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1.1 This statement has been prepared jointly by the London Borough of Richmond upon 
Thames and London Borough of Wandsworth, and it relates to Matter 52 (Education 
and Childcare Facilities) only.  It should be read in conjunction with Richmond and 
Wandsworth Councils’ responses to the draft New London Plan consultation, submitted 
on 2 March 2018. 

 
1.2 In general, the Councils welcome the Mayor’s approach to social infrastructure and its 

protection of existing facilities through a range of proposed policies. However, the draft 
New London Plan lacks a strategic and coherent approach to the provision of 
education and childcare facilities across London in light of the proposed significant 
increases in homes. The Plan itself recognises that the growing need and demand for 
school places and childcare facilities in London requires a strategic approach to 
delivery, yet the Plan does not set out a strategic approach to accommodating the 
identified new provision, e.g. how and where new facilities should be delivered. This is 
of particular concern for Richmond and Wandsworth Councils in the light of the Plan’s 
focus on delivering new homes and the resultant cumulative impact of developing sites, 
especially small sites, which by their nature will come forward on an ad-hoc basis. 

 
1.3 The joint response by the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames and London 

Borough of Wandsworth in relation to the Panel’s questions is as follows:  
 
1.4 M53. Would Policy S3 provide an effective and justified approach to support the 

provision of good quality education and childcare facilities in London? In 
particular: 
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? 
 

1.5 Whilst the Councils agree with the intention of Policy S3, such as the added level of 
criteria to take into consideration for new education development proposals and the 
need for local authorities to consider demand and plan for need in general, the Mayor 
has not set out a coherent strategy for addressing the demand in social infrastructure 
across London, particularly for schools and childcare facilities, to support the significant 
increases in housing population the Plan seeks. It is noted that Policy S3 (A) sets out 
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the requirements that Boroughs should include in their development plans (points 1-3); 
however, the Mayor expects boroughs to “meet demand” and provide a “sufficient 
supply of good quality education and childcare facilities” whilst at the same time 
imposing unrealistic housing targets, which could lead to a level of population growth 
that will place a further burden and pressure on such facilities. Boroughs are already 
struggling to identify sites for the future provision of education facilities without 
encroaching into protected open land, which is itself a clear priority for the Mayor. This 
is the case in Richmond, where the scarcity of available and developable land has led 
the Borough to consider locating a secondary school in protected open land. The 
increase in housing and population will create major challenges for the boroughs, not 
just for the identification of a 5-year land supply, but to provide the necessary 
infrastructure that these new homes and residents will need, especially those that 
require significant land take such as secondary schools. The Mayor’s Minor Suggested 
Change (MSC.5.6) to Policy S1 G adding “unless this loss is part of a wider public 
service transformation plan” will also undermine opportunities for provision of education 
and childcare facilities on large sites.  
 

1.6 Whilst Policy S3 might therefore have been developed with good intentions, in light of 
the significant overall changes proposed as part of this Plan, most notably the increase 
in housing, the Plan and this Policy ignores the fact that there is very limited available 
land to identify sites and meet the housing targets let alone to provide additional sites 
for the provision of infrastructure such as schools. Although Policy S3 recognises that a 
strategic approach is required, the only guidance within the Policy is at paragraph 5.3.5 
that “Boroughs are encouraged to work together to meet the needs for secondary 
school places”. However, the Plan neither offers nor sets out any proper strategic 
guidance on or approach to meeting educational needs across London, and it must be 
recognised that as a result of the targets set out in Policy H2, many boroughs in Outer 
London will be facing similar challenges. The policy is therefore considered to be 
neither effective nor deliverable, particularly given the existing challenges of  identifying 
sites for education and childcare facilities in areas of need, which will be compounded 
by the impact of Policy H2 leading to the ad hoc development of windfall sites.   
Funding sources for infrastructure delivery is also difficult, such as with the Education & 
Skills Funding Agency, and for Special Education Needs, and for early years there are 
difficulties working with providers to ensure sufficient funded places to support the local 
authority to meet its statutory duty, which further complicate the challenges for 
boroughs in meeting needs. 
 

