
 

  

 
 
Dear Julia 

 

Statement of general conformity with the London Plan (Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004, Section 24(4)(a) (as amended); 

Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;  

Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012 
 
RE: Proposed Submission draft of the Croydon Local Plan 2019- 2039 

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the London Borough of Croydon’s (LBC’s) 
Regulation 19 draft Local Plan 2019-2039. As you are aware, all Development Plan Documents 
in London must be in general conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has afforded me delegated authority 
to make detailed comments which are set out below. Transport for London (TfL) have provided 
comments, which I endorse, and which are attached at Annex 1. 

The Mayor provided comments on the earlier Croydon Local Plan Review Issues and Options 
(Regulation 18) consultation on 21 January 2020 (Ref: LDF08/LDD08/CG01). This letter 
follows on from that earlier advice and sets out where you should make further amendments so 
that the draft Local Plan is consistent with the London Plan 2021 (LP2021). The London Plan 
2021 was formally published on the 2 March 2021, and now forms part of London Borough of 
Croydon’s Development Plan and contains the most up-to-date policies. 

General 

Croydon’s current Local Plan was adopted recently on 27 February 2018. The Mayor notes and 
recognises that this review of the Local Plan is a partial one, which essentially means that it is a 
proposed update of the current Local Plan. The draft Plan makes it clear on page 31 that the 
Plan period runs from 2019 until 2039 and this clarity is welcome.  

While the proposed changes to the current Plan are generally welcomed and supported, there 
are some instances where the draft Plan diverges considerably from the LP2021. The most 
significant being the failure to reflect the Mayor’s strategic target for affordable housing, the 
intention to base affordable housing on net residential development and the proposed approach 
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to tall buildings not being consistent with Policy D9 of the LP2021. For these reasons, the 
Mayor considers that the draft Plan, as it currently stands, is not in general conformity with the 
London Plan.  

The draft Plan divides the borough into 16 places, and the borough’s overall housing target is 
distributed among them according to the ability of each to absorb planned growth in the most 
sustainable way. This is illustrated clearly in Table 3.1 and the clarity this provides is welcome.  

Croydon Opportunity Area (OA) is recognised early on in Policy SP1.0A with a commitment to 
deliver at least 14,500 new homes and 10,500 new jobs, reflecting the indicative figures for 
growth as set out in Table 2.1 of the LP2021. The proposed OA boundary is very clearly defined 
in the proposed submission policies map for the north of the borough and this too is welcome. 
Croydon should note paragraph 2.1.1 of the LP2021 which is clear that the indicative capacity 
figures for growth set out in Table 2.1 are to be used as the starting point from which to realise 
the true potential for growth within the OA and should not be treated as targets. On that basis 
Croydon should revisit the policy and/or supporting text, if necessary, to ensure the figures are 
based on local and most up to date evidence. 

Policy SP1.0A sets out a development hierarchy which directs the main focus of growth towards 
the OA and the borough’s town centres, highlighting Purley and Thornton Heath as the primary 
ones in which to concentrate development. The policy also identifies three transformation areas 
that are considered to be suitable for large scale development, change and renewal. These areas 
are Purley Way and North End Quarter transformation areas and the Brighton Main Line and 
East Croydon Transformation Corridor. Appropriate areas for residential growth have been 
selected based on character and their ability to accommodate sustainable residential growth as 
either focused or moderate intensification areas while gentle densification will be supported in 
all other areas in the borough. 

Housing 

The draft Plan proposes to deliver a minimum of 41,580 new homes between 2019 and 2039, 
which on average equates to 2,079 new homes a year. This is the borough’s housing target set 
out in Table 4.1 of the LP201. As such, it is clear that the intention is to roll forward the 
housing target beyond 2029. Croydon should note paragraph 4.1.11 of the LP2021 which 
makes it clear that where boroughs require a housing target beyond 2029, they should draw on 
the 2017 Strategic Housing and Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and any local evidence 
of identified capacity, in consultation with the GLA, and should take account of any additional 
capacity that could be delivered as a result of any committed transport infrastructure 
improvements, and roll forward the borough small sites target. 

