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Plan / scope
•

First hour: introduction for beginners (& tea/coffee available)
–
–

•
•
•
•

Second part: EiP programme & next steps
Aims of today’s session
Presentations and discussion on topics early on the EiP agenda
SPATIAL DEVELOPEMNT
–
–

•
•

GLA perspective
Just Space perspective

Opportunity Areas: principles, particular cases
Town centres (high streets) (lifetime neighbourhoods)

GOOD GROWTH if time permits
INTEGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT if time permits

Part 1: introduction to the London Plan
•

The draft replacement London Plan in its own words (with acknowledgement to Rachael Rooney and
others City Hall originators of slides)

•

Just Space Community plan and key responses to the draft London Plan

•

All at, or linked from JustSpace.org.uk

GLA slide

GLA Act 1999 (As Amended)
Principal Purposes:
• Promoting economic development and wealth creation
• Promoting social development
• Improvement in the environment

Have regard to:
•
•
•
•
•

Equality of opportunity
Reducing health inequality and promoting health
Contribute towards mitigation and adaptation to Climate change
Achieving sustainable development
Promote and encourage safe use of the River Thames

GLA slide

Key Drivers
•

Population 8.9m (2016) –
10.8m (2041) - c70k pa

•

Demographics - younger
profile, ageing population

•

Employment 5.8m (2016) –
6.9m (2041) – 49k pa

GLA slide

Population

GLA slide

Migration

GLA slide

Mayoral Strategies

• London Plan
• Housing
• Transport
• Economic
Development
• Environment
• Health and Health
Inequalities
• Cultural Strategy

GLA slide

The London Plan
•Officially the ‘spatial development strategy’
•Provides a framework for spatial development in London over the
next 20-25 years
•Can only deal with matters which are of strategic importance to
Greater London
•Part of the ‘development plan’ for London, and boroughs’ local
development plan documents must be in ‘general conformity’ with
the London Plan
•Policy framework for the Mayor’s decisions on referable planning
applications

GLA slide

The new London Plan
Driving principle: Good Growth

GLA slide

Accommodating London’s Growth

• Opportunity areas
• Growth corridors
• Town centres
• Industrial land
• Intensification /
mixed use

GLA slide

Making the best use of land
• Intensification, co-location and
optimising density through a
design led approach
• Green Belt, MOL and important
green and open space
• Distinctive character and
heritage
• Integration of land use and
transport

GLA slide

Design

• Good design
• Optimise density
• Tall buildings
• Public realm

GLA slide

Housing
• SHMA – housing need
• 66,000 more p.a.

•SHLAA – housing supply
•Small sites (<25 homes)
have presumption in favour
•50% affordable target
• London Affordable Rent,
London Living Rent and
London Shared Ownership

•Viability with 35%
‘threshold’ (50% on public
land and strategic industrial
land)

GLA slide

Social Infrastructure

• Needs assessment for social
infrastructure
• No net loss of social infrastructure
• Shared use and co-location
• Public toilet provision

GLA slide

Culture and heritage

• Protection of cultural venues
• Creative Enterprise Zones
• 24 hour city
• Heritage-led growth
• Strategic Views

GLA slide

Environment
• Open space protection – Green
Belt, Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)
• Increasing green cover to 50%
• Zero carbon by 2050
• Air quality
• Circular economy principles
• Climate-change resilience

GLA slide

Transport
• ‘Healthy streets’ approach
• 80% modal share for walking,
cycling and public transport
• Maximum car parking and
minimum cycle parking

GLA slide: the Key Diagram

Just Space preparations: Towards a
community-led London Plan, 2015, 2016
The Mayor should…
1. …put in place a programme of effective, meaningful
and continuous engagement– underpinned by the
principles of inclusion and fairness – that enables all
Londoners to work with the Mayor and officers in a spirit
of co-operation and in co-production of the new London
Plan and all the Mayor’s Strategies. Deep changes are
needed in the governance of the city and this is a starting
point.
2. …develop a London Housing Bill to give the Mayor
devolved powers to bring housing reform in London,
especially city wide rent control for private renters,
regulation of landlords through mandatory landlord
licensing across London and meeting the challenge of
providing not-for-profit, social rented housing. The term
“affordable housing” should be removed in any
documents produced by the Mayor.

