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Home Builders Federation 

Representor number: 2320 

Matter number: M7 

Draft London Plan 

Format, Scope and Content of the Plan 

 
M7. Does the Plan set out a spatial development strategy in accordance with relevant 

legislation and national policy? In particular:  

a) Does the Plan deal only with matters which are of strategic importance to Greater 

London?  

No. It is curious that the DLP neglects one of the major areas of strategic importance - namely 

the issue of the unmet housing need – both current and planned – but then intrudes into areas 

of detail, to a quite unprecedented degree, that are more properly considered at the local plan 

level. Another omission is that the DLP delegates the identification of Strategic Areas for 

Regeneration (policy SD10) to the LPAs, when this ought to be the function of the DLP.  

The HBF has identified at least 42 policies in the DLP that relate in some way to aspects of 

housing delivery. Each policy identifies additional work that the London LPAs need to complete 

as part of local plan preparation. Much of this supporting work is necessary before an 

application for residential development may be considered or judged appropriate for the area 

or site in question. While many of these policies are a continuation of things required by the 

current London Plan, and therefore it is arguable whether they introduce new policy and 

regulatory barriers, there are new areas of policy that will require substantial work. This 

includes vital contextual studies for tall buildings, density, design and heritage.  The potential 

for delay is concerning.  

What is also concerning is that many of the DLP policies do not address matters of a strategic 

nature. 

The following policies impose major new planning requirements on local authorities. As many 

require the preparation of local plans or masterplans these have the potential to delay the 

implementation of the new housing targets and/or remove the discretion of the LPAs in terms 

of how they apply national planning policy, or how they decide what is important to them 

locally: 

Policy SD1: Opportunity Areas. The policy requires planning frameworks to be prepared and 

adopted to underpin housing delivery in these areas.   

Policy D2: Delivering good design. This policy requires, among other things, LPAs to evaluate 

an area’s capacity for growth by looking at 11 areas of evidence; the preparation of visual 

modelling assessments; the production of masterplans and design codes; scrutiny by panels 

of external advisers. 

Policy D3: Inclusive design. The policy requires the embedding of inclusive design concepts 

through the preparation of masterplans and design codes by the LPA.  

Policy D6: Optimising density. The policy requires the preparation of local density capacity 

studies via the preparation of Development Plans.  
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Policy D8: Tall buildings. The policy requires the LPA through its Development plan to 

determine what is tall for specific localities.  

Policy D8: Agent for Change. The policy requires Agent for Change principles to be embedded 

in Development Plans.  

Policy SD9: Town centres: local partnerships and implementation. The policy requires the 

boroughs to remove permitted development rights using Article 4 directions.  

Policy SD10: Strategic and local regeneration. The policy requires the boroughs to identify 

Strategic and Local Areas for Regeneration. The identification of strategic areas ought to be 

the function of the DLP.  

Policy H2: Small sites and small housing developments. The policy requires the production of 

design codes of sites of 0.25 hectares in size and under.  

Policy H6: Threshold Approach to Affordable Housing. The policy removes the discretion for 

LPAs in how they apply national planning policy. It requires 50% affordable housing on public 

sector and industrial land.  

Policy H9: Vacant Building Credit. The policy dis-applies the Vacant building Credit across all 

of London.  

Policy H14: Supported and specialised accommodation. The need for LPAs to undertake local 

assessments for short- and medium-term specialist needs. 

Policy S2: Health and social care facilities. The policy requires the LPAs to work with health 

advisory bodies to identify local health and social care needs. 

Policy E3: Affordable workspace. The policy requires planning obligations for affordable 

workspace.  

Policy E4: Land for industry, logistics and services to support London’s economic function: 

There is considerable concern about the application of the ‘no net loss’ principle to industrial 

land but especially to non-designated industrial sites. It is considered that this should be a 

matter where there is scope for greater local discretion.  

Policy Sl2: Minimising greenhouse gas emissions. The policy requires development proposals 

to calculate whole life-cycle carbon emissions. This is a new policy requirement.  

The degree of prescription and interference in local plan making by the DLP is unprecedented, 

yet the Mayor neglects major areas where the spatial plan should be providing a much better 

steer, such as relations with the WSE through the DTC, identifying Strategic Regeneration 

Areas, Opportunity Areas, and identifying locations appropriate for tall buildings.  

The HBF considers the DLP to be a flawed document because implementation depends on a 

mass of subsequent work by the 35 LPAs.  The DLP must be rationalised and simplified. The 

amount of policy must be reduced and the DLP should focus upon essential matters such as 

London’s relationship with the WSE. 

b) Would the policies in the Plan provide an effective strategic framework for the 

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in London?  

Too much supporting work needs to be completed through the preparation of development 

plans documents and masterplans. It is highly improbable that the right planning policy 
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landscape will be in place in time to support the delivery of 65,000 homes from next year 

onwards. Based on the record of local plan preparation in London we are not even confident 

that all local plans we be revised by 2028.  