The draft Plan recognises and reflects its small sites target which is set out in Table 4.2 of the 
LP2021 to deliver 641 new homes a year. The draft Plan proposes in Policy SP1.0A to deliver at 
least 6,410 new homes on small sites up to 2029. This is welcome, and as Croydon intend to roll 
forward their housing target beyond, we are assuming that the small sites target will be rolled 
forward too. Croydon may wish to make this clearer through an amendment. 

Paragraph 4.21 of the draft Plan should be amended accordingly to recognise that Policy H10 
of the LP201 does not outwardly support the retention of residential dwellings with 3 or 4 
bedrooms on its own. Part A9 of the Policy recognises the need for additional family housing 
and the role of one and two bed units in freeing up existing family housing and the paragraph 
should be amended accordingly. 

 



 

 

Affordable Housing 

It is noted that part C of Policy SP1.0A sets out the intention to secure 40% affordable housing 
from all additional housing developments. Building on from that, Policy SP2 of the draft Plan 
sets out that 25% of all new homes will be low cost rented homes and 15% will be for 
intermediate housing: the sum of which arrives at an overall figure of 40%. This approach is not 
consistent with the one in the LP2021. Through Policy H4 of the LP2021, the Mayor sets the 
strategic target that 50% of all new housing in London is to be affordable and this should be 
reflected in Croydon’s draft Plan.  

In addition, the approach set out in Policy SP1.0A states that ‘…all additional housing 
delivered is affordable…’.  The use of the term ‘additional’ illustrates Croydon’s intention that 
affordable housing calculations should be based on net housing development as opposed to 
gross. This is at odds with Policy H5B of the LP2021 which makes it clear that the threshold 
level of affordable housing should be based on gross residential development. Policy SP1.0A 
should therefore be amended to bring it in line with Policy H5B. 

Policy SP2.4 reflects the Mayor’s thresholds for affordable housing, setting out that a minimum 
of 35% affordable housing should be delivered from schemes of 10 or more dwellings on 
privately owned land and 50% on publicly owned land. The policy then goes on to say the 50% 
requirement also applies to ‘land protected by Policy SP3.2’. It isn’t entirely clear what this 
means and makes reading difficult. To be consistent with the Mayor’s threshold approach as set 
out in Policy H5 of the LP2021 it should be made clear that the 50% affordable housing 
threshold also applies to residential schemes which would result in a loss of industrial capacity. 
Policy SP2.4 should be amended accordingly to make this clear. 

Paragraph 4.4 of the draft Plan states that ‘…the council should continue to seek as much 
affordable housing as is viably possible when setting affordable housing policies.’ Croydon’s 
intention to seek as much affordable housing as possible is welcomed, but the statement 
doesn’t take account of the Mayor’s threshold approach which provides the opportunity to 
move away from circular viability arguments, create certainty in terms of affordable housing 
requirements, embed the requirements into land values, and offer a clear incentive for 
developers to increase affordable housing above the level achieved in planning permissions 
granted in recent years. In light of this, paragraph 4.4 should be amended so that it is clear that 
the council will seek to provide as much affordable housing as possible by applying the Mayor’s 
threshold approach so that it is consistent with Policy H5 of the LP2021. Residential proposals 
should also demonstrate that they have taken account of the Mayor’s 50% strategic target for 
affordable housing by seeking grant to increase the level of affordable housing beyond the 
threshold levels in accordance with Policy H5C4 of the LP2021.  

The sentence in paragraph 4.4 of the draft Plan, which reads that ‘…the Council will seek to 
increase the provision of affordable housing above this (where viable) to meet the London Plan 
strategic target...’ should be amended so that it takes grant into consideration. It should be 
amended to read ‘…the Council will seek to increase the provision of affordable housing above 
this by requiring applicants to seek grant to achieve the Mayor’s strategic target…’ 
Other references to viability, throughout the draft document, in relation to affordable housing 
should be carefully reconsidered in light of these comments and amended where necessary. 

