
Response to the Mayor’s Draft Replacement London Plan from Nicky Gavron AM, on behalf of Labour Members of the Assembly Planning and Housing Committee 

This response has been prepared as the context for discussions with Assembly Members on the Planning and Housing Committee prior to reaching agreement on the London Assembly’s Consultation Response. This was approved by the Planning and Housing Committee on Thursday 14th January 2010. 

A considerable number of points in this response were accepted by the Committee and incorporated in the Assembly response. 

A number of our comments reinforce points made in submissions by some London Boroughs and representatives from professional bodies.

Our comments are divided into two parts:-

1. The first is a general overview of issues and policy approaches and we refer to the statutory and government guidance for the purpose and content of the London Plan.

2. The second part of the document (Part 2) provides more detailed commentary on the policy response including where we consider the policy to fall short of requirements that a regional London Plan requires in line with the GoL guidance at paragraphs 2.26-2.28.

Part 1


Introduction

The next two decades of the twenty-first century are a time of rapid and unpredictable change. Looking forward to 2031 there are many uncertainties to be considered.

But there is one certainty – climate change – that must be addressed.

On a world scale, the big uncertainties include:

· the cost and the availability of fossil fuels

· the evolution of China, India, Brazil and others into economic super-powers

· technological change, especially the disruptive technologies

London’s future is heavily dependent on how these and other uncertainties work out over the next two decades.

The London Plan also needs to recognise that discontinuities like recessions and wars can divert projections and forecasts - the financial services industries are particularly susceptible to shocks - by building in resilience and adaptability to changing circumstances.

The overarching question is how to best secure the future prosperity and quality of life for London and for Londoners, given the “fix” of climate change and the huge uncertainties over the next critical decade, when the Plan will be live.

These issues can be addressed in an integrated way, aligning the economic recovery with tackling climate change, to achieve more sustainable and equitable growth.

The London Plan, along with all the Mayor’s strategies, needs to promote economic diversity, flexibility and innovation, while ensuring greater equity and:

· building on the strengths of London’s business and financial services sector, in part redirected to address climate change

· developing a green economy, not just a green sector – all jobs and activities having a green dimension, cutting carbon and using and re-using resources more efficiently to develop a new industrial economy

· promoting and focussing investment on London’s other global activities, particularly Research and Development of new technologies and high value-added manufacturing, medical and pharmaceutical research, higher education, Art, Culture, entertainment including media and new media, Tourism

If London is to continue as one of the most successful world cities, it must offer high quality of life and of the environment. It is not acceptable that, despite real progress in the last few years, parts of inner and east London have amongst the largest concentration of multiple deprivation in the developed world and that energy efficiency and air quality remain key issues.

All of these considerations have important land use, economic development and transport implications for London and, therefore, set the context for the Review of the London Plan and other strategies.

Overview of issues and policy approaches

The functions of the GLA and its executive Mayor, set out in the 1999 and 2007 Acts, are to provide clear strategic leadership to the London boroughs and other agencies on the London-wide priorities and their implementation. The Spatial Development Strategy (SDS) is the main vehicle for expressing those priorities and indicating how they are to be implemented. 

The SDS “should also incorporate the spatial – that is, geographical and locational (though not site specific) - elements of transport, economic development, environmental and other strategic policies for London bringing them together in a single comprehensive framework. It should adopt an integrated approach, embracing all aspects of physical planning, infrastructure development, and other policies affecting or affected by the distribution of activities. By doing so it should help to secure the effective co-ordination and targeting of activities and resources, and a consistent, holistic approach to the delivery of policy objectives. It should contribute to the achievement within London of sustainable development, a healthy economy, and a more inclusive society.”  (GoL Circular 1/2008 para 2.2). 

The Mayor also has to have regard to the principal purposes of the GLA Acts 1999 and 2007. The Principal Purposes are economic and social development combined with environmental improvement and the new climate change duty. Furthermore the Authority should exercise its powers in a way which secures over time a reasonable balance between furthering each of its principal purposes (Section 30 (3) (b) GLA Act 1999). These principles and the way they are to be integrated are, in effect, the definition of sustainable development. The Acts go on to say that the Authority should exercise its powers in a way that contributes “towards the achievement of sustainable development in the United Kingdom” (Section 30 (5) (b) GLA Act 1999).

Our comments on the Mayor’s vision and the Plan’s objectives, policy and delivery for the future are in the context of this GoL guidance and the Acts. 

The Principal Purposes provide the basis for a Mayoral vision. The Plan Proposals document and the Transport and Economic strategy statements of intent all give a strong steer in their direction in a statement in their forewords, which was welcomed by the Committee.

To quote ”The Planning and Housing Committee welcomed the Mayor’s steer in the consultation response to the Mayor’s Proposals document in July 2009 that the policies regarding job security, energy security and climate security ‘are all interlinked and must inform our policies on housing, transport and quality of life’ which the Committee asked to be reflected in the Plan’s Objectives and the rest of the document” (paragraph 4.5, Appendix to the Committee response from the London Assembly dated 14 January 2010).

However, neither this statement nor its explicitly holistic, integrated approach is included in the draft Plan. Our concern is that the integrity of the current London Plan is undermined because the Mayor’s vision does not reflect the Principal Purposes.  What has been lost is the clear focus on sustainable growth and the compact, sustainable city, accommodating the projected growth in population and jobs, which is central to the current plan. This concept is based on the creation of mixed and balanced communities in sustainable patterns of development, supported by an improved and extended public transport network. Implicit is the redistribution of resources to east and inner London.  

The key questions are whether the draft replacement Plan meets the needs of:

· accommodating London’s population and employment growth, 

· while addressing the twin challenges of developing the London economy and tackling climate change, 

· and giving the guidance to promote sustainable patterns of development, greater equity and social inclusivity

Key issues

In addition to the above concern about the Mayor’s vision, there is also an issue of weak coherence between the objectives, policies, targets and indicators.  

We have three further concerns about the approach to the draft Plan which underpin many of our more detailed comments:-

· lack of integration of the strategies

· a weakened spatial approach and 

· an inadequate system for implementation and monitoring characterised by a lack of detail and more relaxed system of controls and direction in key areas. 

We consider that there is a failure to properly integrate the policy, geographical and locational elements of the Draft Transport and Economic Development strategies with the draft London Plan.  

Furthermore it is crucial that the strategic policies of the forthcoming Draft strategies on Climate Change Adaptation and the Draft Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy are integrated throughout the document.  We will comment further when the draft Strategies are published. 

The following are examples of some of the areas of concern mentioned above. 

Transport: The draft Plan asserts that there is a need for there to be a connection between land use and transport planning, but there is very little reference to transport infrastructure in the designated areas for regeneration and intensification. With population and trips by car rising, the draft Plan will not only not take forward but will undermine the sustainable modal shift out of the car to bus, bikes and feet already achieved.

A sustainable and compact city requires an efficient and low carbon public transport network. However, the Draft Transport strategy and the Draft London Plan contain no strategic transport projects after the completion of Crossrail. There are insufficient  projects to match demand until 2018 and there is no forward planning beyond 2018.

Climate Change: In the past few years, climate change has risen up the political agenda.  Internally, the Draft Plan does not express an integrated approach to reducing carbon emissions to meet the ambitious target of cutting CO2 by 60% by 2025. (Policy 5.1).  This response to climate change needs to inform policies throughout the Plan.  

During the life of the current Plan, Parliament has passed the Climate Change Act 2009 and London as a region needs to contribute to the implementation of the Government’s low carbon budget plan. Policies need to run throughout the Draft Plan like a golden thread in respect of the contributions to meeting the target from town centres, Opportunity Areas, the CAZ, Inner London, Outer London and other spatial policies. Carbon reduction is a key theme for the whole Draft Plan and should not just be concentrated in one chapter.  It would be helpful if Map 5.1 Heat density in London, showing areas of high fossil fuel use is related geographically to the above areas. This is but one example of a lack of spatial integration. 

Low Carbon Zones, a welcome initiative by the Mayor and strongly supported, should be planned to be introduced in neighbourhoods across London, spinning off local jobs. There is an acute need for specialist delivery vehicles that can work with public bodies and third sector and bridge with the private sector.  Low carbon zones should also be about enabling skills and know-how transfer at community level. 