Just Space preparations: Towards a
community-led London Plan… 2
The Mayor should…
3. …care for existing homes, neighbourhoods
and communities and respond to high levels of
fuel poverty by scaling up refurbishment and
retrofit programmes and protecting existing
council housing and housing association estates.
4. …foster a more localised, fair and green
economy that acknowledges the diversity found in
high streets and industrial estates such as low cost
workspace, light industrial units, warehouses,
studios and sheds, as a strength and a driver of
the city’s future well being.
5. …promote affordable and accessible public
transport, supported by revenue from road user
charging to tackle congestion and pollution.

Just Space preparations: Towards a
community-led London Plan… 3
The Mayor should…
6. …care for the environment by making London
a Blue Green City, placing value on the connection and
interaction between London’s blue and green assets
such as green spaces, waterways, nature and air
quality.
7. …require Social Impact Assessments to be
undertaken to measure and calculate the impact of
development proposals on existing residents and
businesses in neighbourhoods being considered for
substantial change.
8. …support Lifetime Neighbourhoods, scaled up
to Lifetime Suburbs in Outer London, providing key
amenities and job opportunities locally, thus reducing
the need for costly and polluting travel.

Just Space preparations: Towards a
community-led London Plan… 4
The Mayor should…
9. …place a moratorium on any more Opportunity
Areas, bringing forward an evaluation and review of
successes and failures so far and a new model of
regeneration that prioritises social sustainability and
social infrastructure and embeds more democratic
and participatory mechanisms into the regeneration
of areas.
10. …develop new indicators for measuring the
success of the city, such as the % of the labour force
that has a secure job that pays at least the London
Living Wage, and measuring life satisfaction using
wellbeing surveys.
+ 4 later chapters on web site.

JustSpace responses to the draft LP, March
O/12 Introduction
The Mayor has failed to stake a claim for London’s distinctive needs, e.g. for securing
social housing in small projects
Virtually no recognition of Neighbourhood Planning
Much of the discourse on participation is just lip service, not carried through
The Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) is not fit for purpose because
• Non-availability of accessible formats
• It fails adequately to evaluate the key alternatives available to London and the
London Plan Process.
• The timing of the IIA prevented it from genuinely informing the gradual evolution of
the Plan
• The handling of the analysis is deficient in crucial respects

JustSpace responses to the draft LP, March
1/12 Planning London’s Future (Good Growth Policies)
“All Londoners” definition missing; implicit usage is exclusionary
Needs explicit & strong emphasis on low-incomes if plan is to “work for everyone”
Communities of residents & enterprises often omitted form lists of ‘stakeholders’
Communities must be central to planning, implementation & monitoring of outcomes
Making “best” use of land must be re-defined in social & environmental terms, not just financial
viability & density maximisation; Make planning policies less flexible to discourage over-bidding.
Re-establish lifetime neighbourhoods as guiding principle.
Health: re-focus on joint strategic needs assessments; no more roads.
Housing: re-focus on acute and serious needs, distinctive needs of diverse groups.
Economy: redefine success/growth; focus on existing economy & its potential
Resilience: Social and environmental justice missing; carbon targets not ambitious enough;

JustSpace responses to the draft LP, March
2/12 Spatial Development
A Jumble of policies
Regeneration Areas allegedly aimed at reducing deprivation mostly coincide with
Opportunity Areas aimed at maximum development. Deprived people, SMEs, loose
out from them.
No adequate process to designate OAs
Propose moratorium on new ones, pending evaluation
Many detailed changes proposed to policies on Town Centres, to add protections to
high streets and local parades & trading estates.
Calls for re-balancing of home-work flows within GLA area and over boundary, to
stem the growth in cost, time and environmental impact of commuting. This related to
job concentration in Central London & jobs pushed out beyond M25.