Older persons housing 

Paragraph 4.33 of the draft Plan recognises the growing need for older persons housing and 
reflects the annual borough benchmarks for specialist older persons housing set out in Table 4.3 



 

 

of the LP2021, and which for Croydon is to deliver 225 new homes a year. This is also reflected 
in Policy DM2 of the draft Plan. While this is welcome, Croydon should note that these are 
indicative benchmarks  and while they should be taken into consideration, so too should local 
housing needs information, including data on the local type and tenure of demand as set out in 
Policy H13A and the growing need for accommodation suitable for people with dementia. 

Industrial land 

Croydon’s approach to the management of its industrial land is an interesting one which is 
somewhat different from the approach set out in the London Plan. The approach is based on a 
four-tiered strategy, with local designations set out as follows: 

Tier 1 – Strategic and Separated Industrial Locations 

Tier 2 – Integrated Industrial Locations 

Tier 3 – Town Centre Employment Sites, and  

Tier 4 – Scattered Employment Sites 

The Tier 1 Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL) are aligned with the same designation in the 
LP2021, but it is not clear if there are others. For example, are Separated Industrial Locations 
equivalent to the LP2021 SIL designation? In addition, it is not clear which of the above 
designations are equivalent to the LP2021 Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) designation. 
Without that clarity is it difficult to acknowledge when the LP2021 industrial land policies E4 to 
E7 will apply and when they will not. Croydon should amend the draft Plan to make this 
explicitly clear and so that LP2021 Policies can be implemented consistently and appropriately. 
Gloucester Road (East), Selsdon Road and Vulcan Way are identified as Separated Industrial 
Locations in the draft Plan. According to GLA data these sites are designated LSIS. Similarly, 
Gloucester Road (West), Thornton Road and Union Road are designated as Integrated Industrial 
Locations in the draft Plan and according to GLA data these sites are also designated LSIS. The 
draft Plan proposes new Tier 2 Integrated Industrial Location designations including Approach 
Road, Bensham Grove, Bushey Close, Hampton Road, Hastings Road, Land between railway 
tracks (Norwood Junction/Penge Road), Land between railway tracks (Purley/Fairbairn Close), 
Norbury Trading Estate, and Pitlake. While this appears to be positive in terms of affording 
these industrial areas greater levels of protection and is therefore welcome, it is not, however, 
clear if these sites also share the LP2021 LSIS designation and this should be clarified.  

Generally speaking, while the overall approach appears to be positive when compared with the 
approach in the LP2021, amendments are required to make it clearer how the Tiers/individual 
sites relate to the industrial designations set out in the LP2021.  

Table 5.13 sets out very clearly what development types will be acceptable/appropriate within 
the four different industrial tiers. This clarity is welcomed but it is essential that the table covers 
the full range of uses set out in Policy E4A of the LP2021 including those for logistics and 
distribution. Clarity on this point would be useful. 

Office space 

Croydon’s evidence suggests that the demand for office space over the Plan period is for 
between 33,000sqm and 44,000sqm. The lower end of this range takes into account the effects 
of COVID-19 pandemic and the move to greater home working. Due to the uncertainty 
surrounding the way in which the demand for office space should be accounted for at this time, 



 

 

Croydon should set out a clear commitment to regularly monitor the levels of home working and 
the demand for office space in the borough. 

Creative enterprise zone and affordable workspace 

In 2018 the Mayor of London announced central Croydon as one of the first Creative Enterprise 
Zones (CEZs) in London. CEZs are areas of the city where local authorities commit to putting in 
place activities, policies and programmes that support local creative communities and the wider 
creative industries. During the pandemic the Croydon CEZ Team were able to pivot delivery of 
their action plan to meet the urgent needs of their local creative community. They provided 
tailored support through the Croydon Cultural Grant programme and supported creative 
enterprises to tailor their products to online audiences and consumers. The programme also 
continued to support emerging artists and creatives with access to discounted workspace and 
studios. 