Retrofitting and the carbon reduction benefits should be cross-referenced in the housing chapter. The chapter on transport should promote policies that encourage a change in behaviour patterns to reduce reliance on fossil fuel supported transport modes. We refer to the importance of integrating land use and transport policies to support walking and cycling in the comments under Chapter 6. 

Economy: In particular, the land use and economic significance and the long term employment potential of promoting and accommodating the wide range of activities needed to green the economy and to achieve the 60% carbon reduction target are not recognised.

Implementation: The draft Plan’s lack of explicit measures to produce a spatial approach is characterised by the omission to include appropriate regional interventions and investments that would guide Boroughs about implementation of the holistic approach to the delivery of strategic policy objectives. 

There is a relaxed system of control and direction which is particularly highlighted in our comments on the Housing and Climate Change policies. The long-term consequences of a more relaxed system are incompatible with the Mayor’s 60% carbon reduction target.  

We have a concern that without the spatial integration provided in the sections on the sub-regional development frameworks in the current Plan, spatial strategies and the allocation of resources to these areas will be hard to implement and monitor.
Part 2


Chapter 1
Context and strategy 

1.1 Employment projections remain heavily based upon London’s business and financial services, which cannot rely on the projection of past trends. The business services sector is heavily dependent on the financial sector, so shock to the financial sector will directly impinge on this area, and could particularly affect creative industries and ICT as so much of their business-to-business sales are to the financial services sector. 

Equally significant is the absence of any assessment of the economic and employment impact of tackling climate change (Figure 1.5 and para 1.22), where again the projection of past trends is an inadequate guide to the future. Tackling climate change mitigation and adapting to anticipated changes is a policy issue and a key part of all the Mayor’s strategies, especially land use and employment. It involves the active promotion of new and expanded economic activities. The employment estimates need to start with the scale of investment needed to meet the carbon reduction target in buildings, energy, transport and waste. This should be the basis to make a Ball Park assessment of the most likely employment and land use impacts.

Poverty and disadvantage are highlighted in Map 1.1. Para 1.28 identifies the link between housing and deprivation and the need for more social housing. This conclusion must call into question the wisdom of abandoning the 50% affordable homes target and the decision to give greater emphasis to intermediate rather than social rented homes. [We raise this further in Chapter 3]

Para 1.36 refers, among other things, to energy infrastructure. There is no mention of the need for a radical change, based on decentralised energy generation and combined cooling, heat and power systems (CCHP) and renewables and the key role of the planning system. 

The inadequacy of plans to extend and improve public transport in line with population and employment growth, is a significant shortfall of the Draft Plan. Similarly, the focus on improving quality of life for Londoners, set out in para 1.42 is welcome, but is not supported by the contents of the Draft Plan.

We suggest that the vision needs to be redrafted to properly reflect the statutory principal purposes and responsibilities of the GLA.

The Objectives in Policy 1.1 should be redrafted along the following lines to reflect the urgency of addressing key issues:

Taking these factors into account, the objectives should be recast on the following lines:

1. A city leading the world in reducing its impact on climate change.

2. A city accommodating population growth and economic change equitably in sustainable patterns of development, linked to mixed use and mixed income/tenure communities with investment in public transport, social and environmental infrastructure.

3. An internationally competitive city, with a strong and diverse economy, and a spectrum of employment in central, inner and outer locations.

4. A polycentric city of secure, accessible, socially inclusive neighbourhoods, providing all Londoners with opportunities to realise their potential, a high quality of life and more self-sufficient in terms of energy and services.

5. A city where it is safe and convenient to access jobs, opportunities and facilities by the most energy efficient means - including walking, cycling and by water.

6. A beautiful city, taking care of its buildings and built heritage, and improving its streets, open spaces and particularly, public realm.

Chapter 2
London’s Places

There is a need for the Plan to acknowledge London’s capital and world city role (para 2.27 of the 2008 Circular) and those matters listed in para 2.5 regarding the European and regional context. In regard to the former, the need for London to take a leadership role in collaborating with other cities, for instance through the C40 Large Cities Climate Leadership Group (which London initiated), should be mentioned.

Policy 2.8 Outer London Transport

Add reference to establishing where appropriate a network of rapid bus routes and developing smart technologies for local bus services.  

Map 5.1 Heat density in London showing areas of high fossil fuel use should be related geographically to the large-scale developments in the following areas and places. Below we suggest policies to meet the CO2 reduction target from new and existing buildings for inclusion.
Policy 2.9 Inner London

Add B: work with the borough Councils energy companies and other agencies to realise the main London potential for CCHP powered by renewable low carbon energy sources.  (Barely mentioned at end of para 2.40).  

Note that the aspirations to address deprivation and social exclusion in paragraph 2.38 are not matched by policies and resources to create more mixed and balanced communities (see comments on Chapter 3 Housing Policies).

Policy 2.10 Central Activities Zone

Add as new C: the CAZ with its unique mix of high density uses is ideal for CCHP systems and must make a significant contribution to meeting the carbon reduction target by ensuring that all developments initiate a link to a CCHP system and that CAZ CCHP systems link into inner London.

Omit reference to ‘district energy networks’ from Policy Ai.

Policy 2.13 Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas

Add new A: ensure provision is made for locating economic activities to enable London to reach it carbon reduction target and internally have CCHP systems capable of extension into the surrounding areas. 

Policy 2.14 Areas for regeneration 

Add the location of activities associated with addressing climate change should be encouraged in regeneration areas and CCHP systems serving the area itself and surrounding areas promoted.

Policy 2.15 Town Centres

Town Centres as concentrations of activities at higher densities are vital locations for CCHP systems if London is to meet the carbon reduction targets. This together with the extension of centre CCHP systems to surround original areas needs to be modelled in ‘A’ and added to paragraph 2.63.

Reference should be made to identifying potential specialisms for town centres to enhance their local economies.

In ‘C’ a - boroughs should look to optimise the links with adjacent employment areas. 

Policy 2.16 Strategic Outer London Development Centres

There is no mention of activities related to addressing climate change in the policy or in the role of strategic functions of greater than sub-regional significance.  This is an extraordinary omission.  

Policy 2.17 Strategic Industrial Locations

The only oblique reference to the climate change sector is in B (c) as a new and emerging industrial sector which is a serious omission.  SILs should be one of the main locations the climate change sector and the release of land to alien uses should only be after the needs of that sector have been assessed in terms of the carbon reduction target.  

Overall comment on Chapter 2 is that all the area-based policies significantly either ignore or downplay the needs of climate change related activities and the contribution each of these areas should make to achieving the carbon reduction target. 

Chapter 3
London’s People

Overview on housing

In our response to this chapter we have concentrated on the housing policies which are central to providing mixed and balanced communities, one of the main planks of sustainable development.  One of the key questions to be addressed by the Draft London Plan review is –

Do the proposed draft Plan policies meet the needs of London’s growing population in a way that promotes sustainable patterns of development, greater equity and inclusivity, tackling the disparities in wealth and opportunity in and between communities in different parts of London? 

In this chapter we suggest it would be more helpful to group the policies where there are overlaps and interconnections.  The order we suggest is 3.3. Housing Supply, and 3.11 the Definition of Affordable Housing, 3.12, Affordable Housing targets, 3.13 Negotiating Affordable Housing, 3.14 Affordable Housing Thresholds, 3.10, Mixed and Balanced Communities, 3.8, Housing Choice, 3.4 Optimising Housing Potential, 3.5, Quality and Design of Housing Developments, 3.6, Children’s & Young People’s Play, 3.7, Large residential developments, 3.15 London’s Housing Stock and 3.16 Co ordination of housing development and investment.

We are not commenting on every policy but we do have a proposal for a further policy. We are responding in the order of the current draft Replacement London Plan. Our response is more detailed but complementary to the response of the London Assembly on this Chapter. 

Health (cross ref to social infra) Air quality policy 7.17

Policy 3.1 Ensuring Equal Life Chances for All 

We endorse emphasis on social infrastructure and the policy 3.1. B that development proposals involving loss of these facilities without adequate justification or provision should be resisted.  We strongly support the Policy that Boroughs should make appropriate provision for London’s increasingly culturally diverse population and for disadvantaged and socially excluded groups. 