JustSpace responses to the draft LP, March
3/12 Design
Proposals for Social Impact Analysis to precede major developments
Need for community engagement in Design Review or parallel review, drawing on
experience at OPDC
Detailed comments on design criteria, increase circular economy focus.
Strong resistance to proposal to drop any numerical upper limits to density (the
former ‘matrix’) because of the likely inflationary effect on land prices.
Highly critical or proposal that density matters (and high buildings policy) will be left
to Boroughs to deal with locally. Most are not staffed or equipped to resist developer
pressures.
Strengthen focus on equalities aspects of building AND open space/street design.

JustSpace responses to the draft LP, March
4/12 Housing
The entire strategy is a mistaken account of London’s crisis. The pursuit of total
housing numbers does not meet Londoners’ needs and has adverse effects on many.
Instead Mayor should concentrate on conserving inherited social housing stocks and
building more;
Without prejudice to that; the 66,000 p.a. target is too low because it does not met
backlog of need adequately or comply with the SHMA evidence.
Particular objection to proposals about family-size housing, failing to meet need,
especially for low and middle-income people, and especially at the higher densities.
New Small Sites policy criticised for not seeking affordable dwellings and for
excluding non-standard housing (e.g. co-housing, CLTs)
The 35% affordable threshold should be raised now to 50% and amplified to include
the requirement that 70% of that ‘affordable’ housing must be low cost rental. A
second-best alternative would be for the Mayor to fix in the Plan a firm date (perhaps
2020) when the threshold would move to 50%.

JustSpace responses to the draft LP, March
To follow…
5 /12 Social Infrastructure
6 /12 Economy
7 /12 Heritage and Culture
8 /12 Green Infrastructure & Natural Environment
9 /12 Sustainable Infrastructure
10 /12 Transport
11 /12 Funding the new London Plan

Aims & scope of the meeting(s)
1. Reporting back to community groups and university people on EiP proceedings
(from January)
• Focus today on overall programme
• Topic focus: spatial development
2. Helping community groups finalise their written statements
3. Helping identify possible alliances and support opportunities
4.

Identify any last-minute evidence which might be used

5. After today’s meeting:
• Students/staff help on 3 & 4 above
• Plans for recording, blogs, social media, starting January
• Meetings 1300h on Wednesday and Thursday this week.

John Cox and Alex Bax on regeneration / equalities
Michael Edwards on “Good Growth”
Jenny Robinson on Opportunity Areas

2 slides from AlexBax

• My Fair London

The Health Wealth Gap,
Prof R M Sapolsky, pp
63-67, The Scientific
American, Nov 2018

4 slides from John Cox

2.10.1
There are parts of London where the impacts
of inequality and causes of deprivation are
particularly concentrated.
Based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation
(IMD), many of the city’s neighbourhoods lie
within the 20 per cent most deprived areas in
England.
These areas are defined in the London Plan
as Strategic Areas for Regeneration.
In addition, there are other parts of London
where the impacts of inequality are acutely
felt, which may not be fully reflected in the
IMD; where relevant, these should be
identified in Local Plans as Local Areas for
Regeneration.

Slides from Jennifer Robinson

Spatial Development Strategy
Overall Spatial Development Strategy

M10. Should the vast majority of London’s
development needs be met within London?

1.a) Is the approach of seeking to accommodate the vast majority of
identified development requirements between 2019 and 2041 within
London justified and would so doing contribute to the objective of
achieving sustainable development?
2.b) Alternatively, would accommodating more of London’s development
needs in the wider South East and beyond better contribute to the
objective of achieving sustainable development?
3.c) If so, is there a realistic prospect that such an approach in London
and the wider South East could be delivered in the context of national
policy and legislation?

Just Space: Oppose relocation of industry to WSE (SD2E)
Housing provision distributed across WSE, Inner and
outer London?

POLICY H1 (B2A)

M11. Is the strategic approach to accommodating
development needs within London justified and consistent
with national policy? In particular:
1.a) Is the focus on the Central Activities Zone, Town Centres, Opportunity
Areas and through the intensification of existing built-up areas in inner and
outer London whilst protecting the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land
justified and would it be effective in meeting identified needs and achieving
sustainable development?
2.b) Alternatively, should some of London’s development needs be met through
reviewing Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land in London?