The inclusion, on page 32 of the draft Plan, of Strategic Objective 2:  'Foster an environment 
where both existing, and new, innovative, cultural and creative enterprises can prosper' is 
welcome as it outlines a commitment to creative enterprise across the borough in line with 
Policy HC5 of the LP2021.  

The draft Plan would benefit from the inclusion of the precise CEZ boundary in the borough’s 
Policies Map. While there is significant overlap with the Croydon OA, the identification of the 
exact Croydon CEZ boundary would enable more effective policy implementation, especially in 
relation to Policy HC5C of the LP2021.  

The draft Plan reflects the definition of affordable workspace as set out in paragraph 6.3.2 of 
the LP2021 which is noted and welcomed. The wider aim of affordable workspace is articulated 
in the LP2021 as seeking to ensure there is an appropriate mix of units/costs to ensure that the 
dynamics of local creative sectors are supported and this too could be reflected in the draft 
Plan. Unless these types of space are developed from the outset as affordable artist and creative 
workspace and the financial requirements understood by developers at the viability stage, it’s 
unlikely that artists and creative end users will secure these spaces. The proposed marketing 
within the use class as outlined in paragraph 5.13 could lead to issues as creatives and artists 
could still be priced out of the market. An affordable creative and artists workspace operators 
approved list could provide some assurance that space would be operated by those passing on 
affordable rates to creatives and artists if operators were selected and developed an agreement 
at the pre-application stage. It is likely that more guidance will be needed to secure truly 
affordable workspace in the borough in line with the requirements of the borough being home 
to a CEZ.  

Paragraph 5.99 should be amended so that it reads “…The 2020 Employment Land Review 
findings also demonstrate that there is a need to provide ‘affordable creative and artists 
workspace’ to support the creative and cultural sectors in a variety of locations…” (proposed 
addition highlighted in bold italics). 

Tall buildings 

Tall buildings are defined in paragraph 6.152 of the draft Plan as “those buildings which are 
significantly taller and larger…than the predominant surrounding buildings or over 30m in 
height”. The numerical, latter element of the definition is welcomed and is consistent with the 
approach set out in Policy D9 of the LP2021 which makes it clear that tall buildings should not 
be less than 6 storeys or 18m in height, measured from the ground to the floor level of the 



 

 

uppermost storey. The definition should be amended so that the non-numerical, former, part of 
the definition is deleted, and it is clear that tall buildings are those which are 30m or more in 
height. 

It should be noted that as written Croydon’s approach to tall buildings is not consistent with the 
approach set out in Policy D9 of the LP2021 as it fails to address elements in Policy D9B. To be 
in accordance with that policy, Croydon’s approach should consistently identify locations that 
are suitable for tall buildings and should set out maximum, appropriate or a range of suitable 
building heights in maps as part of the Local Plan for each of those locations.  

The draft Plan sets out some specific locations where tall buildings may be acceptable. For 
example, Policy SP4.4 identifies the Croydon OA and the borough’s district centres as suitable. 
But it states that other areas may also be suitable, but these are not illustrated on maps. Later 
on, the draft Plan in Policy DM38.3 makes it clear that only the central area of the Croydon OA 
is suitable for tall buildings. So, there is some uncertainty and ambiguity about where precisely 
tall buildings are considered to be acceptable which needs to be addressed. 

In addition, some of the place policies in the draft Plan set out appropriate ranges of building 
heights in some locations. But this hasn’t been carried out consistently throughout the draft 
Plan and some of the building height ranges don’t correspond to the borough’s or the LP2021 
definition of what constitutes a tall building.  

