an ultimately unsustainable and 

unjustified increase in housing targets.  

1.5. The spatial distribution of housing delivery is skewed towards an over reliance 

on the delivery of small sites in outer London.  This assumption is not backed by 

evidence; the methodology is flawed – as set out in our response to Matter 20 

(Small sites and small housing developments).   

1.6. The shift to a reliance on outer London to deliver significant levels of new 

housing through intensification of its suburban neighbourhoods (Paragraph 

2.0.3) and town centres (Paragraph 2.0.6) appears to be fundamentally flawed, 

particularly as what evidence has been provided to support this approach is far 

from robust.   

1.7. Paragraph 2.0.4 recognises that the most significant change will be in 

Opportunity Areas, and that “infrastructure is key to this delivery and will require 

major investment in transport…well in advance of new development.”  This is 

carried into Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas in Parts A(1)(b) and A(4), which 
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recognise that it is the identification of areas that will need public investment 

and intervention, and delivery of specific infrastructure projects assisted by the 

Mayor, which will unlock the area’s growth potential.  This recognition and 

support is welcomed, although the focus in more detailed policies later in the 

draft Plan suggests that infrastructure only needs to be ‘planned’ for higher 

density developments to come forward, rendering the whole approach 

untenable.   

1.8. Figure 2.7 Thames Estuary shows figures for housing and employment growth 

for each of the Opportunity Areas in this part of London over the Plan period.  

The figures for Bexley Riverside vary dramatically from the figures for this 

Opportunity Area in the current London Plan, and do not reflect the Council’s 

aspirations for how, where and when development will come forward in the 

borough.  The Council’s approach is set out in the adopted Bexley Growth 

Strategy, which is considered to be the most appropriate and fully justified 

strategy. 

1.9. London is not an island and homes and jobs can be supplied outside of its 

boundary; indeed this is already the case today.  Tripling the target in Bexley 

(including an eight fold increase from small sites), is unachievable and will only 

lead to planning by appeal, as those who understand how planning legislation 

works will capitalise on its loopholes.  This is the perfect recipe for bad planning 

which is in no one’s interest. 

Does the draft Plan contribute to the objective of achieving sustainable development? 

1.10. As noted in our statement on Matter 7, the Council does not consider that the 

draft Plan contributes to the objective of achieving sustainable development. 

1.11. Whilst it is acknowledged by the Council that this is a plan for London, it must 

also be acknowledged by the GLA that London is a very diverse city in every 

sense, with differing levels of investment and opportunity.  Bexley, for instance, 

as an outer London borough, suffers from a lack of connectivity stemming from 

under investment in public transport infrastructure.   

Minimising the need to travel and maximising the use of sustainable transport modes 

1.12. Infrastructure investment is essential to achieving sustainable transport and 

connectivity, as set out in the Growth Strategy.  This will form part of a 

comprehensive transport approach that demands interventions at the strategic, 

local and neighbourhood level.  In this way, car dependency can be reduced by 

offering people a real, high quality alternative.  However, the Council is clear 

that this will take time and a premature move to car free development in some 

areas will prove disastrous.  The draft Plan fails to reflect this.  High public 

transport accessibility levels in outer London mask significant issues in terms of 

the quality, choice and reliability of services.  Parking free schemes in these 
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circumstances will still generate car use, creating chaos on local roads, misery 

for residents and costly delays to local business.   

1.13. The draft Plan fails to ensure that sustainable transport interventions are 

phased appropriately to support the levels of growth expected of Bexley.  The 

figures in the Growth Strategy are wholly predicated on the delivery of key 

public transport infrastructure in order for a step change in connectivity in 

Bexley to be achieved.  Bexley’s Growth Strategy also proposes a release of 

employment areas, particularly where they are underused and relatively close to 

public transport links, with development starting slowly initially as public 

transport projects are committed and picking up significantly when they become 

operational.  Without this alignment development will simply perpetuate the 

reliance on the car, leading to unsustainable development.  The draft Plan fails 

to address these issues. 

1.14. Density ranges for housing have been removed; proposals are to be considered 

individually or on an area basis, but with a requirement that densities are 

optimised and a recognition that the character of areas will change.  This will 

inevitably include higher, more intense development on smaller plots with little 

parking.  This is not considered sustainable and it is therefore not a justified 

approach. 

1.15. Due to higher levels of car dependency and congestion on key parts of the 

highway network, any densification of the suburbs would need to focus on areas 

with existing or future good public transport provision, with the aim of reducing 

car use and ultimately ownership through improved connectivity. 

