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Comment 
 
Would Policy S3 provide an effective and justified approach to support the 
provision of good quality education and childcare facilities in London?  
 
a) Would it provide an effective and justified strategic framework for the 
preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to good quality 
education and childcare facilities?  
 
The policy does not adequately support the provision of good quality education and 
childcare facilities in London.   
 
The (amended) supporting text, para 5.3.5 sets out as justification for the policy, the 
projected growth in demand for primary and secondary school places.   
 
The NPPF states that the Government ‘attaches great importance to ensuring that a 
sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of existing and new 
communities’ and that local planning authorities should ‘give great weight to the need 
to create expand or alter schools’ (para 72). 
 
Since local authorities, under Section 13 of the Education Act 1996, have a statutory 
responsibility to secure the availability of sufficient primary and secondary school 
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places to meet the needs of the population of their area, the ‘demand’ outlined in 
para 5.3.5 should be described as a ‘need’.  This would be in line with the approach 
taken by the NPPF (and the extant August 2011 joint policy statement by the 
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and the Secretary of 
State for Education which is not referenced in the draft London Plan).   
 
In line with the NPPF great weight should be attached to meeting this ‘need’, which, 
under the current legislative framework can prove extremely challenging where 
schools are increasingly not provided by the Local Authority (Academies Act 2010 
and Education Act 2011).  Under the legislation there is a presumption that all new 
schools will be ‘Academy Free Schools’, and existing schools are encouraged to 
move to Academy status (outside Local Authority Control). This is the position for all 
Bromley secondary schools and all bar a couple of primary schools. 
 
On the basis of robust evidence of need Bromley’s recently adopted Local Plan 
(2019) allocated sites to enable new Free Schools and facilitate extensions to 
existing (Academy) schools in line with the language of the current London Plan 
Policy 3.18 
 
‘unless there are demonstrably negative local impacts which substantially outweigh 
the need for additional education provision, which cannot be addressed through 
planning conditions or obligations’ 
 
Without this strong support reflecting the NPPF, the delivery of sufficient school 
places and a Local Councils ability to meet its statutory duty, may be hampered. 
 
b) Would it provide appropriate guidance on development management 
matters taking account of local circumstances? Does it take account of the 
impacts of poor air quality on the provision of good quality education and 
childcare facilities in accordance with Policy GG3 DB? Should Policy S3A3 
include a development size threshold to ensure a strategic approach to the 
policy? In the absence of a size threshold, would this be realistic, particularly 
in light of Policy H2, which increases the role of small sites in meeting 
London’s identified housing need?  
 
There appears to be an error with regard to Policy S3 clause B10).  This clause 
should be part of Policy S3A which would then set a presumption against a net loss 
of facilities in all circumstances.  As currently drafted net loss is only resisted where 
there are development proposals for education and childcare facilities.  A 
redevelopment for other uses e.g. residential would not be subject to clause B10 
 
The policy does not take account of local circumstances.  Development management 
requirements of Policy S3 clauses B2 – 9 may not all be achievable given the limited 
land availability and varied local circumstances within London, yet only B9) is 
caveated with ‘where possible’. 
 
Policy S3A3 requires childcare provision to be incorporated within ‘development 
proposals’.  It is assumed that the development proposals could include contributions 
for off-site provision, however this clause could be misinterpreted as incorporation 
within the development itself – clearly an unrealistic requirement of small sites 



 
 M53 LB Bromley (2593) Written Statement  

development, upon which the draft London Plan housing targets (to which Bromley 
object), rely heavily.  The policy should be reworded for clarity and amended to 
respect locally set thresholds for education contributions in Local Plans.  The 
supporting text should be expanded to cross reference with Policy DF1 D1) which 
highlights the role that large sites can play in delivering such infrastructure.    
 
Site availability should be addressed through Local Plan allocations, however the 
difficulty with ensuring land availability emphasises the importance of retaining 
existing facilities (moving S3,B10 to become a clause of S3,A as outlined above). 
 


