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BACKGROUND 

1.1 These representations are made in respect of the list of matters for consideration at the 

Examination in Public and taking into account the Draft New London Plan Minor Suggested 

Changes July 2018. These representations have been prepared by CBRE Limited on behalf 

of Catalyst Housing Limited ('CHL') further to our representations made on 2nd March 2018 

(‘March Representation’). As a G15 housing association, managing approximately 22,000 

homes across London and the South East, CHL takes a close interest in proposed planning 

policy and welcomes this opportunity to formally comment on the draft London Plan.  This 

document highlights CHL's position on the emerging plan but is also made in dialogue with, 

and in addition to, the representations made on behalf of G15. 

1.2 In broad terms, there is much we support within the draft London Plan, not least its focus on 

communities, social integration, inclusivity and rebalancing.  It is also ambitious, 

particularly in relation to housing delivery and we think it needs to be, if we are to stand a 

chance of addressing the housing crisis that has steadily worsened over many decades.  A 

number of the concerns we raised in our previous March Representation have been 

addressed within the Minor Suggested Changes July 2018, and this is welcomed.  However, 

we remain concerned about several policies (and supporting text), which in their current 

form are likely to inhibit - rather than accelerate - growth. Below, we have identified the 

relevant part(s) of the question(s) relating to each matter we are responding to, and outline 

our comments accordingly. Parts of the question(s) deemed not relevant to our response 

have been omitted. 

VIABILITY, DELIVERING THE PLAN AND MONITORING 

Matter M93 

M93. Is Policy DF1 justified and consistent with national policy, and would it be effective? In 

particular:  

a) Would the policy be effective in helping to ensure the timely delivery of infrastructure to 

support development proposed in the Plan?  

b) Is the approach to viability assessments set out in parts A, B and C consistent with 

national policy and is it necessary for this to be set out in the Plan rather than left to be 

determined at the local level?  

c) Is the infrastructure prioritisation set out in part D justified?  

1.3 Since our March Representation, there have been no material changes within this section of 

the draft Plan, where the Mayor emphasises the significant investment required from both 

the public and private sector, for the scale of growth anticipated by the Plan.  The scale of 

the estimated funding gap per annum is considerable, and there is a huge amount of 

uncertainty as to how this will be addressed.  The Mayor is exploring a number of different 

potential sources but makes clear the expectation on private investors and developers to 

play a bigger role.   

1.4 Our general comment is simple.  It is likely that under this Plan, the private sector will be 

required to carry a greater burden than currently exists in terms of funding infrastructure.  In 

combination with the requirements set out elsewhere in the Plan, this may serve to stifle, 

rather than accelerate, delivery.  It may also lead to 'trade-offs' between different forms of 

infrastructure, which could result in less affordable homes being provided.  This seems to us 
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to be counter-intuitive to the Mayor's stated ambitions.  This brings into sharp focus the 

need to introduce suitable flexibility in the Plan in the way that we have described within 

these representations and our previous March Representation, and we would like to 

understand the funding arrangements in more detail.  We assume that the Mayor will 

consult on these in due course and we reserve the right to make comments on these.  
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