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London Plan Examination 

London Borough of Bexley (respondent number 2722) 

Statement on Matter 7 

(1) Does the Plan deal only with matters which are of strategic importance to 

Greater London? 

1.1. The draft London Plan does not deal only with matters of strategic importance 

to Greater London and explicitly addresses areas of detail that are the preserve 

of Local and Neighbourhood Plans.  This is a matter of significant concern and 

prejudicial to proper planning in Bexley.  The Council therefore objects strongly 

on this Matter.  Given the strategic nature of our objection, the Council does not 

consider it appropriate to suggest amendments to the draft Plan in this instance. 

1.2. The Greater London Authority Act (1999) states that the Mayor’s spatial 

development strategy must deal only with matters that are of strategic 

importance to Greater London.  The high level of detail in the draft Plan 

therefore marks a clear departure from the legislation; it unacceptably oversteps 

the boundary between what should be addressed in terms of the Capital’s 

strategic issues, and what should be managed by boroughs themselves.  As a 

result, the draft Plan reads like a Local Plan with detailed development 

management policies in a number of places. 

1.3. This unnecessary and unwelcome level of detail is ill-suited to the complexity of 

planning effectively for London, in particular the differing approaches required 

across inner and outer London.  The draft Plan does not balance the many 

issues London faces; instead the resulting compromise is an inappropriate ‘one-

size fits all approach’ which flies in the face of robust local visions for 

development such as the adopted Bexley Growth Strategy.  The draft Plan’s 

strategic good growth objectives cannot be met appropriately by the Council 

because there is no allowance for a local interpretation of what should be, 

according to the legislation, strategic matters.  

1.4. The level of prescription also contrasts with a distinct lack of flexibility in some 

policies, which is particularly worrying as much of the draft Plan is premised on 

unsecured funding or assumptions about the impacts of policy changes.  The 

draft Plan is clear that the level of growth proposed is not supported by funding 

for the required infrastructure, yet there is no indication of what will happen if 

this funding is not secured.  Moreover, the proposed significant amount of 

housing from small sites also relies largely on a change in London Plan policy 

prompting a change in developer behaviour with again no contingency set out 

should this not occur due to other legitimate factors such as viability and the 

availability of genuine sites to bring forward.  These strategic matters are not 

addressed in the draft Plan. 
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1.5. Bexley strongly disagrees with the Mayor’s assertion at Paragraph 0.0.21 that 

“the new London Plan does not preclude boroughs from bringing forward 

policies in their Development Plan Documents to achieve the aims of the 

London Plan in a way that takes into account local circumstances and 

evidence.”  This is clearly not the case because the level of prescription 

prevents an appropriate local interpretation.  This is demonstrated by the level 

of detail in, for example, Policy H2 (small sites), Policy E5 (Strategic Industrial 

Locations), E6 (Locally significant industrial estates), E7 (Intensification, co-

location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and services to support 

London’s economic function) and Policy T6 (Parking).  

1.6. It is clear that a number of respondents to the consultation raised concerns that 

the drafting of the new London Plan sought to limit the scope for Local Plans to 

reflect local distinctiveness.  The Mayor has not adequately responded on this 

point; a range of policies remain excessively prescriptive and do not allow the 

Council to take account of local circumstances both within the policies 

themselves and in the requirement to be in general conformity with the Plan.  

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

preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans in London? 

2.1 No they would not.  

2.2 On a number of issues, ranging from provision of sports and recreation facilities 

to the protection of public houses, the draft Plan differs from its predecessor by 

setting out detailed development management style policies that are likely to be 

directly quoted in planning decisions.  The London Plan should instead be 

focussed on setting out broad strategies, with appropriate flexibility to be 

implemented differently in different parts of the Capital, depending on local 

context. 

2.3 At the same time, there are other issues, such as the definition and location of 

tall buildings, on which the draft document provides little strategic direction and 

instead instructs the boroughs to address the issue with local strategies.  Whilst 

the ability to reflect local distinctiveness is welcomed in this context, this needs 

to be within a strategic framework otherwise confusion and inconsistency may 

arise with regard to the principles to be applied.  

2.4 One matter for particular consideration is that of London‘s distinctive character. 

This is included as a key principle in Policy GG2 (making the best use of land), 

but undermined later in the draft Plan, particularly in Paragraph 4.2.5, which 

states that there is a need for the character of some neighbourhoods to ‘evolve’ 

to accommodate additional housing.  However, Policy SD10 (strategic and local 

regeneration) does not support this approach within areas for regeneration, with 

justifying text in Paragraph 2.10.6 stating that places and spaces particularly 

valued by residents are identified, protected and promoted.  In the case of 
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Bexley’s residents, it is the character of their residential neighbourhoods that is 

particularly valued, and often why they have chosen to live in Bexley.  