The draft Plan does set out appropriate maximum building heights in some locations. For 
example, place policy DM34 for Addington sets appropriate building heights of 8-11 storeys to 
the west of Central Parade and heights of between 3-12 storeys within Central Parade. But 
these height ranges do not correspond to the borough or the LP2021 tall building definition. In 
other words, if these locations are considered to be suitable for tall buildings, suitable height 
ranges should start from at least 30m (10 storeys) (for the borough definition), or 18m (for the 
LP2021 definition) depending on the final definition of what constitutes a tall building in 
Croydon. 

In other areas, like North End Quarter in the Croydon OA, appropriate/ maximum building 
heights have not been set out. Paragraph 13.1 makes it clear that Croydon is planning to put 
together an overarching spatial strategy for the area and that things like appropriate building 
heights will be set out within that. While this intention is welcomed, Policy D9 of the London 
Plan is clear that appropriate building heights should be set out in Development Plans. This 
means that building heights cannot just be established in masterplans or planning frameworks 
but must be included in a Development Plan Document, like the Local Plan and this should be 
noted. 

Summary 

In summary, while there is much to welcome in this draft Plan, there remain two key issues - the 
proposed approach to tall building development and the failure to recognise and reflect the 
Mayor’s strategic target for affordable housing – which mean that the draft Plan as written is 
not considered to be in general conformity with the LP2021. 

In order to address and resolve these issues and to bring the draft Plan into general conformity 
with the LP2021 the draft Plan must: 

• Recognise and reflect the Mayor’s strategic target that 50% of all new housing is to be 
affordable, based on gross residential development; 



 

 

• Delineate clearly locations where tall buildings are an appropriate form of development 
so that it is clear whether a site lies within that area or not; and 

• Set appropriate/maximum or a range of appropriate building heights within the 
identified tall building areas in accordance with Policy D9 of the LP2021 

GLA officers continue to offer their support in order to resolve the issues identified in this letter 
and to provide guidance. 

I hope these comments inform the preparation of the LBC Local Plan and we look forward to 
continuing to work with you to ensure it aligns with the LP2021 as well as delivering LBC’s 
objectives. If you have any specific questions regarding the comments in this letter, please do 
not hesitate to contact Hassan Ahmed on 020 7983 4000 or at hassan.ahmed@london.gov.uk. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Lucinda Turner 
 
Assistant Director of Planning 
 
Cc Neil Garratt, London Assembly Constituency Member 
 Andrew Boff, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee 
 National Planning Casework Unit, DLUHC

mailto:hassan.ahmed@london.gov.uk
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Annex 1 – Transport for London Response  

 

17/2/2022 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Re: Regulation 19 Consultation on The Proposed Submission draft of the Croydon Local  
Plan 2019 – 2039 (February 2022) 

 

Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) officers 
and are made entirely on a ‘without prejudice’ basis. They should not be taken to represent an 
indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this matter. The comments are 
made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway authority in the area. These 
comments also do not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London Authority (GLA). 
A separate response has been prepared by TfL Property to reflect TfL’s interests as a 
landowner and potential developer. 

Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment on Croydon’s 
Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation.  

Local plan policies should be developed in line with relevant London Plan policies and the 
aims set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is important that local 
plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and the overarching aim of modal 
shift by enabling more people to travel by walking, cycling and public transport rather than by 
car. This is crucial to achieving sustainable growth and maximising opportunities in locations 
that are currently or are planned to be well connected by sustainable modes of transport.  

We welcome the Council’s commitment to address the climate emergency, housing crisis, and 
other health and environmental challenges, and its recognition of the importance of transport 
in achieving this. In particular, we welcome that the Council recognises the need for a future 
with reduced parking for cars, and the shift needed in how people view car ownership and 
use, particularly for short journeys.  

The recognition of the relationship between transport and land use stands out in the policy, 
particularly through the consistent approach of maximising development opportunities within 
walking distance of tram stops and rail stations, as well as referring to the ‘critical mass’ of 
residents needed to support investment. This can be seen both in the hierarchy of 
development around town centres, the proposals for Transformation Areas, as well as the 
proposals for focused and moderate intensification near high quality public transport 
infrastructure.  

