
London Tenants
Federation

Briefing 1 on the further alterations to the London Plan (2014)

This briefing covers proposed alterations to policies in the London Plan that LTF has made 
comments on in previous consultations.  LTF may also wish to make comment on other 
policies that it has not previously commented on.  It includes some references to what LTF 
has said previously, some comment and some questions for LTF members.

Policy 2.4 The 2012 Games and their legacy

There are proposed changes in wording in the policy (Strategic A) principally from the 

 ‘The Mayor will work with partners to develop and implement a viable and sustainable 
legacy for the Olympic and Paralympic Games to deliver fundamental economic social and 
environmental change within east London , and to close the deprivation gap between the 
Olympic host boroughs and the rest of London’ to  more specifically mention the London 
Legacy Development Corporation and regeneration particularly to the Olympic Park to 
maximise legacy of the games and through supporting and promoting the aim of 
convergence – will seek to close the deprivation gap 

Amongst other proposed word changes to (Strategic part B) – is that the LLDC should plan 
for Stratford’s development as a Metropolitan Centre, strategic transport hub and 
strategic location for growth in office, retail, academic and leisure uses.   

There are also proposed word changes to part C of the policy - LDF preparation and 
planning decisions

C Through the LLDC and more widely, Tthe Mayor will and boroughs should:
a.  reflect and give full maximum planning weight to the LLDC’s DPD
b. ensure that development contributes towards achieving the delivery of new 

homes, business space, physical and social infrastructure identified within the 
DPD

c   ensure that new development contributes to the delivery of new strategic and 
local transport infrastructure and local connections (particularly walking and 
cycling) within, to and from the Legacy Corporation area

d   ensure that development proposals in its area embody the highest achievable 
environmental standards and enhance open space provision and the 
waterways in the area for the full range of benefits they bring

e   promote the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park, its venues and surrounding 
attractors as international visitor destinations for sport, recreation and tourism

f   support the provision and creation of a range of workspaces suitable for new 
and existing enterprises of all kinds, including developing its potential as a 
cultural quarter, extending London’s offer as an international centre of 
academic excellence and developing a high quality media and creative industry
cluster at Hackney Wick that will provide premises and opportunities for local 
and global businesses, underpinned by strong technological infrastructure

g   support the on-going, accessible use of the new permanent facilities and 
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venues within the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park to meet London’s elite and 
recreational sports’ needs. 

• The proposed changes are silent in terms of support / protection of existing local 
businesses and homes, green spaces and social & community infrastructure. Some of 
the evidence gained through the work LTF and Just Space have done on the 
Carpenters estates shows that (i) local businesses have been treated as badly as local 
residents (described as ‘dirty businesses’ (ii) amongst many of the new blocks of flats 
around the Carpenters Estate there has been no provision of green and play spaces or 
social and community infrastructure (iii) perfectly good homes on the Carpenters Estate
have been left empty for a long period of time; homes could be refurbished to retain at 
least some social rented homes in the LLDC area. 

Policy 2.9 Inner London 

There is change to the policy suggesting that the Mayor and the boroughs should ‘ensure 
the availability of appropriate workspaces for the areas changing economy’. It would 
seem that they mean specifically the ‘evolution of London’s science, technology, media and 
telecommunications sector and promote clusters such as Tech City and Med City’ 
(mentioned later in the supporting text) 

• Again there is no mention of protection or support for existing jobs that might support 
existing communities.  Do LTF members in Inner London boroughs have examples of 
loss of local businesses, services and jobs with the introduction of this changing 
economy? 

Policy 2.13 Opportunity and Intensification Areas

There is no change to the policy but changes to the text include proposed increases in 
capacity for homes (up from 233,600 to 300,000) and jobs (up from 490,300 to 568,000). 
(The London Plan Annex 1 lists 5 new Opportunity areas: Bromley; Canada Water; Harrow 
& Wealdstone; Old Kent Road and Old Oak Common. 

