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Matter 21 - Gypsy and Traveller Accommodations 
 

Does Policy H16 make adequate provision for meeting the need for gypsy and  
traveller accommodation including pitch provision and monitoring? In particular: 
 
a)  Is Policy H16 a justified strategic framework for the preparation of local plans? 

Should accommodation assessments be undertaken at Borough level or 
should this be done London-wide? 

 
b)  Is it justifiable to have a different definition to that in Annex 1 of the Planning 

Policy for Traveller Sites for gypsies and travellers in London? 
 
c)  Is sufficient account taken of the need for temporary stopping places? 
 
d)  Is sufficient account taken of the needs of travelling showpeople? 
 
e)  Is sufficient account taken of the accommodation needs of boat dwellers? 
 

 
 
 
Does Policy H16 make adequate provision for meeting the need for gypsy and 
traveller accommodation including pitch provision and monitoring? 
 
The policy does not assist in meeting the need for gypsy and traveller 
accommodation since, through its reliance on a flawed methodology in the 2008 
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment (GTANA) NLP/AD/02; it 
produces poorly evidenced fall back need targets in H16 C 2.  These targets, whilst 
only applicable in the absence of a more recent needs assessment, diverge widely 
from the Local Plan needs assessment, chiefly due to the GTANA approach to need 
emanating from travellers in bricks and mortar accommodation.  In Bromley this 
element of the GTANA figures accounts for two thirds of the maximum suggested 
need.    
 
Bromley Recommendation to the Panel 
 
Bromley hope that the panel is persuaded by Bromley’s case (see responses 
below) and determine that reference to ‘cultural preference’ and the replication 
of the figures from the 2008 GTANA [NLP/AD/02] (either by reference in the 
Policy or the associated Table 4.5 / 4.4A) be removed.  If not, it is suggested 
that where Boroughs have undertaken their own more recent needs 
assessments, and therefore H16C does not apply, boroughs should be deleted 
from Table 4.5 / 4.4A (which only relates to H16C) entirely or the need figure be 
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replaced with the more recent Borough assessment / a footnote to the effect 
that an up to date borough assessment exists. 
 
Should the panel recommend the provision of transit sites and Travelling 
Show Persons provision, Bromley recommends a sub- regional approach.  
Furthermore Bromley  

• recommends that boroughs currently making a significant sub-regional 
provision for Travelling Showpeople, should not also be required to contribute 
to meeting further need the sub regional need for transit pitches (and vice 
versa). 

• draws the panels attention to the 2011 preference of the Travelling Showmans 
Guild for  provision in North-West London (see response below to M21d) 
 
 

 
a) Is Policy H16 a justified strategic framework for the preparation of local 
plans?  
 
No, Policy H16 is not a justified strategic framework for the preparation of local 
plans.   The Government’s ‘Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ 2015 (PPTS) charges 
Local Authorities,  not the London Plan with assessing need (see response below).  
Furthermore, the need as set out in the GLA Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Topic Paper 2017 (NLP/TP/02) on which the policy relies is not reliable, justified nor 
current.    
 
The evidence base (NLP/TP/02) is inadequate in a number of respects 

 
• it simply repeats, uncritiqued, the disputed 2008 GTANA NLP/AD/02 which 

makes disproportionate modelled provision for a notional need arising from 
‘proven psychological aversion’ (see response below) 

• it makes no reference to needs assessments undertaken by Local Authorities 
in accordance with the PPTS.  

• it confines itself, in Section 4 ‘Pitch provision in London’,  to new local 
authority pitches outlined in Figure 6 and then concludes in para 5.4 ‘Very few 
new pitches have been provided in London since 2008’.  This is to completely 
ignore the Government’s aim to promote more private traveller site provision 
(PPTS para 4e) and, importantly for Bromley travellers, the 12 additional 
private pitches (10 permanent and 2 temporary) permitted in Bromley since 
2008.  

• The recommended of the use of the arbitrary ‘mid-point’ has no justification 
whatsoever, with para 3.9 simply stating tautologically that ‘The midpoint need 
figure highlights an average midpoint of need’. 

