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1.    Introduction 
 
1.1   The following hearing statement outlines the concerns held by the London 
Borough of Hillingdon (“Hillingdon”)  regarding draft London Plan policy H16 on 
Gypsies and Travellers. 
   
1.2    Hillingdon submitted its response to the London Plan consultation on 1 March 
2018, and this was one of eighteen responses which highlighted the matter of the 
definition’s inconsistency with national policy.  This hearing statement elaborates upon 
Hillingdon’s initial comment, and seeks to highlight why the definition should not be 
taken forward. 
 
2.     Background  
 
2.1    In August 2015, the Government announced a change to Gypsy and Traveller 
planning guidance via the introduction of its new ‘Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ 
(PPTS).  This amended the definition of gypsies and travellers for planning purposes 
to:   
 

“1.  Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such 
persons who on grounds only of their own or their family’s or 
dependants’educational or health needs or old age have ceased to travel 
temporarily, but excluding members of an organised group of travelling 
showpeople or circus people travelling together as such”.   
 
2. In determining whether persons are “gypsies and travellers” for the purposes 
of this planning policy, consideration should be given to the following issues 
amongst other relevant matters:  
a) whether they previously led a nomadic habit of life  
b) the reasons for ceasing their nomadic habit of life  
c) whether there is an intention of living a nomadic habit of life in the future, and 
if so, how soon and in what circumstances.” 

 
2.2     Via the PPTS, the Government changed the definition of “traveller” for planning 
related purposes so that it excluded those who have permanently ceased travelling – 
irrespective of the reason.  In its consultation response to the PPTS changes on 31 
August 2015,  the Government said that it believed  
 

“it is fair that if someone has given up travelling permanently then applications 
for planning permission should be considered as they are for the settled 
community within national planning policy rather than Planning Policy for 
Traveller Sites”.1 

 
2.3     One of the key changes between the PPTS definition and earlier versions of the 
definition is that Gypsies or Travellers could stop travelling permanently due to ill-
health, old age or other factors, and still meet the earlier planning definition. This 
changed under the PPTS.  

                                                           
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-and-travellers-proposed-changes-to-planning-policy-
and-guidance-consultation-response  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-and-travellers-proposed-changes-to-planning-policy-and-guidance-consultation-response
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-and-travellers-proposed-changes-to-planning-policy-and-guidance-consultation-response


 
2.4    The Council’s 2017 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA)  
was produced in accordance with the revised definition of Gypsies, Travellers and 
Travelling Showpeople set out by the August 2015 PPTS. This was prepared in 
advance of the submission of Hillingdon’s Local Plan Part 2 for Examination earlier in 
2018.  Hillingdon makes provision for its identified need of three additional pitches for 
households that meet the new planning definition.  
 
2.5   Based on examples from Case Law cited in the GTAA, it is apparent that the 
planning definition only includes those who travel (or have ceased to travel 
temporarily) for work purposes and in doing so stay away from their usual place of 
residence.  It can include those who have a permanent site or place of residence, but 
that it will not include those who travel for purposes other than work – such as visiting 
horse fairs and visiting friends or relatives. It will not cover those who commute to work 
daily from a permanent place of residence. 
 
2.6     Although the Mayor (as cited in para 4.16.2) may hold concerns that the existing 
Government planning definition does not recognise many Gypsies and Travellers, 
leading to their omission from needs assessments, this does not mean that the Mayor 
should introduce a revised definition contrary to national policy.    
 
2.7     There was very limited engagement between the Mayor and Boroughs on the 
creation of a new definition for Gypsies and Travellers within London, prior to 
publication of the draft Plan.   A lack of constructive, meaningful consultation by the 
Mayor on this matter has meant the practical impacts changing the definition on 
Boroughs and their plan-making activity went untested. 
 
3.     Planning Issues 
 
3.1   By virtue of citing “a lack of available permanent pitches, transit sites or stopping 
places, frequent enforcement action (evictions), or lack of opportunities and barriers 
to work” as reasons why people may stop travelling, the Mayor’s proposed definition 
clearly differs from national policy.  The text at paragraph 4.16.2 of the draft London 
Plan does not appear to be justified by evidence. The onus is consequently placed on 
the Mayor to demonstrate why this new definition should contradict that of Government 
held in the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS).  Hillingdon does not believe that 
the Mayor has shown this.  
 
3.2    The Mayor also overlooks that a Local Authority, acting in its role as a Local 
Housing Authority has additional responsibilities under Section 8 of the Housing Act 
1985 to assess the housing needs within its area.   Section 225 of the Housing Act 
2004 requires that this assessment includes an assessment of the accommodation 
needs of Gypsies and Travellers. The Housing and Planning Act 2016 also contains a 
requirement to consider how to meet the need for non-travelling Gypsies and 
Travellers, while the impacts of any policy changes must also be considered in light of 
the Equalities Act 2010.    
 
 
 
 



3.3   Paragraph 9 of the 2015 PPTS requires Local Planning Authorities to:  
 

“...set pitch targets for gypsies and travellers as defined in Annex 1 and plot 
targets for travelling showpeople as defined in Annex 1 which address the likely 
permanent and transit site accommodation needs of travellers in their area, 
working collaboratively with neighbouring local planning authorities”. 