The Policy should include the potential for Boroughs to encourage shared use of private and public facilities on a more accessible basis. Boroughs should form partnerships.

Policy 3.2 Addressing Health Inequalities

In light of climate change threats and their potential link to adverse health we consider that the policy could be stronger in relation to the context of climate change threats.   We suggest the Policy should address the implications of health related to change in urban heat island effect, climate, temperature extremes and flooding.  

Boroughs should promote measures to prevent increased mortality in vulnerable groups and ensure that buildings remain fit for purpose through climate change; new developments should be designed for thermal comfort and safety, particularly for vulnerable groups. Adaptation measures in buildings will address health issues arising from the urban heat island effect (particularly increased mortality in vulnerable groups; reduced flood risk; Continued public service provision and access to health and social care facilities in extreme weather events.

Given the growing evidence of pollutants, especially particulates, irrevocably damaging the lungs and increasing the likelihood of premature death of children and young people who live close roads with high levels of traffic pollution, air quality must be an urgent priority and needs strong policy measures. There should be a cross-reference to 7.14 (Improving air quality) and to relevant transport policies.

Policy 3.3 Housing Supply

The annual housing target is of at least 33,400 additional homes across London.  This is supported on the basis of it being based on the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). 


As in the existing London Plan the text should be explicit that the target for additional homes is a net target (i.e. replacement of demolished units does not contribute to the target) so that there is no confusion with investment targets which are gross.

We note that the Plan target will be reviewed by 2015/16 but we need to know interventions the Mayor will make to deal with underperformance against targets, at both regional and borough level.  

An important part of the evidence base is the London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), published in April 2009. It provides estimates for the requirement for additional housing in London for the next 10 year broken down by tenure and size of homes required. This requirement for social rented housing as shown in table 1 of the summary of the SHMA is 45% of the total requirement, with intermediate housing at 11% and market housing at 44%. 

These figures should be included in the Plan text in paras 3.12-3.16. Given the proposals in policy 3.12 for revised affordable housing targets, the SHMA shows there is a serious gap between the assessment of housing requirements and the targets for affordable housing output, particularly in terms of socially rented provision. The SHMA shows there is a serious gap between assessment of need in overall terms and in terms of affordable housing particularly in terms of socially rented. We are concerned that the impacts of the current economic recession will have altered the assumptions made in this Report with the effect of increasing the demand for socially rented housing still further.  The modelling for the adopted assumptions in the Report are formulated to produce projections for the period April 2007 to March 2017.

Policy 3.4 Optimising Housing Potential 

Policy 3.4 no longer seeks to maximise housing output on sites in unit terms.  This is welcomed as it should allow for appropriate implementation of the plan in terms of ensuring an appropriate range of dwelling types in terms of built form, bedroom size mix and tenure. 

We support the statement that high density does not need to be high rise development. However it should be noted that hyper-dense schemes, i.e. over 435 dwellings per hectare (or over 1,100 habitable rooms per hectare – i.e. the top of the top range in the density matrix) can normally only be achieved through high rise development and should be fully justified in terms of compliance with the full range of policies in the plan. 

Policy 3.5 Quality and Design of Housing Developments

The inclusion of minimum standards for all tenures within Policy 3.5 is greatly supported. (Table 3.3 Minimum space standards for new development.)

However, it is insufficient to set out unit space standards without defining standards for ‘adequate’ sized rooms, particularly bedrooms. These standards as set out in the Mayor’s housing design guide should be incorporated in plan policy. We need space standards to be uniform between public, intermediate and private sector to provide a level playing field in order for dwellings to move between tenures. This allows for greater flexibility in terms of responding to changing market demand.

The Proposal in ‘A’ to give the boroughs the option of a presumption against development in back gardens (not domestic extensions).    This will reinforce the powers that already exist to oppose inappropriate development. 

The policy should make reference to the need to ensure the use of permeable surfaces in back and front gardens and permeable surfaces in housing developments are retained.  

We propose a policy addition to promote rainwater harvesting and a dual system of potable and grey water.

Policy 3.6 Children and Young People’s Play and informal recreation facilities 

This policy and supporting text is strongly welcomed.  Section ‘B’ should include the 10 sq metres of play and informal recreation space per child, set out in the SPG.  

Policy 3.7 Large Residential Developments 

The connection of large housing developments with high public transport accessibility is welcomed. However, connections between enhanced transport infrastructure, such as interchanges, is not borne out by the treatment of spatial integration in designated areas in Chapter 2.

Explicit reference should be made to decentralised energy / CCHP, waste management and water recycling / rainwater storage should be in the policy.  These are just the developments that can spearhead technologies and future proofing to accommodate technical advances.  References in para 3.37 should also be strengthened.  

Policy 3.8 Housing Choice

The Policy should incorporate targets for bedroom size as derived from the SHMA.  A minimum of 40% of socially rented should be four bedroomed units or larger.

A target of 50% should be set as the proportion of intermediate units to be three bedroom or larger. The overall target for three bedroom or larger homes should be set at 33%.

A 15% target should be set as the proportion of market units (private homes) to be three bedrooms or larger. 

This Policy should include the existing London Plan Policy 3A.13 which covers special needs and specialist housing.  Borough policies should provide for special needs housing. The policy should include provision for housing for women suffering from domestic violence.  (Evidence base: See the Way Forward on women and violence and Objective 3 integrate actions around violence against women (and children) into the London Housing Strategy). 

Para 3.46 refers to policies in the Housing Strategy, supporting growth in the private rented sector.  This is welcomed.  However, it is worth flagging up the longer term problems of management and maintenance which may result from the highly fragmented ‘buy to let’ market as blocks in multiple ownership come up for refurbishment and the need to have a ‘block’ management scheme in place.  

Policy 3.10 Mixed and Balanced Communities

With reference to policy 3.10 Mixed and balanced communities, the draft policy states that a "more balanced mix of tenure should be sought particularly in neighbourhoods where social renting predominates."  We suggest that this should read, "when social renting or owner-occupation predominates".  If this Policy remains as it is there is a serious concern as to how the Mayor is going to achieve mixed and balanced communities in areas that are predominantly owner occupied.

Justification text in Para 3.52 needs strengthening to include reference to the undesirability of mono tenure owner occupied districts and neighbourhoods. 

It is an omission under balanced and mixed communities there is no planning decisions policy relating to protecting and enhancing facilities that meet the needs of particular groups and communities. 

Add a new section under Planning decisions: Inequality across London – proposals should protect and enhance facilities that meet needs of particular groups and communities.  Proposals involving loss of facilities without adequate justification or replacement should be resisted. 

Borough Council Development Plan Documents should make appropriate provision for facilities and services to address identified needs of local communities and groups. (Also cross refer to Policy 3.1 and cross refer to and add to Policy 3.17.)

Also see Policy 3.13 on Off-site Affordable Housing Provision

Policy 3.11 Definition of Affordable Housing

The definition itself applies national guidance.  It is the interpretation of eligibility for intermediate housing that causes concern.  While it is recognised that there is a need to provide more family sized intermediate housing, a household income of up to £74,000 for homes of more than two bedrooms opens intermediate housing to a much wider client group than can hope to be met by the planned supply of intermediate homes.  

The revised income level of £74,000 is more than twice the average household income level (sixty per cent of households in London earn less than £30,000 p.a). In the context of the need for housing for families on low incomes not being met in the current economic climate, this will divert funding away from need. Given the consensus that the existing and projected need is greater than planned to be delivered the policy needs to be revisited.

It is important that intermediate provision is affordable by households at the lower end of the intermediate range, and consequently the monitoring midpoint, ie £39,750 (midpoint of £18,100 - £61,400 range as included in the Housing SPG) should also be included in the supporting text for Policy 3.11 to ensure that lower income households are being treated equitably in the application system. It is important that provision of three bedroom or larger intermediate homes also focuses on the lower half of the income range, rather than households of incomes in the range of £61,400 to £74,000.

Policy 3.12 Affordable Housing Targets

The target of 13,200 per annum affordable homes over the next three years produces a total of 39,600.  This is equivalent to only 39.5% of the 3 year capacity based target of 100,200 homes ( ie three times annual target of 33,400). This is therefore a significant reduction from the existing London Plan target that 50% of net additional supply should be affordable housing.