The DLP is weak on what will be done by the GLA if housing delivery in line with the housing 

targets in table 4.1 is not sustained, and what will be done to rectify this. If the Mayor has set 

the overall strategy for London but that strategy is found wanting because it is ineffective in 

sustaining housing delivery (as the current London Plan is proving to be) then the DLP needs 

to clearly set out who is responsible to rectifying that failure. That should be the Mayor. The 

DLP argues in 4.3.3 that the housing delivery test should not apply in London but that would 

just potentially reinforce failure if delivery by the boroughs cannot be sustained.  

It is also very unlikely based on the current record that 35 supporting development plans will 

be produced in time to enable delivery. Only half of the London boroughs have produced up-

to-date local plans to implement the Boris Johnson London Plan 2015. Although the Mayor 

argues in paragraph 0.0.21 that the preparation of local plans is not strictly necessary, the 

weight of supporting and supplementary studies required by the DLP, including those 40 we 

have listed in our annex, makes it clear that local plan production cannot be precluded.  

The Mayor establishes the housing targets, the spatial strategy, and the policies that will apply 

to development, but it is the 35 London LPAs that will need to identify a deliverable land supply 

to demonstrate that these targets can be met. The issue of the practical problem of maintaining 

a housing land supply is one ignored by the Mayor. He is not directly responsible for delivering 

the housing targets. He can identify a theoretical land supply, but scrutiny of the deliverability 

of this theoretical supply is undertaken at the local plan level. If the theory is flawed, then the 

realisation of this comes too late to remedy the spatial strategy.  

Yet scrutiny of what is already happening in local plans will demonstrate that all is not well. 

Examinations over the last three years show that many London LPAs are unable to identify a 

deliverable land supply to meet the current London Plan 2016 housing targets. The table below 

illustrates the latest state of play with plans that have either been adopted, are currently at 

examination, or are at an advanced stage of consultation.  
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So far, following the adoption of the London Plan in 2015, only 20-part one local plans (part 

one local plans translate the London Plan targets into local plan targets) have been adopted 

or are at examination, and only 1,105 additional homes a year are planned above the London 

Plan minimum targets set out in table 3.1. This additional supply has mainly been provided by 

Newham (Inspector’s report, dated 26 November 2018). This still leaves a shortfall of about 

6,000dpa against the current London Plan OAN.  

Some of these authorities (London Legacy Development Corporation, Kensington & Chelsea, 

Havering, Richmond Upon Thames) are struggling to identify an adequate supply of land for 

residential development to even sustain delivery against the minimum benchmarks. These 

authorities are forced to rely on back-loaded housing trajectories to overcome the problem of 

strategic sites and Opportunity Areas taking a long time to deliver, or else the application of a 

combination of the Liverpool approach and a 5% buffer, even where there is a record of very 

poor past performance. An extract of the Inspector’s Interim Report on the Kensington & 

Chelsea Local Plan examination (letter dated 16 July 2018) is reproduced below, illustrating 

this problem:  

“In the case of Kensington and Chelsea, there is no realistic or reasonable additional supply that could 

be brought forward from later in the plan period. The allocated supply in years 6-12 of the trajectory 

essentially relies on 2 strategic sites, Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court, which require significant 

infrastructure before they can start to deliver housing. The remainder of the supply will largely come 

from the annual windfall allowances for small sites and vacant units coming back into use. There is no 

evidence to suggest that this supply or any part of it could be brought forward to boost delivery in the 

first 5 years of the plan period. There is little evidence before the examination of other ‘omission’ sites 

which could be included to boost the supply in the first 5 years of the plan period.  

Given the constraints on the borough’s housing supply and without a supply of sites that could be 

brought forward, the application of a 20% buffer would do little to improve the prospects of achieving 

Local Plan London Plan Increase/shortfall

Bromley 641 641 0

Camden 1120 889 231

Croydon 1644 1435 209

Enfield 798 798 0

Hackney 1599 1599 0

Ham & Fulh 1100 1031 69

Haringey 1502 1502 0

Havering 1170 1170 0

Hounslow 822 822 0

Lambeth 1195 1559 -364

LLDC 1471 1471 0

Newham 2867 1994 873

Redbridge 1149 1123 23

Rich' Upon Thames 315 315 0

RBKC 733 733 0

Southwark 2736 2736 0

Sutton 427 363 64

Tower Hamlets 3931 3931 0

Wandsworth 1812 1812 0

Westminster 1068 1068 0

28100 26992 1105
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the housing requirement. Rather it would potentially undermine the policies for the protection of 

commercial, cultural and community uses in the borough.” 

The Inspector’s conclusion on Croydon’s housing land supply is also worth citing (Inspector’s 

report, 16 January 2018). Croydon is one of only five London LPAs that is endeavouring to go 

further than the current London Plan targets, but there are doubts about its ability to sustain 

delivery in years 6-10. 

Conclusions on housing land supply 
 
146. The Council has set itself a housing requirement well in excess of the target set by the London 
plan. A substantial percentage of the Council’s allocated sites would be in the Croydon Opportunity 
Area. My examination concludes that the Council has probably identified sufficient sites to 
accommodate the first five years of its housing supply requirement. After that, about one quarter 
to one-third of all sites are currently identified as not viable, in the Council’s own studies. On the other 
hand, there is clear evidence that the Council has erred well on the side of caution in identifying the 
housing numbers to be delivered on each individual site in the Croydon Opportunity Area. 
 
