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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? 

Draft London Plan (DLP) policy H16, as amended, requires boroughs to identify gypsy and traveller 

accommodation need either by undertaking a needs assessment using the proposed broader DLP 

definition of gypsy and traveller, or by relying on the need figures identified in the GLA’s 2008 

GTANA as set out in table 4.4A of the DLP. 

This makes no allowance for boroughs, like Lambeth, Newham and Bromley that have recently 

undertaken an updated needs assessment against the definition in national Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites 2015 (PPTS), in accordance with national policy as required in the NPPF tests of 

soundness, to support current local plan reviews.  Lambeth’s evidence was published in October 

2017.  Lambeth does not consider the Mayor’s proposed broader definition justified for the reasons 

set out under (b) below. 

Reliance instead on out-of-date evidence from 2008 is not justified and would not be considered 

acceptable for any other aspect of policy in the DLP.  The data underpinning that study are more 

than ten years old.   As Bromley point out, the GLA’s 2008 GTANA’s ‘mid-point approach’ was 

rejected by the Examination panel for the 2011 London Plan (see NLP/AD/04). 

Like Camden and Newham, Lambeth considers the Mayor should collaborate with boroughs to carry 

out a new pan-London assessment of pitch needs based on the national PPTS definition of gypsies 

and travellers.  Lambeth also agrees with Camden and Newham that the Mayor should work with 

the boroughs to consider how needs can be met on a pan-London basis, including through making 

available suitable GLA or TfL land. 

If the Mayor is not prepared to plan and deliver strategically for gypsy and traveller need, boroughs 

should be allowed to do so on the basis of their local evidence in a manner consistent with national 

policy, as they are required to do to meet the tests of soundness for local plan preparation. 

 

(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? 

Under section 41 of the GLA Act 1999 (as amended), the London Plan must have regard to the need 

to ensure that the strategy is consistent with national policies.   The fourth NPPF test of soundness 
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for local plans (to which the Panel is having regard in this examination) is that the plan should enable 

the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

Government issued an updated version of the PPTS in August 2015 and made clear this should be 

read in conjunction with the NPPF.  The definition in Annex 1 of this document defines gypsies and 

travellers as persons of nomadic habit of life, whatever their race or origin.  This refers to those who 

travel for the purposes of work.  The definition includes those who have ceased to travel temporarily 

but excludes those who have ceased to travel permanently.  The PPTS adds that factors to be 

considered in determining whether persons meet the definition include any previous nomadic habit 

of life, reasons for ceasing that and any future intention to adopt a nomadic habit of life. 

The PPTS 2015 definition was the subject of a judicial review in the High Court by the Community 

Law Partnership on behalf of Mrs Nunn, a member of the gypsy and traveller community.  Mrs 

Justice Lang decided in 2017 not to give permission for the case to proceed.    

Draft London Plan (DLP) policy H16 is not consistent with national policy because it introduces a 

different, broader definition.  The additional categories included are: 

 people living in a caravan, whatever their race or origin; 

 those who have ceased to travel permanently; and 

 those who have a cultural preference not to live in bricks and mortar accommodation. 

The GLA says the broader definition is included to address concerns that the existing government 

definition does not recognise many gypsies and travellers, which is leading to their need not being 

assessed or addressed sufficiently.  It argues that because the draft London Plan definition is broader 

than that given in national policy, the minimum requirements of national policy will still be met.  The 

GLA does not consider that making adequate provision for a wider class of gypsies and travellers 

renders the London Plan inconsistent with national policy (NLP/EX/03 Mayor’s responses to the 

Panel’s Preliminary Questions). 

In Lambeth’s view, this broader definition is neither justified nor effective and does render it 

inconsistent with national policy. 

The definition is not justified for the following reasons: 

The first additional category encompasses anyone who, by choice or not, is living in a static caravan, 

and assumes these people automatically wish to continue to do so.  This would include people who 

are living in caravans because they cannot find conventional housing, given the high level of unmet 

housing need in London.  Given there is no requirement for these people to have an association with 

the gypsy and traveller community, their inclusion in the DLP definition does not help to address the 

GLA’s stated aim of recognising gypsies and travellers overlooked by the government definition.  It 
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simply and unreasonably broadens the category of people local planning authorities are required to 

plan for through identification of gypsy and traveller pitches rather than other forms of housing. 