 
3.4    Importantly, although the London Plan promotes closer working with authorities 
in the Wider South East, the likely consequences of the proposed policy would 
introduce artificially higher ‘need’ within London relative to neighbouring districts 
outside London. This would make joint working with adjoining boroughs very 
challenging, given the implications of Hillingdon being required to apply the GLA 
definition when working with neighbouring authorities in South Bucks, Hertfordshire 
and Surrey, who are not under Mayoral jurisdiction.  The Mayor’s definition therefore 
undermines the PPTS.  
 
3.5     Responses from some Inner London boroughs2 outline concerns that the 
different national and regional definitions may result in zero or very limited needs being 
evidenced using Government methodology, while using the extended GLA definition 
may result in a ‘need’ for pitches despite the fact there are no existing sites or need.   
Hillingdon agrees with such conclusions.  However, such comments also overlook 
that, where any unmet need is not met in Inner London boroughs, the Outer London 
Boroughs will now find it increasingly challenging to meet this need due to the 
applicability of the GLA definition within London. Traveller sites in the Green Belt are 
also classified as ‘inappropriate development’ for which planning permission would not 
be granted.  
 
3.6   There is significant, competing pressure on land across London. We note that 
colleagues in Camden Council calculated that minimum pitch sizes would need to be 
within a range of 150 to 200 sqm in order to accommodate a mobile home (or 
alternative light weight construction), a utility block and touring caravan, thus 
producing a residential density of around 60 homes per hectare. The requirement to 
house a much larger number of households at this density is inconsistent with other 
policies such as draft Policy D6: Optimising housing density, or Policy H1: Increasing 
housing supply, both of which seek to make efficient use of land. Given the low 
densities of such sites, it is simply not possible for Local Authorities to over-allocate 
sites in the manner seemingly expected by H16, when conventional housing targets 
have been increased to such drastic levels.   
 
3.7   Despite the fact that the levels of need required under the draft H16 definition 
would significantly exceed the levels of need under the Government planning 
definition, H16 appears to exclude any assessment of ‘need’ from households living in 
bricks and mortar.   This may serve to increase the levels of need for Gypsy and 
Travellers further still. Any greater availability of pitches may result in the migration of 
travellers into London from lawful or unlawful sites elsewhere in the country, thus 
sending demand and ultimately ‘need’ figures higher.  It is not apparent that the Mayor 
has considered this.      
 

                                                           
2 See Islington response.  



3.8    Hillingdon contend that serious financial and land use implications would arise if 
the definition at H16 is adopted.  The effect of the definition would be that any individual 
or household could state a cultural preference not to live in bricks and mortar 
accommodation, and boroughs would need to plan to meet that preference as part of 
meeting their overall ‘housing needs’. This would risk creating expectations within the 
community that simply cannot be met in terms of site availability and cost. The GLA’s 
own data shows that land costs around £6.2 million per hectare in the Park Royal/ 
Heathrow/A40 sub region, which includes southern parts of Hillingdon3. The planning 
system must allocate land for a wide range of uses.  Policies within the draft London 
Plan promote the intensification of land and sites (examples of which include policy 
GG2), as part of the overall Good Growth theme of ‘making the best use of land’.   
Given the high housing densities which are required, the delivery of sites for such low-
intensity uses are unlikely to be available, possible, or viable.    
 
3.9      When submitting local plans for Examination, it is always expected that the 
Local Authority has prepared and submitted a plan which is in line with both national 
and regional policy.  However, being in conformity with both regional and national 
positions of gypsies and travellers would be impossible.  If two contradictory definitions 
are used further up in the hierarchy, Local Authorities are ostensibly placed in an 
impossible position. This will cause issues of soundness for boroughs at EiPs. 
 
3.10     One would note that the London-wide need assessment referred to in the policy 
was undertaken in 2008.  This is now out-of-date, particularly considering the transient 
nature of travelling communities. The retrospective inclusion of an out-of-date study 
does not mean the policy is based on proportionate evidence and does not robustly 
justify a departure from national policy.  
 
3.11     Hillingdon is also not aware of any evidence being produced at GLA level to 
calculate if there is capacity to host additional sites or pitches. The GLA would best 
placed to co-ordinate a new, SHLAA-style piece of work for Gypsy and Traveller sites 
to help establish where sufficient capacity may exist across London, and how this 
could address need.  If work had been undertaken at the regional level with the input 
of boroughs, it could have supported sub-regional cooperation and co-ordination to 
ensure that needs are better met.   
 
3.12   The GLA’s simple expectation in Part D of the draft policy is for boroughs to 
update their existing GTAAs to be consistent with the Mayor’s new definition.     
However, without providing any justification as to why his new definition is necessary, 
H16D’s call to update such evidence as part of a Local Plan review will also perpetuate 
the inconsistency of the Mayor’s definition with national guidance, while also failing to 
address any of the points raised above.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
3 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/chapter4-economic-evidence-base-2016.pdf 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/chapter4-economic-evidence-base-2016.pdf


4.    Conclusion 
 
4.1    The draft London Plan policy H16 is inconsistent with national policy, and looks 
to introduce a separate definition for Gypsies and Travellers for planning purposes in 
London. Unless the Mayor is able to evidence his decision to seek primacy over 
national policy in this way, the London Plan policy H16 for Gypsies and Travellers 
should continue to follow the direction established by the PPTS.   
  
4.2    The policy is not considered to be sound given that it introduces a second 
planning definition, makes it impossible for Local Authorities to comply with both 
national and regional policy, is not based on proportionate evidence and is therefore 
not justified or effective with regards to the Tests of Soundness under Paragraph 182 
of the NPPF. The implications of introducing this policy at the local scale have not 
been understood by the Mayor.  
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 