It is proposed in Policy ‘A’ that only 60% of affordable homes will be social rented properties and 40% will be intermediate, compared with the current ratio of 70% social rent: 30% intermediate. We refer to these changes under Policy 3.3.

This change has the effect of reducing Mayor Johnson’s revised social rented target of 35% down to below 24%, while the intermediate target increases from 15% to 16%. This is not supported by the evidence of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment which would support targets of 45% social housing, 11% intermediate ( with an effective social rent: intermediate ratio of 80%: 20%).  

The deletion of the London-wide regional 50% affordable housing target would leave borough councils with total discretion as to how affordable housing targets are set, with no requirement to have regard to a London-wide target. 

While separate affordable housing targets are proposed within the Mayor’s Housing Strategy, these will have no statutory force or constitute a material consideration in terms of planning law. As there would be no regional proportionate target, the Mayor could lose his ability to object to boroughs proposing low proportionate affordable housing targets in core strategies. Moreover, in considering policy compliance for strategic schemes referred to him under his planning powers, the Mayor could no longer have regard to a regional target but only to the borough’s own target. Consequently the Mayor would have no basis, for example in objecting to a scheme in Bromley which provided only 25% affordable housing, as this would be compliant with the borough’s own target. 


This is one of the most significant instances of the existing London Plan being seriously weakened by the policy in the new draft.  The presumption that 50% of all new homes should be affordable is dropped and this and its replacement with a Borough wide target removes a crucial mechanism for negotiations with developers on a site by site basis and for incentivising Boroughs and developers to exceed targets. 

There is a case for an Equalities Impact Assessment because the proposals will disadvantage those groups in greatest housing need. As this disproportionately includes minority ethnic households and households headed by women and/or single parent households, the underprovision of social rented housing is discriminatory. 


The Policy as proposed will lead to further social polarisation, given that it is generally the boroughs that have the lowest existing affordable housing provision which have the lowest affordable housing targets. 

Policy 3.13 Negotiating Affordable Housing on individual private residential and mixed use schemes

As the regional 50% target has been dropped the main reference point as  under 3.12 is the Borough’s own locally determined target.  In addition some London boroughs have very low targets for housing supply giving them every reason to focus on development viability and not on whether or not an affordable output is achievable with or without public subsidy from the HCA or another source. The Mayor’s position in responding to proposals for no grant/no or low affordable housing schemes would be weaker than at present. 

Proposal for new Policy: Off-site provision of Affordable Housing

The criteria is included in para 3.67 of draft revised plan. There is a case for having criteria exceptionally for off-site affordable housing as policy. This is important in terms of ensuring that the implementation of off site provision does not reduce neighbourhood balance and increase social polarisation.


Policy 3.14 Affordable Housing Thresholds

The provision of affordable homes on developments of more than 10 dwellings should be lowered to 5 homes given the increasing dependence in the current housing market on the development of smaller infill sites.  This will also assist the objectives of neighbourhood mix, take advantage of sites which already have transport and social infrastructure and avoid of further social polarisation.
Para 3.46 refers to policies in the Housing Strategy, supporting growth in the private rented sector.  This is welcomed.  However, it is worth flagging up the longer term problems of management and maintenance which may result from the highly fragmented ‘buy to let’ market as blocks in multiple ownership come up for refurbishment.  

There is a case for having the criteria set out as a separate policy not just as supporting text but as a separate policy on Off-site provision of Affordable Housing.

Policy 3.17 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure

This Policy should also cross-refer to the policy on Lifetime Neighbourhoods at Chapter 7.1.

Chapter 4
London’s Economy

Para 4.1 Suggestions made about the Mayor’s vision and objectives in Chapter 1 should be reflected here. Tackling climate change must be a major element of London’s economy, running across and through sectors.

Policy 4.1 Developing London’s Economy

We welcome “A 9(b)” that the mayor and partners will drive London’s transition to a low carbon economy.  The Committee response already refers to the suggested amendments to para 4.6 regarding the Mayor’s carbon reduction target. The need for a broad-brush assessment of the employment implications should be highlighted.
The employment projections underpinning the London Plan (Fig 1.5) and the EDS (Fig 2) do not include environmental or green industries as a sector so there is no means of measuring the job growth that could be envisaged coming from this sector.  

The Mayor’s position would be strengthened by a commitment to produce an evidence base regarding the availability of land across London for Green Industries. These industries will require variable plot sizes depending on the size of the proposed companies that will include SMEs as well as larger enterprises.  

Policy 4.2 Offices

Broadly welcomed, but note that demand may be less than projected (Table 4.1) due to adjustments to the post-recession realities. Secondly, office developments, especially in the CAZ are very high value added. The importance of ensuring that more Londoners, especially from the more deprived areas, have the education and skills to occupy London office jobs needs to be stressed. Their potential contribution to CCHP systems in CAZ need to be mentioned in A and B.

Co-ordination with office development in the wider metropolitan area should be included in the policy and supporting text.

Policy 4.3 Mixed use development and offices

Both A and B need to stress the value of office space in mixed-use sustainable developments. There is some concern that the housing credits and “off-site contributions” in B(b) will be to the disadvantage of low paid workers, essential to the operation of office concentrations. An element of affordable housing is essential for a sustainable, compact city. It is essential that the high density mixed-use schemes such as in the north of the Isle of Dogs include adequate provision of play and informal recreation space in line with the SPG 10 sq metres per child.

Policy 4.4 Managing Industrial Land and Premises

It is imperative that the needs for industrial land associated with tackling climate change and meeting the Mayor’s carbon reduction target are properly assessed. It would be the height of folly if industrial land were released just as high levels of demand emerged from the Mayor’s own policy priorities. The “rigorous” approach referred to in A can only be supported by an evidence base.  This should include a requirement to match the recommendations of other advisory bodies to the GLA (such as the recent LSBU report “Monitoring the London Plan Energy Policies – Phase 3” December 2009) with the projected plans for green industries and the projected carbon emission reduction targets.  The only reference in the supporting text is to waste management and recycling. (Para 4.17 and 4.20). It should be noted that industrial land close to town centres may have a vital role as the location for CCHP systems. Giving hope value for other uses may well price land out of reach.

Policy 4.5 London’s Visitor Infrastructure

London has the most cosmopolitan population of any world city. No reference is made in the policy to the specific needs and opportunities associated with the “VFR” market. In particular, there may be a range of opportunities to promote small to medium scale businesses to meet this need in the more deprived areas of London, spreading the economic benefits of tourism more widely.

We welcome proposals to increase hotel rooms by 40,000 but would seek an assurance that this will not come at expense of social housing and local housing needs.

Policy 4.6 Support and enhance the provision of arts, culture and entertainment

This Policy has been addressed by the Committee Response. This is a key area, where London’s world city role is exemplified and the variety of small-scale activities support sustainable communities. The Policy is broadly welcomed, being based on research and policy work initiated in the 1990s. It is worth raising that tourist arrivals peak in the summer and around Christmas. There has always been a case for some kind of  “End of Winter” cultural/entertainment event in February to fill the trough in trade.

Policy 4.7 Retail and Town Centre Development

Strongly support policy to resist out-of-centre development and to apply the sequential approach to reduce car dependency and improve public transport/cycle/walking accessibility.

A concern must be that estimates of new retail floorspace may be affected by the increased use of online shopping for comparison goods and home delivery for convenience goods. There is also an issue about the increasing efficiency of floorspace. It is a challenge to investigate how town centres in outer London, in particular, can be more effectively served by public transport. Again, the issue of a rapid transit bus network and smart local buses needs investigation, as does the identification of any potential specialist role for smaller centres.

The big issue remains how to ensure that London’s town centres fully support the climate change agenda. This is a major omission from the policy and the supporting text.

Policy 4.8 Supporting a successful and diverse retail sector

“A” should stress the importance of the retail sector in establishing sustainable, mixed use communities and reducing the need to travel. Note that “B” has implications for the supply side of retail activity in town centres. In respect of Para 4.8, more needs to be made of the third bullet point “make London a leading low carbon capital”.

Policy 4.9 Small shops

This has been well covered by the Assembly response. It is important, in the context of “A” that small affordable shop units are affordable in perpetuity. This should be in the policy and not just mentioned in para 4.49. London Boroughs should develop local policies to support provision of small shop units.  The current Plan had no specific small shops policy.  Small units need discounted rents and independent retailers could be supported through S106 Agreements.