• There is no recognition of the availability of “land” and a potential weighting of 
land to need as recommended by the Panel examining the Draft Replacement 
London Plan in 2011, (NLP/AD/04 para 3.145 recommendation 3.16 bullet 3) 
when they considered the same 2008 GTANA, and the March 2010 Alteration 
to the Draft Replacement London Plan (2011) (NLP/AD/03 para 18).    There 
is no requirement for need to be met where it arises in circular guidance, a 
view acknowledged in the GTANA (NLP/AD/02 paras 14.23 and 14.24) which 
itself suggests the need could be distributed through regional bodies. 
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• No consideration for Travelling Show people (see below) 
 

Should accommodation assessments be undertaken at Borough level or 
should this be done London-wide? 
 
The Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS 2015) sets out the Government’s 
planning policy for travellers with the aim of ensuring ‘fair and equal treatment for 
travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic way of life of travellers 
while respecting the interests of the settled community’ (para 3).  PPTS para 4 sets 
out the Government’s specific aims in respect of traveller sites to achieve this, 
making it clear that this is an activity for local planning authorities to make their own 
assessment of need and to ensure that their Local Plan includes fair, realistic and 
inclusive (Para 4 a & g). Additionally it advises that the consultation and 
development of local plan policies based on locally evidenced need may also reduce 
tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making and planning 
decisions (para 4i) 
 
The Bromley Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2016) was prepared to support 
the draft Local Plan (currently at examination), in line with “Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Needs Assessments Guidance (2008)” and the PPTS, notably the 
PPTS definition of Gypsies and Travellers.  
 
PPTS para 10 d) advises that local planning authorities should, in producing their 
Local Plan, ‘relate the number of pitches or plots to the circumstances of the specific 
size and location of the site and the surrounding population’s size and density’.  
However, the GTANA methodology results in a higher target for boroughs where 
there is already a large gypsy & traveller community, such as Bromley, as 
acknowledged by the Panel in 2011 (NLP/AD/04 para 3.140)  
 
Subject to the adoption of Bromley’s Local Plan, which includes allocations to meet 
the locally assessed need, the provisions of Draft London Plan Policy H16.C will not 
apply.  However, reference to the 2008 GTANA (NLP/AD/02) in Policy H16 & Table 
4.5 / 4.4A, gives the inaccurate need within the GTANA, unwarranted credibility.  The 
GTANA (NLP/AD/02, pg. 121) produced a maximum figure for Bromley of 119 
additional pitches (96+23), including 79 pitches (2/3 of the maximum need) to cater 
for travellers with a psychological aversion to bricks and mortar (discussed below) 
 
The inclusion of the figures within the London Plan presents a risk that these flawed 
and dated figures will be considered by appellants to have fresh authority and be 
presented in appeal situations to undermine Bromley’s up to date and robustly 
justified need figures.  
 
b) Is it justifiable to have a different definition to that in Annex 1 of the 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites for gypsies and travellers in London? 
 
It is not justifiable to have a different definition to that set out in national policy.   
 
The Mayors justification as set out in the response to panel preliminary questions  
(NLP/EX/03) refer to the requirement to have due regard to the need to eliminate 
discrimination, advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations between 
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different groups.  The PPTS para 4 clauses are discussed above.  Additionally, the 
2011 DRLP Panel report (NLP/AD/04) addressed the matter of equality  and 
indicated in para 3.132 that Gypsies and Travellers ought not to expect a better level 
of provision in relation to need than that anticipated as feasible for social housing 
generally.   
 
The GLA Topic Paper NLP/TP/02 Table 3.6 references the GTANA estimates of 
traveller families in bricks and mortar, including 1000 families in Bromley, however, 
the GTANA (para 8.7) indicates that a only third of housed traveller participants had 
previously lived on a site.  Furthermore, para 12.28 notes that housed Gypsies and 
Travellers in Bromley were notably less likely than the London average to have need 
of a pitch.  The GTANA does not adequately examine the cause for this discrepancy, 
nor consider whether there was a better understanding within Bromley of those who 
are ethnically gypsies & travellers.  [Note at the time the ‘Bromley Gypsy & Traveller 
Project’ had made significant strides in identifying housed travellers as an ethnic 
group to support them educationally].    
 