TfL Ref: CYDN/22/4 
London Borough of Croydon 
ldf@Croydon.gov.uk  
 
 

Transport for London 
City Planning 
5 Endeavour Square 
Westfield Avenue 
Stratford 
London E20 1JN 
 
Phone 020 7222 5600 
www.tfl.gov.uk 

mailto:ldf@Croydon.gov.uk
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We support efforts by the Council to minimise car parking in these areas, however we also 
encourage the Council to go further by planning for car-free development in most locations in 
close proximity to tram and rail services.  

We also welcome the Council’s commitment to the tram network and to exploring a range of 
modes to improve public transport services on key corridors. The strategy for improving 
infrastructure for walking and cycling in the Transformation Areas, as well as proposals for the 
Green Grid have the potential to drive modal shift. Given the scale and range of transport 
infrastructure proposals, it will be essential for the Council to have a robust strategy for 
funding and delivery. TfL would welcome the opportunity to discuss options to enable the 
delivery of the proposals set out in the draft Plan. 

We commend your ambitious parking policy. While much of the policy is in line with, and 
indeed goes beyond London Plan standards in some categories (which we wholly welcome 
and support), some areas should be further tightened to be in line with the London Plan . In 
particular, the car parking standards for 3+ bed homes often exceed the maximums set out in 
the London Plan. Additionally, policy related to Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs) is not in 
conformity with the London Plan. As stated in Policy T6C of the London Plan, a lack of parking 
controls should not be a barrier to new development and the Council should implement these 
where required. Further, detailed comments are provided in Appendix A.  

We also welcome the Council setting cycle parking standards in line with the London Plan, as 
a lack of quality cycle parking is one of the main barriers to wider uptake of cycling.  

Car clubs may have a role to play in supporting growth that is less car-dependent overall, 
however this should be focused in areas that are less well-connected by sustainable modes. 
They are most effective – and viable for operators – when paired with measures to 
discourage private ownership (such as restrictive parking policies) and enable most trips to be 
made by sustainable modes. The expansion of CPZs will be important for supporting car-free 
development in well-connected locations and car-lite development elsewhere in the borough. 
CPZs are also important for  improving walking and cycling conditions on local residential 
streets. We are happy to provide support in identifying best practice from elsewhere or 
forecasting where future CPZ needs may be concentrated in light of new development. 

We have set out a number of detailed comments and proposed changes on the following 
pages which we hope are helpful. We look forward to continuing our work together in 
drafting the final document. 

 

Yours faithfully,  

 

 
 

 

Josephine Vos | Manager 

London Plan and Planning Obligations team | City Planning 

Email: josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk 

mailto:josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk
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Appendix A: Specific suggested edits and comments from TfL on Croydon’s Local Plan 

 

Section 
Pag
e 

Track change/comment 

Policy SP1: Growth in Croydon 
2019-2039 

17 We welcome the hierarchy of development which aims to focus new developments, including 
residential, in areas which are highly sustainable with access to good walking, cycling and public 
transport links, as well as access to local shops and services.  
 
We highly support the focused and moderate intensification policies for housing. While we 
recognise that the Council is proposing an ambitious car parking policy, there is room to be more 
ambitious in the proposed intensification areas with development preferably being car-free. This 
will aid in maximising development potential in these areas. The plan should set out how 
walking, cycling and public transport capacity improvements will be funded and delivered. 

Policy DM9: Expansion of 
industrial and warehousing 
premises in Strategic, 
Separated and Integrated 
Industrial Locations 

117-
123 

We appreciate acknowledgement of the importance of PTAL when considering flexibility to 
change industrial uses to community uses as these uses can generate a large number of local 
trips which could be completed by walking, cycling and public transport with the right 
infrastructure in place. There may be sites in PTAL 2 which are relatively well served or close to 
existing amenities (and thereby offering to co-locate community uses with other trip attractors) 
so this should be considered on a case by case basis rather than considered unacceptable in 
planning terms. This has the potential to improve access to local amenities as set out in popular 
notions of the ’15 minute city’. 