Policy 4.10 New and emerging economic sectors

A(a) needs to recognise the need to promote and facilitate the wide range of activities required to tackle climate change and to achieve the Mayor’s carbon reduction target. It is extraordinary that this sector, which is a necessity for the Mayor’s own policy is barely mentioned. The Mayor needs to produce more detail regarding his intentions to support innovation and research.  

In relation to A(d) the Mayor should indicate whether the proposed Green Enterprise District is intended to stimulate growth more broadly across London or if it will be concentrating on specific high end research and development. Also based upon the major projected jobs growth for green industries, further enterprise zones should be planned and land made available.

In essence, climate change mitigation and adaptation must run through the whole economy of London, but especially should be headlined as a new, emerging sector, creating a spectrum of jobs from semi-skilled to the highest levels of business, research and finance. Reference in Para 4.53 is too little and much too late.

Policy 4.11 Encouraging a connected economy

We strongly support this Policy. 


Policy 4.12 Improving opportunities for all

The main thrust of this policy is welcomed. But support for training commitments in the wide range of technical and professional skills to tackle climate change is missing.  The Policy states that the spatial context to coordinate the range of initiatives necessary to improve employment opportunities for Londoners will be provided but the detail needs to be provided.

Chapter 5
London’s Response to Climate Change

Our comments are complementary to and amplify the Assembly response.

We propose that climate change should be a theme that runs through the Mayor’s vision, his objectives, the specific policies and into the supporting text. At present climate change is only addressed in one Objective of the Draft London Plan. The London Assembly consultation response confirms that the response to climate change needs to inform policies throughout the Plan. We anticipate that we may need to comment further on the policies in this chapter when the forthcoming environmental and climate change strategies are published.

Paras 5.1 to 5.10 need to be amended to reflect this, so it is in keeping with statutory duty under the GLA Act 2007 (para 5.6). Note that in the context of para 5.3 the “tipping point” may well be reached within the first decade of the new London Plan.

Para 5.11 

Support is given to the expectation that all developments make the fullest contribution to the mitigation of climate change. Reference to the forthcoming draft climate change mitigation and energy strategy is welcome.

Policy 5.1 Climate Change Mitigation

Strong support is given to the inclusion of a 60% reduction in CO2 emissions below 1990 levels by 2025 and that the GLA will monitor annually the progress on the contribution of all relevant stakeholders towards its achievement. In “A” after “GLA will” add “take the lead and”. In “B” replace “are consistent” with “promote”. Effective implementation and monitoring needs specific policies on different aspects of planning in London and the inclusion of a breakdown of how the CO2 reduction will be achieved across London, by sector, across the life of the Plan.

The Mayor should play a strategic role in co-ordinating the response to climate change activities across London from both the public and the private sector.

In Para 5.13 it would be helpful to make reference to quantifying the scale of reduction which is required from the 47.5 million tonnes annually to 18 million tonnes over the next 15 years. It is the scale of the challenge, which gives the urgency to drastic, year on year CO2 reductions. Reference to collaboration with all stakeholders, particularly government (para 5.15) is supported.

Policy 5.2 Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions

This policy is supported, one reservation is that the “cash in lieu” contribution, mentioned in “E” should always be regarded as exceptional and not became a convenient and cheap option for developers. Reference in para 5.19 to the 30-40% savings above Building Regulations requirements of proposals approved by the Mayor since September 2007 is a mark of success so far.

The use of Building Regulations as the measure of quantifying carbon emissions in new development is supported.  However we are advised that the use of the ‘Aggregate’ approach on non-domestic buildings is avoided as there are concerns that it may be unworkable and will allow some sectors to avoid decarbonisation.  It will also be challenging to enforce (particularly on mixed-use developments). 

There should be tougher emission targets for air conditioning systems (see also Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling). Guidance on u-values and standards for air-tightness should be included. 

Effectively the target for non-domestic is based on BREEAM model but no reference is made to BREEAM in the text. At present it is unclear which framework will be used for measuring sustainability in non-domestic.  If it is to be BREEAM for example what standards are to be required?  For example standards could be set to achieve ‘very good’ for refurbishments and ‘Excellent’ for new build.

Policy 5.3 Sustainable Design and Construction

This policy is strongly supported.

Policy 5.4 Retrofitting

As stated in the Assembly response (paragraphs 5.10-13) January 2010,  this is a welcome Policy but could be strengthened in certain areas as indicated. We also suggest the following amendments:

· “A” bringing existing buildings up to the Mayor’s standards on sustainable design and construction and 

· “B” identifying potential synergies between new developments and existing buildings, particularly through retrofitting energy efficiency measures, decentralised energy and renewable energy. 

New policy suggestion

There needs to be a facilitating planning policy to underpin and strengthen the ability for local authorities and stakeholders to introduce further Low Carbon Zones across London.

Also welcome is the reference in para 5.31 to proposed retrofitting programmes in the forthcoming climate change/energy strategies.

Policy 5.5 Decentralised Energy

This policy is broadly welcomed and should be referred to in policies throughout the plan e.g. on town centres, opportunity areas, out, inner and central London, schools, hospitals etc to make the plan spatial. Implementing this Policy to achieve or exceed the 25% of heart and power used in London by 2025 needs the engagement of the energy companies (para 5.36) and the financial sector. Developing CCHP systems needs to run in parallel with retrofitting existing buildings as the principal mechanisms for reducing the carbon emissions from London buildings.

More policies around planning for development could be developed for highest fuel use areas which can be identified from heat demand mapping. This is but one example where the ‘spatial’ aspects of the London Plan could be improved upon.

Policy 5.6 Decentralised Energy in Development Proposals

We strongly support this policy. Again, the links to area policies need to be strengthened. Throughout the Draft Plan, the need for cooling during the anticipated hotter summers needs to be recognised. Therefore “combined cooling, heating and power” (CCHP) should be used rather than “combined heat and power” (CHP). In respect of para 5.38, energy from waste via plasma gasification is already an option.

Policy 5.7 Renewable energy

This policy is supported. However, we are concerned by the loss of the percentage target for onsite renewables in this policy and that the proportion of 5% of London’s installed energy capacity generated from renewables by 2020 appears to be low. There is potential for new renewable fuels and new sources of energy (e.g. tide and wave) to be on stream by 2020 or soon afterwards.  

Hydrogen fuel cell technology is missing from the 2025 trajectory and should be included.

The policies do not refer to the potential for renewable energy that industrial estates may be able to offer and further work could be commissioned by the Mayor in this regard.

Policy 5.8 Innovative Energy Technologies

The direction of this policy is supported. However, there are concerns. In A(a) the support for electric and fuel cell vehicles is dependent on the electricity or hydrogen being secured from renewable sources. There is some evidence that the plug-in hybrid vehicle may be the optimal solution for small/medium sized vehicles. On that basis, the hydrogen supply and distribution infrastructure may not be the most urgent need (A(b)). In respect of B, there is a need to assess the land needs of alternative energy technologies, and to ensure the supply of land in the most appropriate locations in London.

Climate change adaptation

Para 5.47 The text should add reference to possible violent weather events such as high energy storms and their potential damage to buildings and infrastructure. The resilience of existing infrastructure to climate change effects will become increasingly important.  A policy is needed to ensure that resilience for such infrastructure is properly planned and funded.

New policy suggestion

In our view, the Plan should include new targets to measure and monitor climate change related risk in line with National Indicator 188. This will tell Londoners how the Mayor proposes to deal with the risks and actions that must be taken to embed relevant adaptation responses in the Plan, strategies and programmes.

Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling

This policy is supported, but we think under C new developments should have to justify why they are not using low carbon cooling and air conditioning systems.

Policy 5.10 Carbon Greening

This policy is supported and the target in “B” welcomed. Reference to increased use of permeable surfaces in the public realm would be helpful.

Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs

The support for green roofs and walls is welcome.

New policy suggestion 

There should be a new policy with regard to “white roofs” with reference to their significant cost and CO2 savings.

Policies 5.12 Flood risk management, 5.13 Sustainable drainage and Policy 5.14 Water Quality and Sewerage Infrastructure

are all strongly supported.