JUST SPACE: Question might be about loss of
valuable social housing
THROUGH INTENSIFYING BUILT UP AREAS?
CAZ AND SOCIAL POLICY AREAS
HIGH STREETS IN MATTERS 88-90

M12. Is the broad spatial distribution of
housing and employment development
proposed in the Plan, including between inner
and outer London, justified and would it contribute to
the objective of achieving sustainable development particularly in
terms of minimising the need to travel and maximising the use
of sustainable transport modes; building a strong, competitive
economy; creating healthy, inclusive communities; and
respecting the character and appearance of different parts of
London? London Plan EIP 2018-2019: Panel Note 6 Annex 1
Matters (Nov 2018)

JUST SPACE: Imbalance across work places
with DENSIFICATION of residential areas AND
DEPENDENCE ON VALUE FLOWS OF HOUSES;
destruction of existing valued assets

M13. Would the Plan be effective in ensuring that adequate
physical, environmental and social infrastructure is in place in
a timely manner to support the amount and type of
development proposed?In particular:
11

11 Infrastructure in Opportunity Areas is considered under M14, and policy DF1 is
considered under M93.
12 The indicative number of homes and jobs in Opportunity Areas are set out in
Figures 2.4 to 2.12 of the Plan and Table 2.1 of the Mayor’s Minor Suggested
Changes to the Plan.
1.a) Is the development proposed in the Plan dependent on the provision of the
infrastructure identified in the London Infrastructure Plan 2050 [NLP/EC/020]?
2.b) If so, is the strategy justified and would it be effective, bearing in mind that the
delivery of some of the infrastructure projects is not certain and that there is an
identified infrastructure funding gap of at least £3.1billion per year?
3.c) What, if any, strategic infrastructure other than that identified in the London
Infrastructure Plan 2050 is likely to be needed to support the development proposed
in the Plan?

JUST SPACE: HOW TO BRING IN FINANCIAL ISSUES HERE?
INFRASTRUCTURE DEPENDS ON LOCAL AREAS ;
HARD TO DEVELOP OPPORTUNITY AREAS EXCLUDED FROM LONDON
PLAN VIABILITY STUDY

Financing and Planning Gain
• Much of the policy in the Plan will need to be implemented
through S106 and CiL charge agreements, including
transport, housing, health facilities, schools, green
infrastructure, social infrastructure.
• The Mayor seeks to prioritize transport and housing in this
(Policy DF1 (D and E) Delivery of the Plan and Planning
Obligations, p. 441).
• On this basis the plan is not viable, not deliverable.

D When setting policies seeking planning obligations in local
Development Plan Documents and in situations where it has been
demonstrated that planning obligations cannot viably be supported
by a specific development, applicants and decision-makers should
firstly apply priority to affordable housing and necessary public
transport improvements, and following this:
1) Recognise the role large sites can play in delivering necessary
health
and education infrastructure; and
2) Recognise the importance of affordable workspace and culture
and
leisure facilities in delivering good growth.
E Boroughs are also encouraged to take account of part D in
developing
their Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule and
Regulation
123 list.

Should we propose to remove this prioritisation of transport
and “affordable” housing in Policy DF1 D and E?
Note: The Mayoral CiL aggregates CIL income to achieve citywide strategic investment

Opportunity Areas

M14. Are the Opportunity Areas identified on the Key Diagram
and Figures 2.4 to 2.12 likely to deliver the indicative number of
additional homes and jobs assumed in the Plan12 in a way that is
justified and consistent with national policy? In particular:
1.a) Are sites likely to be available in the Opportunity Areas with sufficient capacity to
accommodate the expected scale of development?
2.b) Have the Opportunity Areas been chosen having due regard to flood risk in
accordance with national policy?
3.c) To be effective in preventing unacceptable risk from pollution and land instability
and ensuring that development only takes place on sites that are suitable for the use
proposed, is it necessary for the Plan to set out a strategic approach to dealing with
despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land in Opportunity Areas?
4.d) How would the development proposed be likely to affect the character and
appearance of existing places within and around the Opportunity Areas including with
regard to heritage assets and their settings?