147. Outside that area, the Council would be largely dependent on windfalls. My examination of the 
Council’s policies on garden land and on design and character in general suggest that the former are 
not so restrictive as to render unsound the Council’s expectations of the number of dwellings to be 
provided through windfalls. 
 

The London Legacy Development Corporation is currently consulting on a Regulation 19 stage 

revised local plan that will provide only 22,000 homes over the period 2020 to 2036 instead of 

the 34,576 that would be required by applying the DLP minimum target of 2,161dpa (2,161 x 

16 years). The new target represents an annual average of just 1,375dpa (22,000 divided by 

16). Moreover, the number of completions achieved to date has been much less than half the 

number than the previously adopted local plan had expected to have provided by 2020 (11,000 

completions compared to a target of 24,000). See 

https://www.queenelizabetholympicpark.co.uk/-/media/lldc/local-plan/local-plan-review-

2017/regulation-19-documents/shedule_of_changes/schedule-of-changes-section-

5.ashx?la=en. 

The ability of the London LPAs to sustain housing delivery over the new DLP period is a matter 

that requires serious attention by the Mayor. As we argued in our representations, if housing 

delivery cannot keep pace with the targets in the DLP in the first two years (2019/20 and 

2020/21), then this must trigger a review of the DLP. Indeed, we support the view expressed 

by the Secretary of State (letter dated 27 July 2018) that the DLP will need to be subject to an 

immediate review. This will be necessary to a) reflect the standard methods of assessing 

housing need because the objective assessment of need undertaken by the GLA is flawed in 

terms of national policy (see our comments on M16); and b) to ensure that any shortcomings 

with delivery of the 65,000 dpa target will be rectified as speedily as possible.  

If the spatial strategy established by the Mayor is failing, because housing delivery cannot be 

sustained in line with the annualised targets in the current and new London plan, then his 

strategy is a seriously flawed one. The Mayor must take responsibility for revising the spatial 

strategy if it is not working. It is palpably not working now, as the targets in the current London 

plan are not being achieved. 

c) Does the Plan address detailed issues that would be more appropriately addressed 

in local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

https://www.queenelizabetholympicpark.co.uk/-/media/lldc/local-plan/local-plan-review-2017/regulation-19-documents/shedule_of_changes/schedule-of-changes-section-5.ashx?la=en
https://www.queenelizabetholympicpark.co.uk/-/media/lldc/local-plan/local-plan-review-2017/regulation-19-documents/shedule_of_changes/schedule-of-changes-section-5.ashx?la=en
https://www.queenelizabetholympicpark.co.uk/-/media/lldc/local-plan/local-plan-review-2017/regulation-19-documents/shedule_of_changes/schedule-of-changes-section-5.ashx?la=en
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The DLP is highly detailed and very proscriptive. It intrudes into areas that are more 

appropriately considered at the local level.  

d) Is the approach to planning in London described in paragraphs 0.0.21 and 0.0.22, 

particularly with regard to the relationship between the spatial development strategy 

and local plans, neighbourhood plans and the Borough’s development management 

responsibilities, justified and consistent with national policy and legislation?  

 

The text of the DLP will cause confusion. Paragraph 0.0.21 implies that the objectives of the 

DLP can be achieved without the preparation of local plans (or development plan documents 

to use the strict legal term) for London. The Mayor cannot assume this. The preparation of 

local plans will still be necessary for several reasons.  

Legally, LPAs are required to produce local plans. This is a legal requirement of Section 39(2) 

of the planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Since the Mayor is keen to assert that 

the London Plan is not a local plan or development plan document (see discussion under M4) 

he cannot then argue that it is unnecessary to produce local plans.   

Legally, there is a requirement for the London LPAs to discharge the duty to cooperate under 

the Localism Act 2011. Because the Mayor maintains that he is not responsible for the DTC, 

he cannot argue that local plans are unnecessary, as this would result in a legal vacuum for 

London. This would have a major detrimental impact on the strategic planning governance 

arrangements for London and the WSE.  

The NPPF 2012 requires the preparation of local plans by local planning authorities (see for 

example paragraph 14 of the NPPF 2012). 

Lastly from a practical perspective, the DLP includes a host of policies that require much 

additional and supporting work to be completed at the local level through the preparation of 

local plans. The scale of this challenge means that local plan preparation is unavoidable. We 

have listed some of those that impinge directly on the supply of housing in our annex. There 

is also much work required in terms of identifying a deliverable land supply. The Mayor’s 

argument in paragraph 4.1.8A, for example, that the production of the GLA SHLAA precludes 

the need for local housing land supply assessments to identify capacity to deliver the DLP 

targets is misguided. As the Mayor has clarified, such as at the Technical Seminar held on the 

7 November 2018, and in the GLA SHLAA 2017, the SHLAA only identifies potential housing 

capacity it does not and cannot allocate sites. The allocation of sites is a matter for the local 

plan.  

The paragraphs 0.0.21, 0.0.22 and 0.0.23 should be deleted.  

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  
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