There are text changes to highlight that (i) the Mayor expects significant contributions from 
the OAs and IAs in meeting London’s housing need, (ii) aspirational employment allocations
should not fossilise housing potential and if necessary should be reviewed and (iii) the 
scope of larger areas to determine their own character should be fully realised in terms of 
housing densities, including those to the top of the relevant density scale. 

(Although not noted in this section it is clear than the Mayor is also talking about having 
relaxed planning to increase housing output – this is mentioned in Chapter 8 of the Plan).

• Previously LTF has been strong in challenging high density and said that it specifically 
results in delivery of smaller sized homes and insufficient green, play and social & 
community infrastructure.  It has highlighted London as a patchwork of villages whose 
character should be respected in terms of new development. Some parts of the London
Plan are quite supportive in terms of focus on character. However, it would seem that 
Opportunity Areas are being treated as empty development sites – with no existing 
community, homes, jobs or character that require consideration in terms of new 
developments. NB existing communities in opportunity areas are generally poorer 
working class communities, while plans tend to be for large luxury developments – on 
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previous industrial land and or on demolished council estates.  More on density relating
to housing policy below.

• Do LTF members wish to continue to challenge this?  Members have many examples 
that might be used. Could LTF argue that the changes create contradictions in different 
parts of the plan?

Policy 2.14 Regeneration Areas

There is no change to the policy – but there is additional text saying that “the overriding 
objective of the Mayor’s regeneration programme is to drive and shape growth in London’s 
town and economic centres and high streets.  The Outer London Fund, the Mayor’s 
Regeneration Fund and the Growing Places Fund, each levering in considerable private 
sector investment, encouraging new, higher density housing as well as delivering new 
growth and jobs”.  

(NB Regeneration areas are the 20% most deprived lower super output areas in London)

• In previous responses regarding the London Plan regeneration policy LTF has noted 
that too often it focuses on replacing existing communities, homes and jobs, rather than
regenerating for the benefit of existing communities.  Council estates are very often 
seen simply as development opportunities – resulting in demolition of council homes, 
displacement of tenants and failure to replace existing social rented homes. 

Policy 3.2 Improving health and addressing health inequalities

There are no specific changes to the policy, but there is additional text saying – “Where a 
development or plan is anticipated to have significant implications for people’s 
health and wellbeing, an HIA should be considered to identify opportunities for 
minimising harms (including unequal impacts) and maximising potential health 
gains.  An HIA can be integrated into Strategic Environmental Assessment, 
Sustainability Appraisal or Environmental Impact assessment, where these are 
required. Borough public health teams are a valuable source of support and advice 
for planning and critically appraising HIAs and it would be helpful to consult with 
them early in the process.”

• In previous responses to consultation relating to the London Plan, LTF has argued for 
‘social impact assessments’ to be carried out in areas where large development is 
planned – particularly to assess the impact on / potential displacement of existing 
communities, small local businesses and voluntary and community sector groups.  
Although different to social impact assessment, do LTF members feel that Health 
Impact Assessments are a step in the right direction? 

• What are HIAs and what do they cover? There is a Short guide to health impact 
assessments (NHS London 2002) and a DOH 2010 - HIA Tools guide.  Is there a need 
for a new / more detailed document produced by the GLA and NHS London?  

HOUSING 

Increasing housing supply / higher density levels - (Policy 3.3, 3.7) 
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Alterations to the London Plan Policy 3.3 highlight that population growth has been higher 
than the GLA had previously assessed. There are different assessments of projected 
population increases – with the GLA’s assessment being lower than other assessments. 

The GLA’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) assumes that there will be 
40,000 more households a year in the period 2011-36. This is significantly below the Office 
of National Statistics’ assessment of 52,800 for 2011-21.

The GLA proposes increased new annual housing targets (of all types of tenure) from 
32,210 to 42,000. The Annual Monitoring Report of the London Plan (for 2012/13) which 
has just published shows that only 21,923 new and additional homes were delivered that 
year (not much more than half of the new proposed target).  

Others that have made estimates of housing need. The Town and Country Planning 
Association assess a housing requirement of 56,400 homes a year for 20 years to meet 
household growth in London (this is without inclusion of provision for meeting backlog of 
housing need).  In 2013, London Councils estimated a need for 101,500 homes a year up 
to 2021. This would suggest that the SHMA significantly underestimate need. 

