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MATTER M9 GOOD GROWTH 

 

(a) Are Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6 consistent with national policy 

and/or justified, and would they help ensure that the Plan provides an 

effective strategic framework to achieve sustainable development?  

 

1. Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6 set out the overarching planning objectives 

for delivering sustainable development.  In these terms, we consider the themes 

of GG1 to GG6 to be consistent with national policy. 

 

2. London First supports the principles of Good Growth including, inter alia, 

making the best use of London’s land, delivering the homes that Londoners 

need and ensuring it remains globally competitive.  Furthermore, we welcome 

the fact that this draft Plan has established a genuine link between the content 

of the other Mayoral strategies, notably Housing, Transport and Environment, 

and the Good Growth objectives.   

 

3. However, GG1 to GG6 are attempting to cover every aspect of sustainable 

development in equal measure and there is no prioritisation of the key strategic 

issues for London.  For instance, housing is the biggest domestic priority at all 

levels of government, and this should be acknowledged explicitly in Chapter 1 

in paragraphs 1.0.6 and 1.4.1. 

 

4. In terms of national planning guidance, NPPF1 (2012) states at paragraph 154: 

 

“Only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker 

should react to a development proposal should be included in the plan.” 

 

5. Similarly, NPPF2 (2018) states at paragraph 16 (d): 

 

“[Plans should]… contain policies that are clearly written and 

unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react to 

development proposals”  

 

6. NPPF2 further states at paragraph 21: 

 



“[Strategic policies should]… provide a clear starting point for any non-

strategic policies that are needed”.  

 

7. In this context of national planning guidance, London First considers that 

Policies GG1 to GG6 in Chapter 1 of the draft Plan should be re-defined as 

‘Good Growth Objectives’.  They are scene setters containing broad-reaching 

planning and sustainability principles that are laudable and high level.  They are 

not “clearly written and unambiguous”, as required by NPPF2.  To comply with 

paragraph 154 of NPPF1, any applicant would need to demonstrate in their 

planning application submission that their development proposal complies with 

Policies GG1 to GG6 of the draft Plan. However, we consider it would be 

technically difficult in planning terms to appraise a specific development 

proposal against the vague aspirations for Good Growth set out in GG1 to GG6 

in a supporting Planning Statement or Design and Access Statement. 

 

 

(b) Are the policies in chapters 2 to 12 of the Plan appropriately informed by 

and consistent with Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6? 

 

1. As stated above, in respect of (a), GG1 to GG6 should be re-branded as Good 

Growth Objectives because they are strategic and high level in nature.  Their 

delivery is wholly dependent upon the effectiveness of the policies set out in 

Chapters 2 to 12 of the Plan.   

 

2. Whilst the link between the Good Growth objectives and the content of the other 

Mayoral strategies is welcomed, the relationship between the Good Growth 

objectives and Chapters 2 to 12 is weaker.  London First considers the 

approach set out in the Plan adds unnecessary complexity to the planning 

process, which in turn increases costs and the amount of time it takes to obtain 

planning permission in London.  It therefore risks inhibiting delivery and 

undermining the Good Growth objectives.   

 

3. London First is concerned that the overarching policy approaches on issues of 

design and density, Green Belt, small sites, industrial land, and sustainability 

and energy constrain the Plan’s ability to meet its Good Growth objectives, 

principally with regards to the delivery of housing.  The subsequent hearing 

sessions which focus on each of these issues will demonstrate that a number 

of policies, as currently drafted, have the potential to impede London’s ability 

to meet its housing and economic development growth targets.  In particular: 

 

a. Design-led approach to density – the draft Plan requires boroughs to 

develop planning policies based on area-wide appraisals (policy D2) 

and design codes (policy H2) to set the appropriate density levels for 

their areas.  The draft Plan is also heavily reliant on the design-review 

process.  Some boroughs, especially following the cuts to LPA 

budgets, may lack the skills, resource and experience to deliver design 



reviews and develop this extent of new evidence base.  Policy D6, as 

currently worded in the draft Plan, does not give enough support to the 

boroughs that want to push the intensification agenda nor enough 

safeguards against boroughs failing to realise opportunities for 

densification. 

 

b. Small sites – The growth strategy is overly reliant on small sites to 

achieve the Plan’s ambitious housing target.  The London-wide 10-year 

target for small sites in Table 4.2 of the draft Plan is 245,730 net 

housing completions, which equates to 37.84% of the overall London-

wide 10-year targets for net housing completions.  This is based on the 

assumption that a rate of delivery and level of density can be achieved 

which far exceeds the rates or densities that have historically been 

delivered on small sites, and is not justified by adequate evidence.  The 

2017 London Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 

assumes the rate of delivery on small sites will double by including a 

small sites windfall figure as a component of future supply as well as a 

small sites modelled figure (ref: Table 9.1 of the SHLAA) despite the 

fact that they are essentially the same thing because small sites are 

not identified/allocated.  Also, a lot of work is required by the boroughs 

to implement the small site strategy and there will be a time lag after 

the Plan is adopted in 2019.  This calls into question the delivery and 

effectiveness of Policy GG4. 

 

c. Green Belt – The draft Plan is inconsistent with NPPF1 and NPPF2 in 

that it does not allow changes to the Green Belt boundary in 

exceptional circumstances through the Local Plan process.  It is right 

that strong protection of the Green Belt remains but, as currently 

worded, Policy G2 does not even allow for land swaps which may 

result in a better overall spatial strategy for London.  This undermines 

the delivery and effectiveness of Policies GG2 and GG4. 

 

d. Intensification of industrial land – London First supports the 

intensification of industrial and commercial activities to make more 

efficient use of land for housing and other development.  The SHLAA 

does not provide any detailed information on the extent of supply 

expected to be released from industrial land, but one has to assume 

that it is expected to make a meaningful contribution towards the 55% 

increase in housing targets (65,000 dwellings per annum compared to 

42,000 dpa in the current Plan).  The growth strategy is therefore 

dependant on the successful delivery of Policy E7 to achieve its 

targets.  Multi-layering and co-location are only attractive to certain 

types of occupiers, and currently the draft Plan does not sufficiently 

incentivise developers to take on this risk.  This undermines the 

delivery and effectiveness of Policies GG2 and GG4. 

 



4. As already highlighted above, the policies in Chapters 2 to 10 place significant 

responsibility and resource pressures on the boroughs, which risks 

undermining the delivery of the Good Growth objectives.  For example, the 

evidence base and design review work required to support the design-led 

approach to density, in tandem with the maintenance of a small sites register, 

will place considerable pressure on planning departments that are already 

overstretched.   

 

5. Finally, as touched upon in paragraph 3a above, to make sure the housing 

target can be achieved as a minimum, the Mayor should consider introducing 

safeguards to ensure that borough development plan policies and guidance 

do not set conservative densities or implement design policies that fail to 

realise the intensification opportunities that exist within London’s existing built-

up area.  In the EiP Housing Technical Seminar on 6 November 2018, GLA 

Officers confirmed that the 2017 SHLAA assumes that densities in London will 

be delivered within the upper limits of the density matrix in the current Plan.  

Deletion of the density matrix without any alternative tool to maintain these 

assumed density levels risks undermining the Good Growth strategy.  It is for 

these reasons that our written statement pursuant to M39: Density 

recommends that minimum density levels be introduced in accordance with 

NPPF2 paragraph 123. 

 


