
2730/M93 
 

DRAFT NEW LONDON PLAN 
 

28.2.19 
Page 1 

 

 

 
London Property Alliance  

 

 
Respondent Number: 2730 

 

 
Viability, Delivering the Plan and Monitoring 

  
Viability and Delivering the Plan - 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?  

1. The Alliance is concerned that, as drafted, DF1 is unlikely to be effective in securing the 

timely delivery of infrastructure to support development. 

2. This is principally because, based on the conclusions of the Viability Study, the policy pre-

supposes that new development will be viable in most cases and that, therefore, site-specific 

viability testing should be relatively unusual, only by agreement with the LPA prior to the 

submission of an application. 

3. London First’s evidence, conversely, indicates that site-specific viability testing is likely to be 

commonplace on development in London, given the cumulative effect of the emerging 

policies.  Commercial deliverability is likely to vary across the economic cycle, which 

inevitably will fluctuate over the lifetime of the Plan. 

4. The Alliance does not consider that a London-wide viability study underpinning a strategic 

plan provides a sufficiently robust or detailed analysis to justify a presumption in policy 

against the use of site-specific viability testing.  This would be more appropriately addressed 

at the local plan level. 

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? 

5. Paragraph 173 of the 2012 NPPF requires that the burdens imposed by policy requirements 

should not make development unviable. Subsequent paragraph 174 further requires that the 

cumulative impact of these burdens should not put implementation of the Plan at serious risk 

and should facilitate development throughout the economic cycle. Evidence supporting the 

assessment should be proportionate, using only appropriate available evidence. 

6. Given the wide variation in development patterns across London, the homogeneous approach 

of a strategic plan – and, in particular, the strategic evidence base provided by the viability 

study – is not a sufficient or appropriate basis for boroughs to seek to resist the use of site-

specific viability assessment at application stage. 
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7. This should be best considered at a local level. 

8. In practice, the Alliance notes that a determining authority would, nevertheless, be required to 

have regard to a viability assessment if submitted, if material, to the application to which it 

relates.  It would not be appropriate to disregard a material consideration on the basis of the 

wording of Policy DF1. 

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

9. Part D should provide a much clearer hierarchy and set of priorities by addressing those other 

matters on which the current draft text is silent.  This should include, as a minimum, the 

respective priority of the tenure of affordable housing, carbon emissions and payments, urban 

greening, air quality and design standards, alongside affordable housing and transport 

infrastructure as currently drafted.   

10. It is unclear from the wording of the proposed policy whether, in some instances, affordable 

housing and transport will be given equal or equivalent priority.  In practice, in many cases, 

the relative distribution of the planning contributions that a development can support will 

require negotiation and discussion at a local level.   


