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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? 
 
LBN raised concerns at consultation stage over areas of the Plan that we felt overstepped its 
strategic function and provided our justification as to these assertions. This response should 
be read in conjunction with LBN’s draft London Plan response (notably in relation to policies 
SD1, SD6, H1, H2 & H12). Areas of overreach include: 

 restrictions on local housing mix and (lack of) provision for family housing in town 
centres; 

 the design-led blanket approach to tall buildings; 

 site specific references to the type of development proposal (residential-led) 
anticipated at Beckton Riverside (see also LBN response to M14); and in particular,  

 the presumption in favour of small sites and the identified small sites target (see also 
M11 and M19 & 20 to follow).  

 
In the case of small sites, as laid out in more detail in M19 and 20 (to follow) the Mayor of 
London has imposed a top-down, untested policy which will result in both strategic and local 
issues with varying degrees of impact on London’s neighbourhoods.  
 
Perhaps the most negative impact of so many additional homes from small scale 
development proposals in areas of tight urban grain is likely to arise from a lack of 
infrastructure sufficiency. In areas subject to increased densities but without the necessary 
associated supporting infrastructure, notably adequate healthcare and education provision 
to cater for the integration of (such a high level) of new households, there will undoubtedly 
be knock on effects to residents and associated strain on existing provision. As such, the 
London Plan fails to adequately accord with the provisions of 41. (4)(b) of the Greater 
London Authority Act 1999 in terms of addressing health inequalities (especially in already 
poor performing areas) and sustainable development.  
 
There are similar concerns with regards to quality of the accommodation 
generated.  Acknowledging the varied size of terraced housing across London (which the 
policy does not take into account), the subdivision of existing stock may not be appropriate 
in terms of unit quality or spaciousness. Whilst quality benchmarks have now been more 
fully incorporated as part of the minor suggested changes to the Draft London Plan, these 
do not set aside the fact that the policy provides a strong presumption in favour of the 
conversion of such houses, which may be unable to achieve relevant quality standards or 
safeguard amenity: the two strands of policy have not been joined up. In addition, attempts 
to extend properties which as existing are not of a sufficient size to allow for subdivision, 
may have knock on effects with regard to the amenity of neighbouring occupants, again 
failing to address health inequalities, or, achieve sustainable development in accordance 
with the GLA Act 1999. 
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Section 41.(5)(c) of the GLA Act 1999 requires the Mayor of London to ensure that that 
regard is had to the resources available to implement the strategy. Should an extra 950 
units (LBN’s small sites target) come forward in any given year, given the size of the existing 
stock across the Borough, this could equate to as many applications. As such, LBN alone 
could require up to 5 additional officers (based upon the current application volume 
received to staff levels) purely to process small sites conversions, without adequate financial 
recompense. The GLA has not put forward any suggestions of additional funding to support 
local authorities to achieve these targets, thus again failing to accord with the overarching 
legislative context.  
 
In turn, beyond Council resource small sites delivery also has implications for build-out 
resources. Many small sites are more complex, presenting less opportunities for efficiencies 
than larger sites delivering the equivalent volume.  Again the implications of this do not 
seem to have been taken into account.  
 
With no mechanism to address these issues – or claw back much needed affordable housing 
provision – the Mayor of London has failed to adequately consider the future implications of 
such a policy on sustainability.  Overall, the Plan is perverse in that it goes beyond dealing 
with matters of strategic importance in many ways, whilst in others – inadequate 
infrastructure considerations, unwillingness to explore Green Belt capacity etc. -  it falls far 
short of its strategic role.  
 