The GLA SHMA’s estimates of housing need are based on an assumption that housing 
need backlog will be met over 20 years. National SHMA guidance says that backlog should
be met over 5 years and previous SHMAs have looked at meeting backlog of need over a 
10 year period.  

Plans for delivering more homes, seems to be focused much on squeezing more homes 
into opportunity areas, town centres and any large residential development (of over 500 
properties).  As already noted re policy 2.13 Opportunity & Intensification Areas - the 
London Plan suggests that aspirational employment allocations should not fossilise housing
potential and if necessary should be reviewed.

The London Housing Strategy and the London Plan (in Chapter 8) highlight that the Mayor 
wants to introduce ‘housing zones’ to increase delivery of new homes 

A table for London-wide and borough targets is set in the plan.

Currently some academics and house builders are now proposing that there is a need to 
build out into the green belt in order to find sufficient space to build the homes needed. 

• What are LTF’s views on suggestions being put forward by some that development 
should occur on the green belt?  

• When most homes being produced continue to be unaffordable, is this debate a 
distraction? Would it make any difference in terms of delivering genuinely affordable 
homes? 

Alterations to policy 3.7 – Large residential development say that on sites of over 5 
hectares capable of accommodating more than 500 dwellings should ‘encourage higher 
densities’.

New supporting text to the policy also suggests their scale means that they have particular
potential to define their own characteristics and accommodate higher density 
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development in line with Policy 3.4. Guidance on densities above those outlined in 
Table 3.2 is set out in the Housing SPG.   

The altered text and policy which previously talked of ‘creation of neighbourhoods with 
distinctive character’ now appears to actively promote new characteristics (with higher 
density) rather than needing to be sensitive to existing character.

Over the years that LTF has challenged the density matrix itself and over-densification, the 
number of approved development schemes that are over the density range have decreased
(from 60% above range in 2006/07 to 37% above range in 2012/13). 

Please see details overleaf from the Annual Monitoring Report of the London Plan 
(2012/13) 

Residential approvals compared to the Density Matrix                              

Within range             Above range              Below range
2006/07                       36%                          60%                          4% 
2007/08                       40%                          55%                          5% 
2008/09                       41%                          53%                          7% 
2009/10                       39%                          56%                          6% 
2010/11                       37%                          58%                          5% 
2011/12                       40%                          55%                          5% 
2012/13     58%                 37%      5%      

• In previous responses to the London Plan higher density levels LTF has argued that

(i) there is a link between high densities, over development and the failure to protect 
open space and other community amenities – (including play and youth facilities) – 
thus delivering unsustainable communities (as already noted above)

(ii) high density is insensitive to the needs of certain sections of the community 
(including those that may spend a large part of their time within their 
neighbourhoods – older and  disabled, those with young children and unemployed 
households). 

(iii) high density housing requires much higher levels of funding for management and 
maintenance of homes. 

Re the new London LTF argued for a specific alteration to the London Plan - 

The Mayor will develop and consult on a more sophisticated density matrix, 
which will also take into account household income and financial accessibility
to transport, proximity of financially accessible sport and leisure, community, 
youth and play facilities, levels of ongoing management and maintenance 
funding, levels of overcrowding and preservation of local character’. 

While not being successful in achieving this, the GLA advised that the housing SPG would 
cover many of the issues that LTF had concerns about. The Mayor’s Housing 
Supplementary Planning Guidance notes that “sustainable and successful higher density 
housing depends on a complex range of factors including the location, management, 
occupancy and tenure of a development, and all should be taken into account when 
schemes are designed.” 
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• To what extent do the proposed increases in density conflict with other policies in the 
London Plan?

• Is it that the character of some areas is seen as far less important than that of other 
areas – or simply less attractive to large luxury development?  

• Do the policy changes make it easier for new areas to turn their backs on areas that 
have had strong industrial or working riverside / canal-side heritage – such as at 
Charlton Riverside, Woolwich in LB Greenwich or Old Oak Common?  

