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1. Introduction

This statement relates to Matters 5.1.1/3/4/5/6 and 5.2.1/2.  The statement concerns the proposed policy changes and extension of the plan by 10 years. The lack of a transparent linkage through the revised population, housing and employment projections is a cause of concern: the implications of these projections on the proposed policies, allocations and actions highlights a discontinuity in policy and some policy voids. The recently completed “Outer London” study
 does not remove these considerable inadequacies.

The information underpinning this statement is the latest projections for population, employment and housing. The projections raise key questions:

· Are they realistic in relation to past trends, land supply, likely changes in circumstances for West London?

· Are they internally consistent and with other policies?

· Does the proposed “infrastructure” – transport and other services – match need especially given current problems, climate change and sustainability?

· Will the Plan secure the long term viability of West London given the competition from elsewhere?

The employment projections
 are based on historic trends, transport accessibility and availability of sites. They factor in transport improvements which are, in West London, inadequate to cater for current accessibility needs and congestion levels. The projections for employment are 6 % points below the decade 1995-2005, although higher than previously and therefore could constrain future growth below that required by the population/household projections in the context of sub-regional sustainability. But there are concerns that this level of growth is not supported by the necessary transport policies and provision to ensure the maintenance of the quality of life and economic competitiveness of west London.

2.
The relationship - town centres / CAZ – is the emphasis right? – 5.1.1-6

Considerable emphasis is placed on the need to create an “exemplar sustainable city” and the importance of town centres in creating a polycentric spatial form. The Alterations do not provide for the infrastructure or the employment policies to promote such viable town centres; the focus is on central and east London. The function of the outer town centres in West London is, in practice, not promoted as part of a new sustainable city. They appear as service centres for a dormitory role in the suburbs. This approach is reflected in the employment projections as well as the transport proposals. 

Although policies suggest that the Alterations take full account of the important role of the outer London town centres e.g. Policy 2A.5 Town Centres; Para 2.15; P40 etc. - the level of job growth proposed in West London is less than the historic trends and less than the average growth envisaged across Greater London as a whole. This is notwithstanding the global airport, the opportunity areas of Heathrow, Park Royal and presence of 4 metropolitan centres and 6 major centres plus White City/Shepherd’s Bush. The opportunity for growth in these areas, if the infrastructure were effectively provided, could be substantial and more sustainable than the proposed increasing dominance of central London.

The transport focus is on movements from outer to central London in terms of investment and priorities. The limited programmed investment in new public transport networks will be insufficient with the existing road and rail services running at, or close to, capacity. That proposed - Crossrail, West London Tram, West London Line and North London Railway - provides no overall solution to the key transport needs of west London.  The recent report from the GLA
 highlights the low level of bus accessibility and radial nature of transport proposals
 although over half of London’s population live in outer London (4.6 million) and it contains 36% of the capital’s economy.  Of all trips made in London 43% are in outer London of which only 5% are to central London. If the proposed targets are to be met effectively whilst maintaining the quality of life and enhancing sustainability increased investment and priority should be given to linking west London’s town centres to their hinterlands and each other. 

Car movement in west London had an 80/20 ratio when compared to public transport in 2001
.  A real public transport alternative for travel between residential areas, town centres, opportunity and employment sites could be achieved through small bus based improvements, otherwise the net result will be increased travel by car, congestion and poorer air quality, more CO2 emissions and demand for additional parking.  This cannot be consistent with London as an exemplar city by 2026 or tackling climate change.  An illustration is in Hounslow: the anticipated growth of 29,000 jobs (up from 17,000 jobs) with no proposed major transport infrastructure improvements will exacerbate an already unacceptable situation. The same is true in other west London boroughs.   
The aim of the transport investment proposed (Policy 3C.13) in terms of relieving congestion and providing additional public transport capacity is supported but the schemes (Crossrail and tram) are essentially radial. The improvements to the North London Railway and West London line are welcomed but benefit a limited part of West London.  It is stated (para. 5.159) that the existing transport capacity and planned additional transport investment should enable west London to accommodate the forecast level of growth: WLP do not believe this and it has not been proven.

The phrasing of policy 2A.1i gives more emphasis to opportunity areas where development should be concentrated: this might be at the expense of the town centres which are overall more sustainable than e.g. parts of the Heathrow opportunity area. The lack of clarity about the relationship of town centres to opportunity areas is not consistent with PPS6 or sufficiently clear to provide adequate guidance for the preparation of borough LDDs.

The WLP believe that Uxbridge should be a metropolitan centre but also White City/Shepherd’s Bush
. The hierarchy should reflect the planned role of each town centre rather than existing roles. The latter is due for completion

in 2008 and will include an additional110,000 square metres of retail

floorspace and for the London Plan to not allow a development of this size to be included as a metropolitan centre would understate its future role.