2.5 The Council is concerned that the level of work being required of London 

boroughs on specific matters raises significant resource issues and prejudices 

their ability to take forward locally important work strands.  An example of this is 

the Mayor’s requirement that boroughs produce detailed design guides and 

design codes for their areas.  It is imperative that boroughs are able to make 

informed judgements about priority activities in the context of strategic and local 

considerations.  The Council is also concerned that development management 

decisions, taken before boroughs have the opportunity to produce these 

strategies, will not be able to secure the best possible development for a given 

site or locality. 

2.6 The Council’s Local Plan cannot conceivably ever be in ‘general conformity’ 

with the draft Plan as per the statutory requirements due to the huge 

overreliance on small sites delivery, which is in direct conflict with the Council’s 

Growth Strategy that supports extensive housing and employment growth 

through infrastructure delivery in the identified Opportunity Areas in the 

borough.  With such prescriptive policies directing the majority of growth 

scattered across the borough, it will be not be possible for the Council to plan to 

meet the borough’s needs, with significant infrastructure implications. 

2.7 Local councils have a right to decide what is best for their area, not only 

because they are best placed to understand local needs and circumstances, but 

also because they have legal responsibilities to their residents.  Legislation 

requires that local councils, as local planning authorities, proactively plan their 

area. 

(3) Does the Plan address detailed issues that would be more appropriately 

addressed in Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans? 

3.1. Yes it does. 

3.2. The proposed spatial strategy is incongruous with a strategic Plan given the 

level of detail set out.  For example, the policies direct development to 

inappropriate locations, such as suburban areas of poor connectivity (despite 

relative proximity to train stations) and will prove harmful to Bexley’s local 

character and amenity.   

3.3. Due to the detailed nature of the policies and the highly speculative and 

groundless reliance upon small sites to deliver the majority of housing in Bexley, 

there is no opportunity for a local variation in Local Plan policies.  Crucially, the 

Council cannot reflect in its Local Plan the vision for the development of its 

area.  Nor can it address the key local challenges for realising this, which are 

both effectively considered in the adopted Bexley Growth Strategy. 
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3.4. The Council is committed to retaining the authenticity of its neighbourhoods 

particularly within its growth areas as they change, so that they are still 

recognisable as being in Bexley, rather than just becoming anonymous and 

generic.  It is imperative therefore, that London boroughs retain the flexibility 

within local policy to protect and enhance the character of neighbourhoods and 

the many family sized homes they provide. 

3.5. The Bexley Growth strategy provides a more realistic, sustainable and 

deliverable local alternative to the Mayor’s overly detailed spatial vision.  

Furthermore, the adopted Growth Strategy was developed in partnership with 

the GLA and the Mayor – it therefore provides a robustly evidenced approach to 

delivering a significant amount of development supported by essential 

infrastructure, including the public transport improvements the borough has 

lacked for so long.   

3.6. This means that the detailed choices regarding where the majority of growth 

should take place in Bexley, which are best made at the local level, taking into 

account local circumstances, will have been made by the London Plan.  The 

Local Plan is relegated to devising a delivery plan to try and implement a 

strategy which is fundamentally flawed.  

(4) 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 Council’s 

development management responsibilities, justified and consistent with National 

Policy and Legislation? 

4.1. As outlined above, the Council strongly disagrees with the Mayor’s assertion at 

Paragraph 0.0.21 that boroughs are not precluded from bringing forward local 

policies to achieve the aims of the London Plan in a way that takes into account 

local circumstances and evidence.  The Council is unable to fulfil its planning 

function because the Mayor is pursuing an unsustainable approach.   

4.2. It is noted that the soundness tests as set out in the NPPF (2012) will be 

applied at the Examination, namely that the London Plan should be positively 

prepared, justified, effective, and consistent with national policy (NPPF (2012) 

Paragraph 182). 

4.3. There are a number of policies in the draft Plan that deviate from specific 

aspects of national policy which consequently means it is not consistent with the 

underlying aims of national policy.  In particular, Policy H2 (Small sites and 

small housing developments) deviates from elements of the NPPF (2012) such 

as the need to be effective, whilst undermining the NPPF’s overall aim of 

sustainable development.  
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4.4. The Council does not consider that the draft Plan is positively prepared.  It is not 

based on a strategy which is consistent with achieving sustainable 

development, as explained above.  The most appropriate form of sustainable 

development for the borough is set out in the Council’s Growth Strategy. 

4.5. The Council does not consider that the draft Plan is justified.  National policy 

requires plans to be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives.  The Council’s Growth Strategy is the most appropriate 

strategy – it was developed in partnership with the current Mayor and other 

partners and is supported by robust evidence.   

4.6. The Council does not consider that the draft Plan is effective.  The draft Plan is 

not deliverable over its period and it is not based on effective joint working on 

cross-boundary strategic priorities.  The housing targets are considered 

unsustainable and are therefore harmful to the character and amenity of the 

borough.  In particular, the small site target is undeliverable as demonstrated in 

the Council’s response to Matter 20 (Small sites and small housing 

developments). 

4.7. The Council does not consider that the draft Plan is consistent with national 

policy because it does not enable the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in the NPPF.  