• What will be the impact of higher density be on attaining sustainable communities and 
lifetime neighbourhoods? 

HOUSING CHOICE (Policy 3.8) 

The policy itself states that Local Development Plans and planning decisions should 
provide positive and practical support to sustain the contributions of the Private Rented 
Sector (PRS) in addressing housing need and increasing housing delivery.  It also says that
appropriate provision should be made for the accommodation of custom build homes.  

There are also changes to the supporting text of this policy relating to 

(i) Family sized housing 

While the policy says that the provision of affordable family housing should be addressed 
as a strategic priority in LDF policies, there is a very convoluted change to a paragraph of 
text that amends the need for family sized homes as a ‘significant need’ – rather than as 
previously ‘a clear priority’.

• Is the focus on the need for family sized homes strong enough? 

(ii) Older people’s housing

Alterations to the supporting text of policy 3.8 note that between 2011 and 2036 ‘over 65’s’ 
could increase by 64% and over 90’s could grow in number by 89,000.  It is suggested that 
most older Londoners are likely to prefer to remain in their own homes and that some will 
require support to do so. It is stated that 

– new developments should expand choice for existing and future generations of older 
Londoners

– carrying forward Lifetime Homes standards for all dwellings and ensuring that 10% 
are wheelchair accessible will help to extend choice

– the urban environment must respond - reference is made to London Plan policies on 
Lifetime Neighbourhoods

– choices to move to local specialist housing may have been constrained through 
inadequate supply 

– over the period 2015-2025 Londoners may require 3,600 – 4,200 new specialist units
per annum (split 2,600 private, 1,000 shared ownership and 300 affordable)

– there may also be requirements for 400-500 new bed spaces per annum in care 
homes. 

– annual targets are set out in the Annex 5 of the London Plan – boroughs should work
with providers to identify and bring forward appropriate sites

– boroughs should demonstrate in their local plans how they have assessed and will 
address need
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– the Mayor as chair of the London Health board will promote recognition of the 
importance of older Londoners as a strategic health issue.

The GLA has commissioned an older persons housing needs assessment report.

• What is needed in terms of adaptions and resources to older people to remain longer in
their own homes? What are LTF’s main concerns on these policy changes? 

(iii) Student  housing

The London Plan alterations suggest the need for 20,000-31,000 student accommodation 
over the next 10 years.  At present 57% of student provision is in four central London 
boroughs – Islington, Tower Hamlets, Southwark and Camden.  The aim is to encourage 
more dispersed provision; secure accommodation that is more affordable for students; and 
boroughs should work with relevant partners to identify and address local and strategic 
need. It is suggested that providers should, subject to viability, seek to deliver an element of
student housing that is affordable to students in the context of average student incomes 
and rents for broadly comparable accommodation provided by London Universities. 

(iv) Private rented sector 

The alterations highlight that the PRS is the only housing sector to have shown relative 
growth in recent years and that it is ‘set to play an increasingly important role in meeting 
Londoners’ diverse housing requirements.  It is also noted that two-thirds of those who 
move home each year are within the PRS.  Institutional PRS is promoted. 

• What genuine assessment of need has been made around actual need for private 
rented sector housing? How often is this affordable or an option of choice?  We already
know that through insufficient delivery of social rented homes a large number of 
homeless families have been placed in private rented sector homes – made worse 
through national housing policy changes that enable local authorities to meet their duty 
around homeless households by placing them in the PRS.

• In the past the LTF has supported ‘the right to rent’ – as an alternative to home 
ownership – noting that in other European countries renting is more common than 
home ownership..  

• Institutional investment underpins the build to rent sector in the US and in several other
European countries.  This could provide better quality and managed homes with longer 
tenancy agreement – but despite many years of talking about this in London it seems 
that little has been delivered and examples being provides by the Mayor’s office at 
present are at the more expensive end of the market. 

