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Good Growth 

M9. (a) Are Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6 consistent with national policy 

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

strategic framework to achieve sustainable development? 

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

consistent with Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6?  

 

M9(a) – ‘No’, for the reasons below. 
 
The Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6, provide the main cross-cutting themes of 
the New London Plan. 
 
Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities, carries forward, but also 

develops further, the theme in the current London Plan paragraph 1.53 – A city of 

diverse, strong, secure and accessible neighbourhoods – one of the six objectives of 

the Plan’s vision.  

London Forum was strongly critical of failure of the current London Plan to express 

this in a concrete form – promoting more walkable/sustainable communities. 

It is essential that NLP policies ensure requirements of the 2012 NPPF are met for 

all development to be sustainable and, in particular, the achievement of the ‘social 

role’ described in NPPF 2012 paragraph 7 which is “creating a high-quality built 

environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and 

support its health, social and cultural well-being.” 

Paragraph 8 of the 2012 NPPF states “to achieve sustainable development, 

economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and 

simultaneously through the planning system. The planning system should play an 

active role in guiding development to sustainable solutions.” 

Paragraph 70 of the 2012 NPPF describes what is required in planning policies and 

decision making “To deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and 



services the community needs.” It requires that local infrastructure and place making 

are approached by “an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, 

economic uses and community facilities and services.” 

Considered against those national policies, there are missing dimensions to Policy 

GG1, namely that: 

•  these communities should be physical neighbourhoods where there is a wide 

range of local services, amenities and local social infrastructure within easy 

walking distance – i.e. walkable neighbourhoods; 

 

•  the community should have a say in how their neighbourhood develops – 

residents should feel comfortable with scale and nature of local changes and 

that new developments make their neighbourhood a desirable place to be; 

and 

 

•   existing community facilities may need protection to maintain the 

community’s access to local facilities (e.g. shops, GP surgeries, pubs, post 

offices, etc.)   

 

For the latter, the 2012 NPPF has a section of paragraph 70 requiring authorities to 

“plan positively for the provision of community facilities” and to “guard against the 

unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly where this would 

reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs;” 

 

Proposals: London Forum supports these Good Growth policies, but considers that 

a number of changes are needed to spell out more clearly the essential requirements 

to maintain or create sustainable communities so that the GG policies conform to the 

2012 NPPF. The people dimension is missing. 

 

Policy GG2: Making the best use of land 

This policy conflates getting the right development in the right place and making the 

best use of land.  

Making the most effective use of land is a major theme in the NPPF, although it does 

not provide much policy guidance as to the “right place”. Since the London Plan is a 

spatial strategy it does seek to guide development toward the right place but, in its 

eagerness to optimise the quantity of development, no longer uses public transport 

accessibility levels (PTALs) – a mix of connectivity, accessibility and capacity – to 

prioritise the choice of sites and to assess their capacity for development.  

This should be two-stage sequence for defining areas and then sites based on 

accessibility levels, but it appears to jump straight to any available sites and then 

seek to make the best use of the site using a “design-led approach”. 



London Forum considers that this approach is confused and confusing and 

seems to be based on a desire to decouple the choice of sites and the density of 

development from the need for connectivity and accessibility. We consider that 

optimising density – significantly increasing the density of development on a site 

based primarily on design considerations and with limited concerns about 

connectivity with the rest of London and the ease of access to a wide range of local 

services, amenities and social infrastructure – is not a sustainable approach and 

would not meet NPPF policies.  

We object to this “decoupling” and propose retaining connectivity and accessibility 

considerations as criteria that should influence the choice of sites and the intensity of 

development, whilst the “design-led approach” should be used for assessing the 

capacity of the site. 

The policy needs to focus in the first instance on steering development to the right 

places which are well-connected and have good accessibility not only to public 

transport but a wide range of jobs, shops, leisure, health and education facilities, as 

well as to local services, amenities and social infrastructure.  

Not all Opportunity Areas, brownfield sites and surplus public sector land will meet 

these locational criteria. The policy, although prioritising these types of sites, should, 

within these areas, further prioritise sites with good connectivity, which should only 

then be the subject of a “design-led approach”. It would appear that, despite what is 

in GG2 B, that developers are encouraged to bring forward any available sites, 

regardless of accessibility to and capacity of public transport and accessibility to 

local services, amenities and social infrastructure.  

The NPPF also supports the priority given to brownfield sites, but in London almost 

all sites are sites have been previously-developed. Nevertheless, they have to be 

assessed for what kind of development they are suitable based on their accessibility. 

 

Proposal: London Forum proposes that Policy GG2 is reformulated to reflect a 

sequential approach to prioritising sites for development based on 

connectivity and accessibility considerations and, then, making the best use 

of the site by applying a design-led approach. (See proposed changes below)  

 

GG3: Creating a healthy city: This London Plan policy goes further, in the sense 

that it is more developed, than the NPPF. The Healthy Streets Approach, with its 

emphasis not only on place-making but on a significant shift toward more sustainable 

transport modes. A major omission is any emphasis on improving air quality. 

GG4: Delivering the homes that Londoners need: Meeting the objectively-

assessed need for housing is a common priority for both the NPPF and the NLP.  