PPTS rightly gives priority to “persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin” 

(emphasis added), and rightly includes those who have ceased to travel temporarily.  However, the 

second DLP additional category goes further to include those who have ceased to travel 

permanently and therefore no longer have a nomadic habit of life.  Whilst it is acknowledged that 

needs assessments should be sensitive to the difficulties for some individuals in demonstrating an 

intention to travel, the priority for traveller pitches in a city with very scarce land resources should 

be given to those who genuinely lead a nomadic life or genuinely would do so if they 

could.  Lambeth agrees with Camden’s proposal to include guidance in the DLP explaining that needs 

assessments should be sensitive to the cultural traditions of gypsies and travellers and not take a 

narrow view of what constitutes a traveller. 

In relation to the third additional category, the inclusion of ‘preference’ for a particular 

accommodation type is not justified because it is not a recognised aspect of housing need for any 

other group and its inclusion in the DLP definition of gypsies and travellers could have far-reaching 

implications.  As Camden have pointed out, there are many other groups, including other groups 

who have protected characteristics in terms of the Equality Act 2010, who could have some 

justification for claiming a preference for a particular housing type.  Any individual or household 

could state a cultural preference not to live in bricks and mortar accommodation and boroughs 

would be required to plan to meet that preference.   

The effect of the additional categories in the DLP definition will be significantly to increase the level 

of assessed need for pitches across the capital.  This will create expectations that cannot be met in 

terms of site availability and cost.  As Camden have noted, the Mayor’s estimate that there are 

30,000 gypsies and travellers in London contrasts with the 2011 Census count of 8,196 usual 

residents who identified as gypsies or Irish travellers.   

The proposed DLP definition is therefore not effective as a basis for planning to meet housing need.  

Given London’s widely recognised housing crisis, supported by the GLA’s own evidence on housing 

need in the capital, the DLP rightly gives priority to the delivery of additional housing through 

intensifying the use of land, optimising residential densities and maximising provision of affordable 

housing.  

Lambeth’s Gypsy and Traveller Land Supply Assessment 2016 is part of the evidence for the Draft 

Revised Lambeth Local Plan October 2018, recently consulted on under Regulation 18 of the Town 

and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).  This study notes 

the typical density of existing gypsy and traveller sites in London ranges from 21 to 29 pitches per 

hectare, based on evidence in the London Gypsy and Traveller Unit working paper ‘Net Density and 

Gypsy and Traveller sites in London 2009’.  Lambeth’s own protected gypsy and traveller site is at 
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the top end of this range, at 28.5 pitches per hectare.  One additional pitch was added to the site in 

2016 and the Lambeth study has demonstrated there is no further potential to intensify its use for 

gypsy and traveller pitches without compromising quality of accommodation. 

Whilst necessary and appropriate to meet gypsy and traveller housing need against the PPTS 

definition, this is an extremely low density form of housing.  29 pitches per hectare contrasts 

markedly with the notional density levels identified in DLP policy D6 Optimising housing density 

(section C):  110 units per hectare (u/ha) in areas of PTAL 0 to 1; 240 u/ha for PTAL 2 to 3; and 405 

u/ha for PTAL 4 to 6. 

The higher the level of need for pitches, the lower the quantum of high density housing a borough 

will be able to deliver.  To plan effectively for housing across all categories of housing need, need 

should be defined appropriately for each category without unjustifiably increasing the number of 

people claiming access to the lowest density form of housing. 

The housing need of non-travelling gypsies and travellers should be assessed by councils (acting as 

both local housing authority and local planning authority) as part of overall housing need in their 

SHMA.  This principle was established through a High Court judgement (Wenman v Secretary of 

State), after which government on 22 July 2015 made a technical adjustment to the NPPF 2012: 

paragraph 159 now states that the PPTS 2015 sets out how travellers’ accommodation needs should 

be addressed and that those who do not fall under that definition should have their accommodation 

needs addressed under the provisions of the NPPF.  This is also reflected in the updated NPPF 2018.  

This is the approach Lambeth has followed in its published evidence supporting the Draft Revised 

Lambeth Local Plan October 2018. 

This requirement renders invalid the GLA argument that making adequate provision for a wider class 

of gypsies and travellers is not inconsistent with national policy.  To be consistent with national 

policy, all categories of housing need should be addressed in the manner appropriate to that group, 

so that the national objective of increasing housing supply can be achieved.  By deviating from the 

national PPTS definition, the GLA is failing in its duty to plan positively and effectively for all housing 

need.  The overall level of housing that can be delivered in London will reduce as a result.  By using a 

broader definition London will also provide for a higher proportion of pitch provision relative to the 

wider south east and England as a whole, which is not an effective or consistent way to plan. 
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