• A relatively new document ‘Building Homes for Generation Rent – Can institutional 
investment meet the challenge’ (published the Resolution Foundation in October 2013) 
suggests that “even with careful site selection and the efficient delivery of schemes, 
build to rent is unlikely to work for low income tenants without significant public subsidy,
such as a reduction in the price of land. Therefore, the development of build to rent 
needs to sit alongside efforts to increase the supply of affordable and social rent homes
rather than acting as a substitute for them. Local strategic priorities must be the 
deciding factor as to the mix of housing types required in each area”.

(v) Meeting needs of service personnel and self-build.

Supporting text alterations make note of the Mayor’s support for custom build and the 

7



‘community right to build’ through his ‘Build Your Own Home – The London Way’ 
programme.  It is stated that the Mayor is keen to work with local communities and other 
partners to expand the concept so that self-build can be developed on a larger scale. 

• Should this section specifically mention working with co-operatives – to facilitate 
communal self-build schemes? 

• NB there was something in the budget last week on support for self-build. 
• LTF has previously suggested that this section could include support for other 

community based housing including co-operatives and community land trusts. At the 
last EiP the GLA seemed to make sympathetic noises to this – but has still not added 
text to support this (although community land trusts are anyway mentioned in the 
Implementation section of the London Plan).

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Policy 3.10 – Definition of Affordable housing, Policy 3.11 Affordable housing targets,
3.12 – Negotiating affordable housing on individual private residential and mixed use
schemes. 

The - SHMA assesses that the need for affordable housing is 25,600 (on the basis that 
need is met over a 20 year period). If the backlog of need were to be met over a 5-year 
period (which Government guidance suggests), the additional backlog would increase this 
figure to 41,590 affordable homes a year (equivalent to 99% of the full housing target for all 
tenures). If the backlog of need were to be met over 10 years (as previous SHMAs have 
assumed) the housing requirement would be 30,930 affordable homes (the equivalent to 
74% of the full housing target for all tenures).

The SHMA assesses the 25,600 to be split between 15,700 social rented and 9,900 
intermediate homes (as per the London Plan 60/40 split). If the backlog of social-rented 
need was met over 5 years (instead of the proposed 20 years) the annual requirement for 
social rented homes would be 24,830. If the backlog of need were met over 10 years the 
social rented need would be 18,745.  

The draft alterations to the London Plan’s target of 17,000 affordable homes per annum 
results in just 10,200 social / affordable rent homes a year (at 60% of the total). 10,200 is 
actually below the 12,655 requirement generated by household growth (that is not including
backlog of need) and thus would result in an increase of backlog need by 2,455 a year.  

The draft London Housing Strategy suggests as split in affordable rent homes (between 
‘discounted rents’ at up to 80% market rent and ‘capped rents’ at an unspecified rent level 
but likely 50% market rents)

The SHMA provides no analysis of the impact of welfare reform and continues to assume 
that housing benefit will cover the cost of rent for homeless households who are placed in 
private rented sector homes.

The SHMA’s affordability tests identify which tenure future households will be able to afford 
by comparing incomes to benchmark prices and rent levels. However, affordability is not 
tested where households report being satisfied with their accommodation.  
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– The London Plan target for delivery of social-rented homes for 2007-12 was 50,620 
(and far lower than need indicated should be delivered).  23,764 social-rented homes
were delivered (just 47% of target) 

– The London Plan target for market homes (2007-12) was 80,004. 74,481 market 
homes (93%) were delivered. The target for market homes was / is higher than is 
actually required to meet need.  

Existing Housing – Policy 3.14

Alterations to the text of this policy state that in 2003, 36% of homes across all tenures 
failed to meet the Decent Homes Standard.  This had fallen to 22% by 2011. The number of
empty homes in London has fell to 72,000 in 2012 (only 2% of the total stock) and for 
long-term empty homes to 23,870 (which is below the Mayors 1% target). The Mayor is 
seeking to reduce this still further. 

• The empty homes figures do not take into account the seldom used home in the luxury 
housing sector that has been the focus of quite high media coverage. 