London Forum strongly supports this policy, but considers that the Plan should 

provide more guidance on the mix of sizes and types of housing, whilst 



recognising that this will vary from borough to borough (Policy H12 is not helpful on 

this matter) 

GG5 Growing a good economy: This is primarily an economic development policy, 

with the spatial planning/locational element limited to GG5 C (the right locations) and 

GG5 G (exploiting existing infrastructure, as well as town centres, to support 

agglomeration as economic activity). The spatial dimension emerges in Chapters 2 

and 6.  

All six Good Growth policies say that “those involved in planning and development 

must:  ….” It is not clear what “must” means in terms of enforceability. 

 

M9 (b) Whilst it can be argued that the overarching set of Good Growth policies 

underpin the subsequent chapters, there are no references/cross-references to 

these policies in the rest of the Plan. That is a weakness, given that Good Growth 

policies are being introduced for the first time in a London Plan, with almost no 

reference to “good growth” other than to a Good Growth Fund (Para 2.1.8); the 

Mayor’s Design Advisory Group’s report (Policy D3); a reference in para 7.1.1 on 

heritage; and Policy DF1D (2). 

Nevertheless, the main principles in Policies GG1 to GG6 do appear to have 

informed the policies in Chapters 2 to 12. 

Proposal: London Forum would like the links to be more explicit in the 

opening, context-setting paragraph for each chapter, with appropriate cross-

references to the Good Growth policies. 

 

PROPOSED CHANGES 
London Forum supports the principles of the Good Growth Policies 1 to 6, but 

has reservations about them and proposes a number of changes: 

 

Paragraph 1.1.1 should set out the key ingredients that a local/walkable 

neighbourhood should contain. 

extend line 1 to read:   

‘London is made up of diverse communities. Its neighbourhoods, local 

centres, shops, schools, GP surgeries, …’ 

 

GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities: 

This strategic policy is about neighbourhoods, so should be about easy access to 

local services, amenities and social infrastructure – it is about walkable 

neighbourhoods. 

AA Line 2: Delete “London” and substitute “the neighbourhood” or “community” 



B:   Line 1: add “easy” before “access”, “local” before “services” and “social” 

before “infrastructure” 

“A City for All Londoners” stressed that, with the scale of growth and change 

proposed in the Plan, it is important that current residents feel comfortable with local 

changes and that new developments are desirable places to be. This needs to be 

reflected in this policy. 

C:  Strengthen to read ‘Ensure that streets and public spaces are planned to a high 

standard and uncluttered so people can move around and spend time in comfort and 

safety, creating places where everyone is welcome.’  

 

GG2 Making the best use of land 

This policy needs revising to create a sequential approach to defining appropriate 

locations and then the connectivity and accessibility considerations for selecting 

sites, and then applying the “design-led approach” to establishing the appropriate 

capacity. 

London Forum proposes a sequential approach, which:  

•  identifies types of land and areas (eg Opportunity Areas); 

•  identifies preferred locations based on connectivity; 

•  explores potential of sites based on connectivity and accessibility; and then 

•  explores the potential of specific sites using a “design-led approach” 

London Forum’s proposal is to restructure the policy with a clear sequential 

approach linking intensity of development to both connectivity and 

accessibility considerations. 

Policy GG2 should be: 

To create successful mixed-use places in well-connected locations that make the 

best use of land, those involved in planning and development must: 

A   enable the development of brownfield land, prioritising Opportunity Areas and 

surplus public sector land,  

AA   select sites which are well-connected by existing or planned Tube and rail 

stations, sites within and on the edge of town centres, as well as utilising small sites 

B   proactively explore the potential to intensify the use of land, including public land, 

to support additional homes and workspaces, promoting higher density development, 

particularly in locations that are well-connected to jobs, education and health and to 

local services, amenities and social infrastructure by walking, cycling and public 

transport; 

BA   explores the development potential of specific sites applying a design–led 

approach. 

 



Note: the proposal involves restructuring into four steps, ending with the “design-led 

approach”. 

The reason for the proposed changes is the potential for unsustainable development 

(contrary to the NPPF) of the move from a connectivity and accessibility driven 

approach to getting the right development density in the right place to an untried and 

untested “design-led approach” – a ‘whatever the site can bear’ approach. Although 

design policies (eg D6) have some safeguards on the density of development in less 

connected/accessible locations, it would appear that the density is down to private 

negotiations between the developer and the planning authority.  

Our concerns are: 

•  this could produce the wrong development in the wrong places; 

•  this would be a wholesale shift to an untried system for which local authorities 

and the GLA are unprepared, in terms of coverage of characterisation 

studies, analyses of accessibility to local facilities, lack of skills/training to 

operate the design-led approach; and 

•  this would cut out community engagement until the design and density have 

been agreed between the developer and the planners, reducing public 

confidence in the planning process  

 

In GG2E add the words ‘and capacity’ after "public transport connections"- both 

accessibility and capacity are key factors to be taken into account when optimising 

potential.  

A new Policy GG3 H is needed to deal with Air Quality with cross references to 

Policy D1 and Policy SI1. 

GG4 C Line 2: after the word "needs," insert the words ‘including the mix of sizes of 
units and types of housing, and the need for specialist housing.’ 
 

Policy GG5 fails to mention the approach taken in the current London Plan policies 

2.6, 2.7 and 2.16 for growing the economy of outer London. There should be a cross 

reference in Policy GG5 to Policy E8 G for the development of Outer London 

Development Centres. 
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