Policy 5.15 Water Use and Supplies

The policy is supported, particularly the promotion of rainwater harvesting and dual potable and grey water recycling systems. “A(a)” should clarify that additional water supplies should not be energy intensive such as by desalination. There is a degree of concern that the water saving target in “B(b)” of 105 litres per person per day is not sufficiently ambitious.

Waste 

We may want to make further comment on this section following the publication of the Waste Strategy.

Policy 5.16 Waste Self-sufficiency

There is broad support for the policy. One reservation is that para 5.73 accepts the incineration of waste in existing incinerators. It would be helpful if it was clearly stated that waste incineration will be replaced by advanced conversion technologies as they come up for de-commissioning.

Policy 5.17 Waste Capacity

This policy is supported. There needs to be a balance between the use of smaller sites on industrial land for the clean advanced conversion technologies and the use of a small number of larger sites for a range of operations (Para 5.80). Boroughs need to be aware that these advanced technologies will become more practicable and that industrial land needs to be reserved for them in line with Para 5.81.

Policy 5.18 Construction, Excavation and Demolition Waste, including the target of 95% if construction waste by 2020. This policy is supported. One point that needs to be made, referring back to policy 5.3 is that the materials used for new construction should be capable of recycling and re-use at the end of their life. There is concern that some modern materials are incapable of recycling or re-use.

Policy 5.19 Hazardous Waste

This policy is supported.

Policy 5.20 Aggregates

This policy is supported. Some reference to restoring extraction sites in line with government policy and best practice would be useful.

Policy 5.21 Contaminated Land

This policy is supported.

Policy 5.22 Hazardous substances

This policy is supported.

Chapter 6
London’s Transport

A sustainable and compact city requires an efficient and low carbon public transport network. However, the Draft Transport strategy and the Draft London Plan contain no strategic transport projects after the completion of Crossrail.  There is no forward planning beyond 2018. 

It is also a matter of concern that cuts in the subsidy for buses are proposed and there are no radical recommendations on information technology and smart buses. The need for there to be connection between land use and transport planning is claimed in the draft Plan, but is conspicuously absent in practice. 

The London Assembly response of January 2010 refers to the Mayor’s intention to integrate transport with land use. Although the Assembly incorporates some of our comments it did not include all of them which we integrate into the policy sections below. 

Unresolved challenges 

Although times are tough financially, the benefits of a substantial investment programme should become apparent as the Tube upgrades, Thameslink and – we hope – Crossrail are gradually completed in the coming years. 

Nonetheless, the Strategy paints a stark picture of the persisting transport challenges facing London. In our response to the Statement of Intent we described TfL’s projections of increasing congestion and overcrowding as an “alarming prospect” and called for the Mayor to set out specific proposals for schemes to increase transport capacity in the longer term, as well as options for managing demand for travel.
 

The Transport Strategy includes existing infrastructure projects as well as unfunded aspirations for schemes beyond the current Business Plan period – for example, Crossrail 2 and extensions to the DLR and Tramlink. The Strategy also describes measures to make more efficient use of road space and encourage a modal shift towards cycling and walking.

However, rising population and employment levels will result in a greater demand for travel – at least 3 million more trips each day by 2031.
 Consequently, as the Strategy confirms, overcrowding on public transport will remain a problem in many areas and there will be a considerable increase in road congestion.
 Indeed, the strategy projects a 14 per cent increase in peak hour road congestion by 2031. This is the case after measures to smooth traffic flow and encourage cycling and walking have been accounted for, and assuming the implementation of all the infrastructure schemes in the Strategy – both funded and aspirational.

The Strategy reveals a similar “policy gap” in relation to CO2 emissions from ground-based transport. In addition to current plans further emissions reductions of approximately two million tonnes of CO2 would be required to meet the Mayor’s overarching target for London’s carbon footprint in 2025.
 The Strategy notes that this gap would be equivalent to increasing the uptake of electric vehicles from the projected eight per cent to more than 50 per cent.
 According to the Strategy, achieving the target will require “further strong incentivisation” to bring about both use of the most CO2 efficient road vehicles and a shift away from car travel.

Policy 6.1 Strategic Approach

The policy should give much greater priority of “A(h)” and strengthen measures to promote low carbon technologies. This policy should also headline the public transport projects which should follow the completion of Crossrail. The Draft London Plan is an opportunity to trial future projects, which will be needed over the next two decades. Reference should be made to the climate change/environmental objective.

Para 6.1 Integrating transport and development

Reference should be made to the climate change/environmental objectives.
Para 6.6 It is also significant that the issues of making transport more accessible in outer London are largely skirted in para 6.6. We note that the accessibility map in the current London Plan is not included in this draft. 

Para 6.8 There is general support for the Electric Vehicle Delivery plan but the means of connecting renewable energy and transport appears to be the plug in hybrid vehicle concept. This requires a very dense network of plug-in infrastructure to enable vehicles to be plugged in wherever they are parked. 

Para 6.10 Without addressing the wider air transport issues, it would be useful to establish that any increase in airport capacity (terminals, runways, air space) is matched by low carbon public transport facilities for passengers and freight.

Policy 6.2 Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport

It remains a matter of concern that that this policy and table 6.3 are focused on transport projects that have been on the drawing board for years, indeed decades. There is a paucity of new thinking. Long term planning and support for transport projects is needed post 2017.  We would like the Mayor to state he supports aspirations for schemes beyond the current Business Plan period – for example, Crossrail 2 and extensions to the DLR and Tramlink although at the time of this report they remain unfunded. 

Transport is a major source of CO2 emissions and has potential for huge savings. The point needs to be made that it is not just the direct savings of carbon emissions from a more efficient transport system but also the changes in behaviour that efficient transport enables that are significant.

The justification text for Policy 6.2 should state the key role transport plays in restructuring London as a sustainable, compact city of mixed use and mixed tenure communities.
The Strategy describes measures to make more efficient use of road space and encourage a modal shift towards cycling and walking.  However, rising population and employment levels will result in a greater demand for travel – at least 3 million more trips each day by 2031.
 Consequently, as the Strategy confirms, overcrowding on public transport will remain a problem in many areas and there will be a considerable increase in road congestion.
  Indeed, the strategy projects a 14 per cent increase in peak hour road congestion by 2031. This is the case after measures to smooth traffic flow and encourage cycling and walking have been accounted for, and assuming the implementation of all the infrastructure schemes in the Strategy – both funded and aspirational.

The Strategy reveals a similar “policy gap” in relation to CO2 emissions from ground-based transport. In addition to current plans further emissions reductions of approximately two million tonnes of CO2 would be required to meet the Mayor’s overarching target for London’s carbon footprint in 2025.
 

The Strategy notes that this gap would be equivalent to increasing the uptake of electric vehicles from the projected eight per cent to more than 50 per cent.
 According to the Strategy, achieving the target will require “further strong incentivisation” to bring about both use of the most CO2 efficient road vehicles and a shift away from car travel.

Therefore the Mayor needs to keep under review the option of wider road user charging to manage both congestion and emissions.
  We suggest that this should be a Policy Option in the event that intervention along these lines is required. 

We support the London Assembly’s response (January 2010) on Outer London Transport, but we wish to add further comments. Our concerns with the Committee’s observations relate to the Mayor’s proposal to encourage Outer London office development by relaxing parking standards.  The Committee noted that this balance needs to be carefully managed if the objectives of reviving the Outer London economy are not to compromise his strategic transport objectives contained in Policy 6.1.

Policy 6.3 Assessing Transport capacity

This Policy is broadly supported. The compact sustainable city should be an additional priority theme.

Policy 6.4 Enhancing London’s transport connectivity

With the exception of Crossrail 2 later in the plan period there are no new strategic transport projects in London. (para 6.18)

Policy 6.5 Funding Crossrail and other strategically important infrastructure
The contribution to funding Crossrail from planning obligations may-be a one off arrangement. It may be opportune to consider other method’s of long term capital funding, such as the sale of bonds. (para 6.23)

Policy 6.6 Aviation

It is interesting that neither the policy not the supporting text make any reference to the Mayor’s proposals for a four to six runway airport on artificial islands in the Thames estuary.

There are several factors, which may indicate that the projected growth in air transport may be lower than expected (world economic climate, climate change, carbon trading post 2012). It would be appropriate for the mayor to support a government review of air traffic demand in advance of any further increases in capacity.