Policy 3.16 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure 

Alterations say that loss of social infrastructure in areas of defined need may be acceptable 
if it can be demonstrated that the disposal of assets is part of an agreed programme of 
social infrastructure provision. There is some re-wording of text around requirements by 
boroughs to engage all relevant stakeholders in assessing relevant policies and strategies; 
to identify and analyse existing and social infrastructure, identify future need, funding and 
delivery mechanisms, monitor and review delivery of services.  

It does not mention listing of assets of community value. There is mention of community 
rights (as set out in the Localism Act) in policy 7.1

LONDON’S RESPONSE TO CLIMATE CHANGE

Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions – has a new paragraph suggesting that 
design-side management is a further way developments can minimise their carbon dioxide 
emission as well as minimise need for additional generating and distribution infrastructure.

Policy 5.4A Electricity and gas supply – (a new policy) says the Mayor will work with the 
relevant energy companies, Ofgem the regulator, National Government, boroughs and 
developers and business reps to promote strategic investment in electricity and gas 
infrastructure when and when required to accommodate the anticipated levels of growth in 
London. 

Supporting text says that electricity demand could increase by up to 4% annually. There are
concerns over potential lack of strategic investment ahead of specific connection requests.  

The gas industry does not expect a general increase in gas demand (because of 
improvements to operational efficiency. However, there will be continued programme of 
replacing old metal gas mains.  Infrastructure improvements may also be required to supply
growth areas (OAs) and may require new pressure reduction stations.
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Policy 5.5 Decentralised Energy Networks – supporting text to the policy notes that 
London’s future district heating networks will evolve from natural gas CHP to being supplied
by energy from waste.

Policy 5.12 – Flood risk management – there are changes to some of the supporting text

– adding in reservoir flooding as a source of flooding
– notes the Environment Agency’s recommendations of continued maintenance and 

refurbishment to the Thames Estuary 

Policy 5.13 – Sustainable drainage  - changes to supporting text suggest that there has 
been significant progress in the understanding of surface water flood risk.

Policy 5.14 – Water quality and wastewater infrastructure – notes in supporting text that the 
Government has accepts that need has been demonstrated for the construction of the 
Thames Tideway Sewer Tunnels and that Thames Water submitted it application for 
Development Consent Order to the Planning Inspectorate in Feb 2013.  

Policy 5.15 – Water use and supplies – supporting text to the policy says that Thames 
Water projects a significant and growing capacity deficit (around 5% by 2020).  Prudent use
of water will be essential in all new and existing homes – particularly through metering and 
water efficiency retrofits.  A rolling programme for replacement of London’s water mains will 
reduce wastage and water companies will have to invest in sustainable sources of water. 
Co-operation will be needed across boundaries to identify and address potential capacity 
shortfalls of the wider network serving their area. 

Policy 5.16 – Waste self-sufficiency - supporting text says that the Mayor believes that 
reducing waste and booting reuse and recycling will deliver environmental benefits.  New 
text says that in the short term non-recyclable waste in the form of solid recoverable fuel 
may be exported outside London – including Europe – while London Markets are 
established. 

Targets in the policy, for around working to zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to 
landfill are reduced to 2026 from 2031.

Policy 5.17 – Waste capacity –  the policy contains additional text  saying – ‘Energy 
generated from London’s waste will need to meet, or demonstrate that steps are in place to 
meet, a minimum CO2eq performance of 400 grams of CO2eq per kilowatt hour (kwh) of 
electricity produced. Achieving this performance will ensure that energy generated from 
waste activities is no more polluting in carbon terms that the energy source it replaces’

Tables 5.2 and 5.3 show the differences between the waste projected to be generated in 
London and waste to be managed within London. The difference between is the waste to be
exported.

There are also changes to policies and text on hazardous waste (policy 5.19) and 
supporting text on policy 5.20 on aggregates. 

• LTF has made responses in the past relating to climate change issues – including 
around cool and fuel poverty and water supply.  It held a conference on Climate 
Change in 2008 – covering particularly fuel and cool poverty, water supply and flooding,
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design of new and existing homes, links between climate change and social 
sustainability.  