JUST SPACE: SETTING TARGETS IN ADVANCE WITHOUT
EVIDENCE – SET BY OVERALL NEED NOT PLANNING
CRITERIA = HEIGHT AND DENSITY - LEADS TO POOR
OUTCOMES – especially with design-led approach

1.e) Is the necessary transport and other physical,
environmental and social infrastructure likely to be in
place in each of the Opportunity Areas in a timely manner?
2.f) Would the development proposed in the Opportunity
Areas support policy GG1 “building strong and inclusive
communities” and Policy SD10 “strategic and local
regeneration”?
3.g) Would Policy SD1 provide an effective strategic
context for the preparation of local plans and
neighbourhood plans?
4.h) Is the approach to development management set out
in SD1 consistent with national policy and would it be
effective particularly in terms of the role of “planning
frameworks”?
London Plan EIP 2018-2019: Panel Note 6 Annex 1
Matters (Nov 2018)

JUST SPACE: LACK OF ATTENTION TO EXISTING USES AND WEAK
PROTECTIONS OF
COMMUNITY ASSETS BECAUSE OF FINANCING

An important feature of Opportunity Areas is
that they are allocated a specified “target” for
housing and employment. Such targets are set
in advance of any detailed technical assessment
of the sites – they are shrouded in mystery,
quickly set without evidence in a high-level
policy framework (The London Plan) and not
opened to subsequent interrogation (OPDC
Planning Committee, 21/09/2018, public
reports pack p.17).

2.1 The funding for the infrastructure needed to bring forward
development in the area amounts to approximately £2.5bn
and Government expects this to be paid for from
development.
2.2. The need for such a level of infrastructure will have an
impact on the level of affordable housing that can be
delivered within each development – and this will need to be
recognised within individual planning applications. Without
considered infrastructure investment, future developments
will be unable to come forward and Old Oak will not work as
a coherent whole.
2.3 Discussions with Government departments about gap
funding or other financial contributions to reduce the impact
of the infrastructure bill have so far proved fruitless. This is in
the context of Ebbsfleet receiving £310m. And Birmingham
has received £97m to extend its metro and enhance
connections to and from the HS2 Curzon Street station.
Birmingham is also benefitting from an expanded Enterprise
Zone.
GLA Review
of OPDCto(February 2017)
2.4 In addition to impacting on the ability
of developments
provide an acceptable level of affordable housing, the high
cost of infrastructure may force a quantum and scale of

The funding for the
infrastructure needed to
bring forward
development in the area
amounts to approximately
£2.5bn and Government
expects this to be paid for
from development. (OPDC
Review, 2017)

2.4 In addition to impacting on the ability of developments to
provide an acceptable level of affordable housing, the high
cost of infrastructure may force a quantum and scale of
development that is unacceptable in height, scale, density or
mass – and at the expense of community infrastructure.
(OPDC Review, 2017)

Strategic and Local Regeneration
M15. Would the Plan be effective in ensuring that development
contributes positively to regeneration where it is needed and the
building of strong and inclusive communities in accordance with
Policy GG1? In particular:
1.a) Would Figure 2.19 provide an effective and justified strategic
framework for the identification of regeneration areas in local plans
and neighbourhood plans?
2.b) Would Policy SD10 provide an effective and justified strategic
framework for the preparation of (i) policies in local plans and
neighbourhood plans and (ii) regeneration strategies and
programmes?

JUST SPACE: OVERLAP AND DIFFERENTIAL CRITERIA FOR COMMU
2.10.3 NEEDS TO BE IN POLICY BOXES SD1, SD8, SD10 AND GG1

The Wider South East and Beyond
M16. (a) How, if at all, should the Plan
address the matter of development and
growth in the wider South East? (b) Are
policies SD2 and SD3 necessary, and
would they be effective in assisting in
implementation of the Plan and/or
informing