2. The relationship of central to outer London – is the emphasis right?

The WLP welcome the increased focus on outer London and the suburbs in the Alterations but the philosophy is not carried through to all aspects of the Plan. It results in an imbalance in the relationship between central to outer London. The recent Outer London report does not allay these concerns. 

The Plan states: Policy 2A.1i (p27) – providing a sub-regional structure which better integrates the outer, inner and central parts of London and more strongly reflects the key roles of the radial links…..Strengthening the strategic role of the CAZ including….demonstrates these inconsistencies together with the focus on radial infrastructure. 
The expanded suburban policies in changes to Policy 2A.6 appear ‘bolted onto’ the existing plan without consideration of the wider consequences including the necessary public transport improvements, the absence of a framework to protect non-strategic employment land and the impact on climate change.  

‘A key spatial priority for the plan is to focus action on the suburbs of London and their varied communities’ (Para. 2.18).  In west London this ‘action’ may take place with economic and residential development, without investing in public transport sufficiently. This is contrary to the objectives of sustainable development, mitigating climate change and will impact on the attractiveness and viability of town centres economically
. Existing high trip-generating employment is outside town centres.  Maintenance or intensification of much of these employment uses without significant investment in public transport capacity will not support efforts to tackle climate change or accessibility 

Alternatively the scenario is that much needed economic development doesn’t take place: a very real possibility due to a combination of factors in west London. The commercial locations outside town centres have historically relied on good road access and generous parking standards.  Increasing congestion with more restrictive parking, both historically and comparative to sites outside London, make redevelopment for commercial uses unattractive.  The positive approach to residential development, the weakening of protection for employment land and rising viability of residential development could result in the loss of significant amounts of local employment land.  This would increase the dormitory role of suburbs with fewer local employment opportunities and increased commuting hence less sustainable communities.  The Plan therefore represents a risk to the overall health of the West London economy. 

If the suburban town centres are to play a central role in housing sustainable communities where people both live and work greater consideration needs to be given to other policies to enable this to happen: for example - increased orbital as well as radial routes and a firmer commitment to increasing the coverage and frequency of bus routes to commercial areas that have historically poor public transport access.  There is real concern that failure to invest more in supporting the transport in west London could lead to a real decline in the quality of life and attractiveness of west London for residents and employers negating recent improvements identified
.

The alternative is to accept this vital economic role of the suburbs can only be provided in part through the increasing use of the car as the main way to travel to work.  This conflict with the climate change objectives and policies provides an inadequate basis for boroughs’ LDFs.

An element of the Alterations focuses on Opportunity Areas. The opportunity areas in the Alterations include Heathrow, Park Royal/Willesden Junction, Wembley and White City.  As yet the intention
 to provide effective mass transit linkages, essential for the development of these areas, has not begun to be planned to ensure timely delivery.

The White City Opportunity Area should not be extended towards and include Wormwood Scrubs.  Wormwood Scrubs is MOL and not justified having regard to likely development opportunities. WLP object to the indicative employment capacity of 24,400 and minimum homes target of 3,500 for this opportunity area.  The figures represent a considerable increase from the Adopted Plan (11,000 new jobs, 1,200 new homes) and have not been justified or shown to be sustainable. The proposed employment and housing figures would not allow provision of a range of housing types to meet all needs in a satisfactory residential environment with supporting facilities.  

The Heathrow area proposed is a combination of two current Opportunity Areas. The Area would cover some 821 ha of land including Hayes, West Drayton, Southall, Feltham, Bedfont Lakes and Hounslow.  Within it an indicative employment capacity figure is 11,000 jobs (2001-2026) and a minimum homes target of 10,750 (2001-2026).  It is not clear how the figures have been derived or what purpose they serve. 

The Alteration states that the focus to the south of the airport should be Feltham, Bedfont Business Park and Hounslow Town Centre. The purpose of this OA has still to be explained.  It contains 2 town centres already undergoing successful regeneration, industrial estates continuing to operate successfully and significant areas of Green Belt protected by national policy.  It is unclear how this designation will add value to planning the area.  If accepted it must make a significant contribution to ameliorating the negative impacts of the airport. The inclusion of Bedfont Lakes Business Park is seen as unsustainable.  The site is almost solely car dependent, fully developed, surrounded by green belt and there are no plans for significant improvements to public transport facilities.  The Country Park and surrounding green belt perform an important local and strategic function and should be protected.  

4.
        Conclusion

The overall view of both the town centre policies and the balance between inner and outer London is that the Alterations have been inadequately tested and integrated into the Plan as a whole. Whilst these policies will help mitigate some of the negative impacts associated with the scale of growth projected, increased by the new projections for employment, there has not been a fundamental reassessment of whether the quantity of growth being planned for and its spatial form is consistent with achieving sustainable outcomes.   
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