• More recently LTF has looked at issues of embodied carbon – particularly regarding its 
relationship to debates around demolition and rebuild of housing estates v 
refurbishment. This is a huge issue in terms of the proposed levels of new housing 
developments planned. 

LONDON’S LIVING SPACES AND PLACES

- Policy 7.1 (change in name of the policy from Building London’s neighbourhoods and
communities to Lifetime Neighbourhoods).  There is a change to the policy 
referencing a paragraph of supporting text on the principles of a Lifetime 
Neighbourhood.  Neighbourhood planning and other community rights (from the 
Localism Act) have been included. 

• NB at the 2010 EiP LTF argued that the policy should be called Lifetime 
Neighbourhoods.  The policy encompasses much of the LTF’s tenants’ summary 
definition of a lifetime neighbourhood.  ‘Community empowerment’ and ‘affordability 
for everyone now and for future generations’ are the elements still missing.

– Policy 7.25 Increasing the use of the blue ribbon network for passengers and 
tourism.  Additional supporting text makes reference to TFL’s River Action Plan and 
making the maximum use of the London Plan for river travel. 

– Policy 7.30 London’s Canals and other rivers and waterspaces. There are two new 
paragraphs of supporting text on the Royal Docks – the first of which is made 
reference to in a change to the policy.  It makes reference to the size and scale of 
the docks - highlighting potential for activity on the docks and regeneration of the 
surroundings to contribute to the creation of new homes and jobs. The second 
suggests the establishment of direct river boat connections from London City Airport 
to central London and Canary Wharf.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LONDON PLAN

Policy 8.1 Implementation – Two additional sections are added to the policy 

 B  The Mayor will consider promoting the establishment of further Mayoral 
Development Corporations (MDCs) and Enterprise Zones (EZs) as well as further 
Tax Increment Finance (TIF) initiatives where they would assist significantly with 
realising substantial development potential. He will also work with Government to 
develop Housing Zones (HZs) to deliver the full housing potential of Opportunity 
Areas.

C The Mayor will work with boroughs, infrastructure providers, national government, 
regulators and others involved in infrastructure planning, funding and 
implementation to ensure the effective development and delivery of the 
infrastructure needed to support the sustainable management of growth in London
and maintain its status as a world city in accordance with the vision and objectives
set in Policy 1.1.
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There is also additional supporting text on these changes.  

– The Mayor can establish MDC’s through powers given to him in the Localism Act.
– EZs are designated by Government working with Local Enterprise Partnerships and 

other partners to provide incentives for businesses to invest – including business 
rate discounts and retention of growth in business rates for 25 years.  London’s 
Local Enterprise Partnership drives the activities of the capital’s first EZ, the Royal 
Docks, which was designated in 2011.  (link here - 
http://enterprisezones.communities.gov.uk/enterprise-zone-finder/royal-docks-enterp
rise-zone/) 

– TIF’s are funding mechanisms deplying projected future tax gains in an area to 
finance regeneration, especially infrastructure investment.  Within the Vauxhall Nine 
Elms Battersea Opportunity area TIF will fund the Northern Line Extension.

– HZs are a new initiative – proposed in the Mayor’s draft London Housing Strategy. 
“Measures in a HZ could include targeted tax incentives and effective load assembly 
to unlock development and optimist delivery”. The Mayor will work with Government 
on developing options for these zones, and with the boroughs on potential locations. 

There is an additional section on infrastructure. 

– Infrastructure is essential to support the delivery of the vision and objectives of the 
plan.  He intends to take a leading role in working collaboratively with the public, 
private and third sector in London (as well as with partners beyond geographical 
boundaries to realise improvements.  He has also launched his ‘Smart London’ 
initiative – to promote and realise the potential of new technologies, which will over 
time provide opportunities to make London’s infrastructure more efficient and 
mitigate the adverse impacts of demand growth. Based on a recommendation by the
London Finance Commission, a long-term Infrastructure and Investment Plan for 
London is being prepared, which will set out London’s infrastructure needs and 
explore costs and funding opportunities. 

There is need for LTF to discuss these – particularly Housing Zones. 
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