The application of the GTANA formula to these flawed estimates, based on a wider 
ethnic group, produced artificially high estimates of need related to “psychological 
aversion” (from which the arbitrary mid-point figure was derived).  These figures do 
not reflect the need from housed travellers as evidenced through Council waiting 
lists. 
 
Gypsies and Irish Travellers have been recognised as an ethnic group in the census 
since 2011 and the GLA evidence base [NLP/TP/02] figure 6 illustrates the census 
findings.  Whilst NLP/TP/02 (para 1.11) suggests under-reporting, it clearly illustrate 
that the difference between numbers between Bromley and some other London 
Boroughs is not as significant as the GTANA need figures would suggest .    
 
Neither the evidence base (NLP/TP/02) nor the responses to the panels preliminary 
questions (NLP/EX/03) justify the deviation from national policy which will artificially 
increase the need within London compared to neighbouring authorities outside 
London.  
 
Given the land intensive nature of traveller pitches relative to other forms of 
residential development overprovision, on the basis of an inflated need figure, would 
be contrary to the sustainable use of land and detrimental to the requirements of the 
London Plan to deliver housing targets, leading to additional pressure to make 
provision for travellers on open space, including Green Belt / MOL where exceptional 
circumstances need to be demonstrated for inappropriate use.  The March minor 
alteration (NLP/AD/03 para 3.50) recognised this problem and distributed a pan 
London figure in Table 3.4 with a weighting between need and housing land 
capacity.  Additionally, it sought a more even distribution of provision. 
 
This matter has been explored in greater detail in the response to Matter 08, suffice 
to say the EiP Panel in 2011 agreed with Bromley’s position concluding with that the 
GTANA does place undue emphasis on psychological aversion and ultimately only 
recommended an additional 30 pitches Londonwide as an allowance ‘for proven 
instances of psychological aversion being identified amongst individuals’ (NLP/AD/04 
para 3.133) 
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NLP/TP/02 had provided no more recent monitoring, since the 2008 GTANA, of the 
needs of those housed in bricks and mortar accommodation to justify the 
inconsistency with national guidance.  The 2011 Minor Alteration (NLP/AD/03 para 
15) indicated such monitoring was necessary. 
 
c)  Is sufficient account taken of the need for temporary stopping places? 
 
Panel in 2011 (NLP/AD/04) noted that the 2008 GTANA suggested a need for 20 
transit pitches, (para 3.141) and they endorsed this figure, recommending that 20 
transit pitches in should be made across London with a broadly equal distribution 
made through the sub-regional housing partnerships (para 3.142).     
 
Bromley proposes, in its draft Local Plan, to work with the sub region, but maintains 
its position set out in 2011 NLP/AD/04 (para 3.111) that, for reasons of fair and 
realistic provision and reduced tension between settled and traveller communities 
(PPTS para 4), boroughs making a significant sub-regional provision for Travelling 
Showpeople, should not also be required to contribute to meeting the sub regional 
need for transit pitches (and vice versa). 
 
d)  Is sufficient account taken of the needs of travelling showpeople? 
 
The London Plan evidence base (NLP/TP/02) is silent in respect of Travelling 
Showpeople.  The PPTS also requires local authorities to assess and address the 
accommodation needs of travellers, with the Glossary clarifying that for the purposes 
of the PPTS, “travellers” means “Gypsies and Travellers” and “Travelling 
Showpeople”.  The London Plan policy makes no fall-back requirement to meet the 
needs of Travelling Showpeople, referring only to protecting or reproviding existing 
provision. 
 
Current London provision is focused in two boroughs with Bromley providing 31 
plots.  The Panel in 2011 considered the housing sub -regions to present an 
appropriate approach to Travelling Showpeople plot provision. NLP/AD/04 (para 
3.144) highlights the Travelling Showmans Guild preference for two-thirds of new 
provision in North-West London and specifically notes that ‘LB Bromley was 
commended for a recent acceptance of an extended site for Travelling Showpeople.’    
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