Policy 6.7 Buses, bus transits, trams

Only the Ilford to Dagenham leg of the East London Transit is funded. It is a matter of serious concern that no other bus transit proposals are included in the London Plan given their potential for meeting many of Outer London’s orbital and radial needs. Also interesting is the lack of any mention of how information technology may be the means to serve Outer London’s needs more efficiently – an important initiative given the high level of car dependence and the importance of cutting CO2 emissions. 

Policy 6.8 Coaches

It is a matter of note that in many countries, high quality coaches (three abreast, fully reclining seats etc) provide a relatively low cost, long distance transport service. How coach services could be developed to complement outer-urban rail services should be explained along with optimal locations for additional terminals, well situated on the public transport network.

There is no reference to new bus lanes or dedicated bus tracks needed to encourage greater use of buses (policy 6.12)

Policy 6.9 Cycling

Broad support for the Mayors’ policy for cycling in London, but this must be backed up by giving an indication of priority use of road space for cycling. Point Bd should note the need for cycle hire facilities at rail termini. Cycle super highways should be linked to the existing infrastructure of cycle lanes, and improvements made to the whole network. Table 6.2 of Cycle Parking Standards should include standards for train and bus stations. The Mayor should also work with TfL and National Rail to improve cycle parking facilities.

Policy 6.10 Walking

Add to “B” that new developments should ensure ease pedestrian access and, where possible, look into walking routes and to convenient and direct routes to town centre and other facilities. 

Policy 6.11 Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion

No mention is made of congestion charging or of possible comprehensive road charging at some later date. Be should be amended to encourage the development of intelligent transport systems not just for information. There must be a degree of concern that the aim to smooth traffic flow is at the expense of the pedestrian (Bh).

Policy 6.12 Road Network Capacity

London suffers from limited road capacity compared to many cities. As a consequence, it is essential to make the best use of road space in line with the overall objectives of the plan. There is no reference in this policy or in policy 6.7 to additional bus lanes and dedicated bus tracks, needed to encourage the modal shift from car to bus.  

Policy 6.13 Parking

There is a real concern that Ec stating that some centres may require a “more flexible approach to the provision of public parking to serve the town centre as a whole” is reversing policies designed to encourage use of public transport, walking and cycling. The policy should be incentivising alternative and clean fuel vehicles and car clubs.  

Policies 6.14 and 6.15 Freight and Rail Freight. 

These policies are supported. 

Chapter 7
London’s Living Places and Spaces 

We welcome the concept of lifetime neighbourhoods.   We also think policies should seek to effect outcomes that ensure that the quality of life for Londoners is improved overall.  So for example this will mean addressing differences that Londoners experience in parts of inner and east London where the quality of life in more prosperous areas is much enhanced over poorer areas. A key aim must be to focus on the parts of London in greatest need of improvement through a constellation of policies and programmes. 

Policy 7.1 Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities

The neighbourhood approach is welcomed, and the emphasis on enhancement of local character.  Neighbourhoods that are perceived to be successful should be protected. 

As the idea of “lifetime neighbourhoods” is a new concept for the London Plan so we are amplifying this section.  We also think that this concept should be linked to eco-efficiency. 

The concept should be widened to include eco-efficiency.  There needs to be a ‘portmanteau’ policy on resource effectiveness which covers local energy, water and waste systems and urban agriculture and food growing, encouraging a degree of local self-sufficiency.  These could be re-branded ‘sustainable lifetime neighbourhoods’. 

Lifetime neighbourhoods will ‘have a vital role to play in promoting ‘active ageing’ and meeting the challenges of an ageing population.  They involve the creation of multi-generational space where their needs of all ages are catered for with a considered negotiated balance’
.

We suggest reference is made to the more recent CLG document ‘Towards Lifetime Neighbourhoods: Designing sustainable communities for all’ dated November 2009 rather than the 2008 paper referenced in the footnote.  A lifetime neighbourhood should provide all residents with the best possible chance of health wellbeing and social inclusion, particularly as they grow older.  London should be an ‘age-friendly’ city.  The CLG discussion paper states that “planners must be ready to seize strategic opportunities to plan for an ageing population as and when they occur, whether for new communities or existing ones … the impact of population ageing  must be well represented in local and regional spatial planning processes and documents, for example in RSSs and LDFs”.   

Section 106 Agreements should help to provide better facilities for older people where that is justified.  The RTPI has recommended the need for SPG in this area. The Mayor suggests that adaptation of the SPG on ‘Accessible London: achieving an inclusive environment’  can help to meet the needs of older generations but there is a need to establish whether that will provide a sufficient policy base to cover the issues that Policy 7.1 raises in more detail.  A more comprehensive approach may be required. 

It is essential that the Mayor monitors Boroughs’ own efforts to monitor developments and work with communities as stated in paragraph 7.6. in order to build an evidence base to support future changes to policies.   

A way of monitoring developer and indeed Mayoral responses to Policy 7.1 B should be found so that the planning for social infrastructure for all generations will be delivered and that sites of ‘regeneration’ will not only focus on the needs of younger active people but will also contribute to the needs of London’s ageing population. 

This Policy should be cross referenced to Policy 3.1, the Policy on Children’s Play Policy 3.6 and Policy 3.17. 

Policy 7.5 Public realm 

The Mayor should pledge support for new programmes to improve public realm in major schemes and to require high quality public realm for smaller schemes.  This support should be reflected in his investment strategy.   The Policy could be strengthened by reference to the treatment of streets, squares and the space around buildings in the public realm. This is vital to improving the quality of life of Londoners and as yet, outside the centre, London cannot match the public realm achievements of many other European cities.  Public realm strategies should be encouraged for all town centres where they do not exist in Borough LDFs. 

This state of London’s public realm is way behind that achieved in most other European cities. It has a crucial impact on people’s perceptions of place and the quality of their lives. Issues that need to be addressed include design, materials, access, maintenance and climate change proofing, as well as amenity space and the quality and accessibility of the streetscape. 

Policy 7.7 Location and Design of Tall and Large Buildings

The Mayor states that tall buildings will be sited where the existing context, and boroughs, can support them.  This approach removes responsibility from the London Plan to provide the steer on the approach to tall buildings.  This is contrary to national policy statements (PPS 1) and the CABE/EH Guidance on Tall Buildings 2007.  There should be a plan-led approach to the development of tall buildings and the criteria in Policy 4B.9 and 4B.10 (location of tall buildings and design criteria for large-scale buildings) should be reviewed and supported by clearer guidance on tall buildings in strategically important areas in London. This could be supported by a commitment to produce an SPG to support London Boroughs with the development of their own policies and SPDs on tall buildings.  

Evidence suggests that Boroughs who have tried to produce their own guidance in this area struggle to get it adopted. This has been demonstrated by the recent controversy around Wandsworth Council’s tall buildings policy and the rejection of the tall buildings strategy that the London Borough of Southwark tried to adopt recently. The development of tall buildings can only be planned at a strategic London-wide level, as environmental effects extend across Borough boundaries and they affect the fundamental character of the wider city. Tall buildings therefore require a strong and robust policy base and the appropriate place for such policies is the London Plan.
Other issues that need to be addressed should be policy on the suitability or otherwise of tall buildings to provide residential accommodation, particularly family accommodation. However, the Mayor should support tall buildings in clusters and at transport hubs.  

Policy 7.14 Improving air quality 
We welcome the addition to Policy 7.14 (Improving air quality) that development proposals should be ‘air quality neutral’. However, it is a matter of concern that London’s poor air quality and congestion mean that London is now ranked fourteenth in Europe for quality of life and 27th for urban pollution.  We welcome a Policy on this topic but we do not think it is as effective as the current London Plan Policy 4A.19 (page 218).  

By way of background we refer to the findings of the Campaign for Clean Air in London and its submission to the Mayor dated 11 January 2010 which contains some useful data on the level of monitored air pollution in inner London in 2009 which illustrates that the annual mean NO2 levels in certain streets in London was over double the WHO’s maximum recommended standards. 

Given the EU’s decision to reject the time extension application on EU limit values for PM10 in Greater London, there should be a commitment to reinstate the third phase of the Low Emission Zone and to introduce further Inner London Low Emission Zones. Air quality should be dealt with throughout the plan, e.g. linked to health inequalities and the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  In this regard we suggest this draft Policy should also be cross referenced to draft Policy 3.2 ‘Addressing Health Inequalities’.  