1.16. Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas (Part B) – Bexley is unable to “include ambitious 

transport mode share targets” given the nature of the borough and the lack of 

quality and choice of public transport relative to other London boroughs. 

Creating healthy, inclusive communities 

1.17. The Council is clear that Bexley has areas, particularly underused or surplus 

employment land, town centre sites and rundown residential estates near to 

existing infrastructure, which can be put to better use.  By concentrating 

development in these areas, significant regeneration benefits can be secured 

and economic development opportunities realised whilst also crucially ensuring 

that the best of Bexley’s existing character is preserved, including its popular, 

family friendly residential neighbourhoods and network of green spaces.  

1.18. Policy SD7 Town centre network, Parts G(1) and G(2) and Annex 1 identify 

Erith as a centre within an area of regeneration with high residential growth 

potential, yet Erith currently only has a PTAL of 3 and there are no committed 

schemes to achieve a significant uplift.  Bexley’s Growth Strategy also identifies 

Erith as a regeneration area with high residential growth potential, but this is 
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caveated by the need for key transport schemes to be delivered.  It is essential 

that a clear distinction be drawn between potential capacity in the event of uplift 

in current infrastructure investment and what can sustainably be achieved within 

confirmed funding envelopes.  The draft Plan fails to acknowledge this 

important point.  

1.19. As per Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas (Part B), Bexley is unable to plan for and 

provide the necessary social and other infrastructure to sustain growth and 

create mixed and inclusive communities, when the majority of development is 

proposed to come forward on small, unplanned incremental, but cumulatively 

character-harming development.   The draft Plan, therefore, does not contribute 

to the objective of achieving sustainable development in Bexley. 

1.20. Policy SD10 Strategic and local regeneration and associated Figure 2.19 should 

make clear that the locations identified on the map are a reflection of statistics 

rather than a land designation or remove sensitive designated areas such as 

Metropolitan Green Belt and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation.  A 

large amount of the mapped Strategic Area for Regeneration in Bexley is 

Metropolitan Green Belt. 

Respecting the character and appearance of different parts of London 

1.21. In order to achieve sustainable development, the Council needs a London Plan 

that will enable it to implement the Bexley Growth Strategy through its Local 

Plan.  It is considered that the Council can do this whilst adhering to the 

strategic aims of the London Plan as set out in the six Good Growth policies.  

However, the prescriptive nature of some of the individual policies in the draft 

Plan could prevent such an approach achieving general conformity, despite it 

being the most appropriate approach for Bexley. 

1.22. The Council has spent much time considering what is right for its area, working 

in partnership with the GLA, and recently adopting its Growth Strategy.  In this 

document, an ambitious vision is set out for what sustainable growth in Bexley 

looks like and how it can be delivered.  It is supported by a thorough local 

evidence base and a clear understanding of what is possible locally.  This 

includes work on appropriate residential typologies and housing densities that 

reflect the best of the borough’s character and vernacular.  In this context, it has 

garnered local cross-party support and provided a framework for discussion 

with developers. 

1.23. Bexley is willing to play its part in delivering housing for London.  Its Growth 

Strategy is clear that growth can happen, but not without a commitment from 

the Mayor and from government to invest in Bexley’s infrastructure.  In this 

context, it will need to be properly planned and phased to ensure an appropriate 

transition that ensures the continuing coherence of existing communities whilst 

respecting the character and appearance of the borough. 



London Borough of Bexley (2722) Statement on Matter 12 

Page 5 of 5 

1.24. The draft Plan should direct the majority of growth to Bexley’s Opportunity 

Areas, where there is scope for significant change and the potential to deliver a 

substantial amount of the new homes and jobs that London needs.  Instead, the 

London Plan directs growth much more broadly, including, unsustainable sites, 

where significant improvements to connectivity are more difficult to deliver and 

facilities are much more dispersed.  This approach will harm the character of 

existing communities, whilst failing to maximise the opportunity to build new 

communities in the most appropriate locations, without affecting the overall 

character of the borough.  

1.25. Unmanaged incremental growth will fundamentally harm the character of the 

borough and undermine the ability of the Council and its partners to deliver 

required infrastructure.  Bexley cannot manage this type of change and 

therefore it cannot embrace it. 

Building a strong and competitive economy 

1.26. Dispersed growth in inappropriate locations with little infrastructure 

improvement will have a significant adverse impact on the local economy, 

particularly as it is likely to generate additional car use, increasing congestion 

on the local highway network and resulting in greater delays to journey times for 

local employees and deliveries.  The concentration of development in well-

connected locations will ensure the impact of development can be effectively 

managed whilst creating sustainable employment opportunities.  


