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Respondent No 1195 
The Retirement Housing Consortium    
 

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.  
 
The remit of the Draft London Plan (DLP) is set out within Part VIII of the Greater London 
Authority (GLA) Act 1999 (Section 334 (5)) which states that: 
 

“The spatial development strategy must deal only with matters which are of strategic 
importance to Greater London.”  
 
The London Plan goes significantly beyond its function as a strategic document: the level 
of detail currently in the policy is more akin to a core strategy or local plan Development 
Plan Document.   
 
We support the HBF’s assertion that the Draft London Plan has 40 policies that relate in 
some way to housing delivery.  It is also our view that the policies relating to design, 
affordable housing and older persons’ housing in particular are too prescriptive for a 
strategic document causing the DLP to markedly overstep its remit.  
 
While what comprises a matter of ‘strategic importance’ is subject to interpretation 
Paragraph 156 of the 2012 NPPF does provide guidance on what comprises a strategic 
priority: 
 
Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities for the area in the Local 
Plan. This should include strategic policies to deliver: 
 

● the homes and jobs needed in the area; the provision of retail, leisure and other 
commercial development; 
● the provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste 
management, water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change 
management, and the provision of minerals and energy (including heat); 
● the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and other 
local facilities; and 
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● climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement of the 
natural and historic environment, including landscape. 

 
 
It is notable that development management and design policies are absent from the list 
of matters of strategic importance.  
 
The group do not consider that the current approach to the DLP is fit for purpose. The plan 
is too prescriptive in nature and insufficiently evidenced to justify such an approach. By 
way of an example, Policy D4 Housing Quality and Standards provides a considerable level 
of detail on matters including, but not restricted to, gross internal floor area, room 
dimensions and storage. These matters are not strategic in nature and there has been 
little consideration as to whether the detail in this policy is appropriate for specialist forms 
of housing such as those provided by the consortium (further details to be provided in our 
pending submission on Housing Quality).    
 
We consider that the DLP should be deemed unsound during the Examination in Public.   
 
 
b) Would the policies in the Plan provide an effective strategic framework for 
the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in London?  

 
No.  
 
The DLP does not provide a strategic framework for the preparation of local and 
neighbourhood plans in Greater London as it has a target to deliver 65,000 homes from 
next year onwards. The HBF response to question M7 b) makes it clear that the spatial 
strategy established by the Mayor is failing, because housing delivery is not in line with 
the annualised targets in the current and new London plan. The imposition of additional 
prescriptive policies and a more rigid developer contributions regime will do little to 
address the failure of the MoL to increase housing delivery.   
 
This matter is even more pronounced for the delivery of specialist older persons’ housing. 
Table 3.38 of the most recent Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) advises that 624 units of 
specialist older persons’ accommodation were approved in 2016/17.  However DLP Policy 
H15 advises that there is a need to deliver 4,000 units per annum of older persons’ 
accommodation to meet the total potential demand for this form of accommodation 
(paragraph 4.15.4 of the DLP). There would need to be an increase in output in this sector 
by circa 600% per annum to meet demand.  
 
Meeting the anticipated levels of demand will require a step change in the delivery of 
these forms of accommodation. The overly prescriptive design and development 
contributions policies required by the DLP policies have been prepared with little or no 
consideration of feasibility, suitability or the impact on viability for forms of 
accommodation (further detail to be provided in Housing Quality & Viability Hearing 
Statements). 
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Consequentially, the Mayor is placing a requirement on the London Borough’s to markedly 
increase the delivery of specialist older persons’ accommodation while imposing a policy 
framework that hinders its delivery. This is based on the false understanding that the 
viability of delivering this housing typology is no different to conventional forms of housing 
and the evidence base is lacking as a consequence. The DLP cannot be considered justified 
under the ‘tests of soundness’ in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012).  
 
 
 
c) Does the Plan address detailed issues that would be more appropriately 

addressed in local plans and neighbourhood plans?  
 
Yes. The DLP exceeds its remit as a strategic framework for London to an unprecedented 
degree.  We consider that a significant proportion of the policies in the DLP cannot be 
considered to be of strategic importance to and support the HBF response to Qu M7 A).  
 
As per our response to the M7 d), it is our view that a significant proportion of the DLP 
policies are ‘unsound’ as they are supported by either deficient or flawed evidence. For 
example the ‘one size fits all’ approach used in the viability evidence for developer 
contributions fails to acknowledge the unique characteristics of older persons’ housing as 
a typology, as specifically recognised in Paragraph 007 of the PPG (Reference ID: 10-007-
20180724).   Further details on this matter will be provided in our statement for the 
Viability Hearing Session. 
 
It would be more appropriate and robust for these matters to be considered at a local 
level. We support the list of DLP policies that would be more suitably addressed in Local 
Plans in the HBF’s response to M7 C).  
 
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?  
 

No. 
 
We note that MoL acknowledges that the function of the DLP is to provide some detailed 
policies for immediate use and implementation by the London Boroughs in their response 
to Mayor’s Response to the panel’s preliminary questions:   
 
In some instances, the London Plan does go into detail. This reflects the complexity of 
planning strategically for London and balancing the many issues London faces, but it also 
helps to ensure that the policies are clear in how they should be applied, that strategic 
priorities can be met, that unnecessary duplication of evidence and policy is avoided, that 
the planning system is sped up, that planning applications can be made with a high degree 
of predictability and efficiency4 , (sic)  and that a framework for the development of 
London over the next 20-25 years can be provided as required by the regulations. It also 
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reflects the recognition by many of the importance of consistency across London in order 
to tackle strategic priorities effectively. (Qu.2 Paragraph 6 emphasis own) 
 
This in effect imposes development management policies in a top down manner to the 
London Boroughs.  
 
This is problematic for a number of reasons, particularly given the Mayor’s keenness to 
assert that the DLP is not a local plan or development plan document, and the subsequent 
reluctance to engage with the Duty to Co-operate. We support the position of the HBF in 
their respective discussions on Question M4 and M7 D) on this matter.  
 
Our position is that DLP policies prepared with the intention to function as local planning 
policies should be subject to an appropriate level of preparation and scrutiny – i.e. they 
should be assessed against the ‘tests of soundness’ in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF.   
 
The viability evidence underpinning the DLP is insufficiently robust, taking little account of 
the additional costs arising from the enhanced design requirements and developer 
contributions regime – particularly on the viability of specialist older persons’ housing.  
  
It is our view that a substantial proportion of the policies in the DLP are ‘unsound’ as a 
consequence.  It is our intention to provide further information on this matter in our 
Statement for the Viability Hearing Session. 
 
 