We consider there is a failure of this draft policy to be integrated with the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy.  We would add that this is another example of a draft policy that is not properly integrated throughout London Plan Policies.  

Policy 7.17-18 Green spaces

We strongly support policies to protect London’s green spaces and for the opportunity to create new green space. The extension of the Green Grid concept to the whole of London is welcomed. It is often the smaller spaces which are most valued by communities and which can be the most vulnerable. Therefore, the strengthening of policy protection is supported.

Policy 7.24 – 7.28 The Blue Ribbon Network  

The Blue Ribbon Network is one of London’s assets. Policy to make greater use of the Thames and of the navigable rivers and canals for freight, leisure and tourism needs to be supported by the safeguarding of wharves and piers and sites for boat yards and other water related facilities. 
Policy 7.28 Restoration of the Blue Ribbon Network

We believe that the following steps should be considered in order to revitalise London’s waterways including the restoration of the Blue Ribbon Network:

· A Woolwich Ferry upgrade

· A new crossing at Thames Gateway

· Ensure Thames and canal wharves are protected where opportunities exist for industrial use, particularly Green Industries

· The use of river and canals for freight and waste transportation should be maximised

· The huge scope for increasing the leisure use of the Thames, the rivers and canals should be fully explained.

We invite the Mayor to consider whether he would endorse his support for these proposals in the context of the Environment Agency River Restoration Action Plan referred to in para 7.74. 

Chapter 8
Implementation, Monitoring and Review

Policy 8.1 Implementation and Policy 8.4 Monitoring and review

We are concerned about the delivery of this Plan and the lack of focus on delivery mechanisms and an integrated programme of delivery of strategic infrastructure – physical, social and environmental. We are even more concerned that the Implementation Plan may not be examined at the EIP.

Our comments below chime with the response of the Liberal Democrats to the draft London Plan dated 12 January 2010.  We query the number of chosen indicators in the draft Plan (24) and whether they are in line with national indicators and whether they are sufficiently effective to monitor the impact of the Plan’s policies. There is also a concern that there are insufficient KPIs to track targets and aspirations e.g. for achieving more mixed and balanced communities. 

The use of indicators drives the scale, intensity and urgency with which policies and actions should be implemented. Greater consideration should be given to their use as well as to making the Plan’s objectives, policies and targets, to which they relate, more coherent.  

Table 8.1 refers to Key Performance Indicators. These Indicators are the principal method by which progress can be monitored and are particularly significant for policies where there is an absence of targets but whose effectiveness could be readily assessed using quantitative measures, for example, carbon reduction emissions.  KPIs should be matched against the Policy they are designed to test as previously tabulated in the current London Plan. The purpose of the KPI and relationship to policy is then more explicit. 

The restrictive choice of KPIs is based on the rationale that they must be tied to the Plan’s 6 Objectives in Policy 1.1. The Draft London Plan reduces the number of KPIs from 28 in the current London Plan to 24.   In general they tend to be structured around land use, economic and environmental objectives.  Three relate to social infrastructure but the targets are limited measures that focus on provision for children and do not focus on the effectiveness of policies in relation to support for mixed communities. KPI 6 Reducing Health Inequalities relates to health and the life expectancy of Londoners but there is no indicator for air quality of NO2 and PM10s for example. 

KPI gap: The performance measure for increasing sustainability and social inclusion by increasing the proportion of London residents working in jobs in London over the Plan period has been removed. This should be reinstated.

London Plan Objective 3 supports a city of diverse, strong, secure and accessible neighbourhoods but the current KPIs do not measure neighbourhood ‘success’.

KPI gap: There is no KPI relating to the growth of social capital networks: community groups and their relationships to individuals, each other and the public sector, the number of voluntary and third sector bodies providing services in London to Londoners for example, or in the alternative, a recommendation by the Mayor that Boroughs monitor the numbers of community groups within their respective Boroughs.  

National indicator 188

The London Plan should contain a KPI in line with this indicator, to enable climate change related risk to be measured and monitored.

KPI 21-22: reducing carbon emissions and increasing energy generated from renewable sources

We have the following overall comments. The Mayor has not set out a sufficient framework to monitor how the reduction in emissions will be achieved on a regular basis.  Has the Mayor abandoned the target approach used in AMR Feb 2009 (page 57) for emission reductions? It appears so.  

The Mayor must have mechanisms in place to proactively manage climate change risks and vulnerabilities and the current scope of KPIs provides him with too much of a limited evidence base to do this properly. Moreover we consider that the Mayor should engage in more active monitoring of carbon reduction emissions in line with the reporting information that the Government requires under the Climate Change Act and Government Guidance. 

All other local authorities in the country are required to monitor emissions in line with N198 and other indicators.  The London Plan monitoring proposal is deficient because risks and vulnerabilities which point to further actions on adaptation are not being assessed by the Mayor for London as a region.  An indicator is specifically needed that relates to the delivery of climate change adaptation measures.

 A “back-casting” methodology from 2025 on annual CO2 emissions cuts could include proposals to increase the rate of reduction if annual targets are missed, which can be implemented without going through the process of formally altering the London Plan.

KPI 21

We suggest a strengthening of targets with respect to the measurement of carbon reduction emissions with further additions which are raised below:

KPI gap: Although we endorse the targets set for domestic buildings no target has been set for commercial buildings throughout London in advance of 2019.  No targets have been set for municipal buildings and these could be more ambitious than current Government guidance requires. 

KPI gap: In relation to Objective 5 there are no KPIs that relate to developing a low carbon economy.  There could also be targets for decentralised energy networks and low carbon zones for example although these could be referred to in Policy.  See our comments on Policy 5.8 for example.

KPI 21 refers to ''all development''.  It is not clear whether this means all new or new and existing development (i.e. refurbishment) by 2019.   The text of the KPI and Policy 5.2 (for example) does not ‘agree’. There is also a reference to strategic development instead of major development which is the term used in Policy 5.2 at C. The policy and the target need amending to achieve consistency and coherence. 

KPI 22 Monitoring the increase in energy generated from renewable sources 

The evidence base for Table is not known so it is not clear when and how this partially drafted KPI will be perfected.  The KPI could include monitoring of stand alone RE schemes and if appropriate decentralised energy networks. We refer to the recommendations of the LSBU report ‘Monitoring the London Plan Energy Policies – Phase 3’ Part 1 Report dated December 2009 page 30 which states ‘The GLA should consider moving towards overall carbon emissions reduction targets for development proposals whilst maintaining an obligation for renewable energy in accordance with the current energy hierarchy etc’.  

We consider the Mayor requires more evidence to determine outcome-based targets to assess continually the risks and opportunities arising from key policy areas. This would help the Mayor to determine the strategic priorities for the progress of the London Plan and policy implementation during periodic reviews.  

� Transport Committee response to the Mayor’s transport Statement of Intent, p. 8


� Draft Transport Strategy, para 113


� Figures 20 and 22 in the Strategy show projected crowding levels on the Tube and National Rail networks in 2031 and it can be seen that there will still be significant sections where there are more than four people per square metre on trains at peak times. Overcrowding will persist in particular on the broad northeast-southwest and north-south corridors and in the vicinity of the City (para 130).


� Draft Transport Strategy, Figure 63, p. 252


� Draft Transport Strategy, Figure 58, p. 222


� Mayor of London, Electric Vehicle Delivery Plan for London, May 2009


� Draft Transport Strategy, para 624


� Draft Transport Strategy, para 113


� Figures 20 and 22 in the Strategy show projected crowding levels on the Tube and National Rail networks in 2031 and it can be seen that there will still be significant sections where there are more than four people per square metre on trains at peak times. Overcrowding will persist in particular on the broad northeast-southwest and north-south corridors and in the vicinity of the City (para 130).


� Draft Transport Strategy, Figure 63, p. 252


� Draft Transport Strategy, Figure 58, p. 222


� Mayor of London, Electric Vehicle Delivery Plan for London, May 2009


� Draft Transport Strategy, para 624


� Draft Transport Strategy, Proposals 108 & 129


� Towards Lifetime Neighbourhoods: Designing sustainable communities for all. CLG November 2009
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