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Delivering the Plan 

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?  

 

The Minor Suggested Changes have added to Policy DF1 the requirement that 
developers should fund the infrastructure necessary for schemes to be 

sustainable. That could be a significant burden and cost for developers. 
 

However, it is justified and consistent with national policy for sustainability. Under 

section 39(2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 a local authority 
exercising their plan making functions must do so with the objective of 

contributing to the achievement of sustainable development. Paragraph 7 of the 
NPPF 2012 emphasises the ‘social role’ of sustainable development. 

 
Paragraph 176 of the NPPF 2012 states that “Where safeguards are necessary to 

make a particular development acceptable in planning terms (such as 
environmental mitigation or compensation), the development should not be 

approved if the measures required cannot be secured through appropriate 
conditions or agreements.” 

 
Paragraph 2.1.11 of the draft NLP states “Where development proposals are 

emerging and transport investment is not yet fully secured, delivery of the long- 
term capacity for homes and jobs will need to be phased in a way that maximises 

the benefits of major infrastructure and services investment whilst avoiding any 

unacceptable effects on existing infrastructure before schemes are delivered.” 
 

That should apply also to all forms of infrastructure and could delay achievement 
of the draft NLP’s targets. 

 
The policy would be effective only if the full infrastructure requirements, 

particularly the social ones, are delivered. 



M93 a) – It is unlikely that the policy would be effective unless boroughs have 

defined exactly what their CIL requirements are and how the income will be 
spent. That includes allocating sites for health, education, sport, etc. Boroughs 

should identify where infrastructure deficiencies would prevent development 
being sustainable. 

 
The figure in paragraph 11.1.11 of £1.3 trillion needed for London’s infrastructure 

indicates the need to urgently update the London Infrastructure Plan 2050. The 
funding gap is very serious. 

 
The compulsory purchase options in paragraph 1.1.23 my have to be 

implemented but would alarm communities and their elected representatives. 
 

The unknown aspects of infrastructure and development delivery are emphasised 
in paragraph 11.1.27 for additional public transport required – “Significant capital 

investment will be required to deliver these schemes, which can only be achieved 

through collaboration between the Mayor and Government, National Rail, 
London’s boroughs and the private sector.” 

 
MCIL2 from April 2019 will be another way of securing funds for public transport 

but it will have an impact on the viability of developments on the sites to which it 
applies. 

 
 

London Forum’s answers to the questions in M93 b) and c) are ‘Yes’. 
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