1.7 It is also of concern that other sections of the Plan appear to prioritise housing and 
affordable housing over other potential land uses, such as the Mayor’s proposed work 
with major public landowners to develop innovative schemes for bringing forward 
affordable housing on their land (Policy H5 (4)). Whilst this is welcome in principle, the 
Councils question why the Mayor would not take such a proactive approach to 
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developing critical social infrastructure, such as secondary schools, which require a 
significant land take and a strategic approach across London.  
 

1.8 b) Would it provide appropriate guidance on development management matters 
taking account of local circumstances?  
 

1.9 No. Whilst part (B) of the Policy is relatively clear, the Councils are concerned about 
part (A) and particularly point (3). The Mayor needs to provide further guidance on 
which type of development proposals for residential and commercial need to 
incorporate suitable childcare provision. It would be unrealistic to expect all 
developments to consider such provision, and this requirement will therefore place a 
significant burden on local authority case officers. In addition, the Councils question 
why this applies to housing and commercial facilities and should state “and/or”. A 
development proposal for large-scale housing may trigger in itself a requirement for 
childcare facilities without proposing commercial facilities as part of a scheme. In 
addition, the policy should take a stronger approach in part B (5) and at paragraphs 
5.3.11 and 5.3.12 to deliver innovative design solutions that will enable shared use of 
space/co-location to assist with viability and also to provide appropriate guidance to 
Councils on what would be a suitable design solution. The policy is therefore neither 
effective nor deliverable.  

 
1.10 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? 
 

1.11 No. Whilst part (B) of the policy sets out detailed criteria for the consideration of new 
development proposals for education and childcare facilities, there is neither a criterion 
nor even a reference to air quality. Whilst Policy SI1 sets out criteria for improving air 
quality and reducing exposure to poor air quality (particularly for vulnerable people), 
and the Mayor’s proposed new addition (Policy GG3 DB) (MSC.1.31) is welcome, no 
further guidance is provided on how this can be implemented in practice. Therefore, the 
Councils recommend introducing an additional criterion into part (B) of Policy S3 that 
requires strict mitigation for developments to be used by sensitive receptors such as 
schools, in areas of existing poor air quality; this should also apply to proposals close 
to developments used by sensitive receptors. Levels of NO2, PM10, PM2.5 must not 
exceed WHO limit values inside the boundary fence/hedge prior to occupation of the 
educational facility or further mitigation and monitoring will be required. 

 
1.12 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? 
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1.13 In relation to the first part of this question; yes, the policy should include a size 
threshold as it is not realistic to expect all “development proposals for housing and 
commercial facilities” to incorporate “suitable childcare provision” where there is a need 
(requirement of Policy S3 (A) (3)).  

 
1.14 In relation to the second part of this question, as discussed as part of Matters 18 and 

19, the Plan puts significant additional pressure on London’s infrastructure without any 
explanation of how this will be funded and delivered. Richmond and Wandsworth 
Councils are particularly concerned about the implications of Policy H2 in terms of 
infrastructure planning as essentially all these small sites are expected to be windfalls, 
with ad hoc planning and financial contributions. Without knowing where these sites will 
come forward, it is almost impossible to identify hotspots or locations where there will 
be future needs and demands for education and childcare facilities.  The cumulative 
impact cannot be identified in advance i.e. the point at which a deficit may occur. In the 
case of Richmond in particular, over three quarters (78%) are meant to be delivered 
from small sites. This demonstrates once again that Policy H2 is entirely unrealistic, as 
the Mayor has not assessed the Plan’s potential impact on existing and future 
infrastructure capacity.  The Plan does not demonstrate any understanding of how the 
infrastructure needed as a result of small sites developments will be planned, funded 
and delivered. In this context, it is also worth noting that the delivery of infrastructure, 
including for education and childcare facilities, varies from borough to borough by virtue 
of the different CIL Charging Schedules and CIL rates in place, and whether boroughs 
have been able to justify affordable housing contributions from small sites (e.g. 
Richmond is one of the very few boroughs that has been able to justify such a policy).  
Other funding sources such as New Homes Bonus and Council tax will not close the 
gap, and will only be available when a deficit has already occurred because they are 
received in relation to completions, exacerbating the problem that the need for any 
additional provision for education and childcare facilities will persistently lag behind 
housing growth. It is therefore of utmost importance that the Mayor and the GLA set out 
a coherent strategy as to how the infrastructure, especially education facilities, needed 
to support the significant uplift in small housing site provision will be provided.   

 
 
Word Count (incl. Panel’s questions): 1775 
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