DM15: Tall buildings and high 
density developments 

182-
184 

We welcome the addition to the policy which takes into consideration comfort while walking and 
cycling around tall buildings in line with the Healthy Streets Approach and Policy T2 Healthy 
Streets of the London Plan. We recommend replacing ‘pedestrians and cyclists’ with walking and 
cycling in order to avoid creating identity and division based around modes. 

SP7: Green Grid 236-
247 

We welcome proposals to include walking and cycling as part of the Green Grid network. Well-
designed active travel corridors are crucial to supporting modal shift from car to active travel. 
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Section 
Pag
e 

Track change/comment 

Given a number of the proposed corridors are away from roads (shown in Table 9.1 and Figure 
9.3), they should be designed with safety in mind for year round use, including at night. Secure 
cycle parking should also be provided along the proposed routes. 
 
Additionally, cycling facilities should be designed in line with London Cycle Design Standards 
(LCDS) and assessed against the Cycleway Quality Criteria. We will welcome direct reference to 
LCDS in the policy.  
 
Para. 9.2 – Reference is made to ‘cycle quietways.’ TfL is phasing out the quietway and 
superhighway terminology in favour of a unified ‘cycleway’ network. This is intended to create a 
unified network on both main roads and local streets which are of high enough quality for all 
ages and abilities to feel comfortable. 

10. Transport and Telecommunications 

Policy SP8: Transport and 
Communication 

271-
286 

We support the amendments to Policy SP8 – Transport and Communication which is an 
improvement compared to the policy adopted in 2018. We support emphasising the role of 
transport in accommodating development in a sustainable way, as well as its positive impact on 
public health. We welcome reference to the Healthy Streets Approach and support improving 
conditions for active travel, which is essential for good growth and meeting the target for the 
delivery of at least 41,580 homes during the plan period.  
 
We support the proposals to enhance East Croydon as the main transport hub in Croydon and 
the focus on appropriate, supportive land use around the station. We also welcome the 
proposals to establish cycle hubs at East and West Croydon stations. We support the ambition to 
improve bus services in the south of the borough and Croydon Opportunity Area; bus priority in 
particular has the ability to improve journeys through quicker and more reliable travel while also 

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit#on-this-page-2
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit#on-this-page-2
https://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-route-quality-criteria-technical-note-v1.pdf
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Section 
Pag
e 

Track change/comment 

saving on operating cost. Making buses more attractive is also key to getting people out of their 
cars. 
 
SP8.4 – We support the Council’s ambition for improving public transport services in the 
borough, particularly the rounded approach which takes into consideration all potential 
improvements including bus and tram, BRT and metroisation of rail services. We note that the 
policy states that development should ‘promote and support’ improvements to the public 
transport network, however we encourage greater detail in terms of how these ambitions will be 
delivered. Alternative funding mechanisms should also be considered such as a workplace 
parking levy which would both fund infrastructure improvements while also discouraging the use 
and retention of existing car parking spaces. We will continue to work with Croydon Council to 
achieve the best outcomes for public transport improvements in the borough. 
 
SP8.6 – We appreciate the consideration of the hilly nature of the borough, however it is also 
worth considering the increasing availability and uptake of e-bikes which mitigates this. 
Otherwise, we welcome the policy to concentrate development in locations which are easily 
accessible by sustainable modes and near existing town centres. 
 
SP8.8 – We welcome support for the tram network and development opportunities based 
around tram stops. However, the Council should note that previously proposed investments are 
on hold due to the financial and transport implications of the Covid-19 pandemic.  
 
We recommend a reference is made to the north-south tram route (currently only noted in the 
Croydon Opportunity Area section) in this Policy SP8.8. While TfL supports the principle of 
extensions to the tram network, a transport business case is required with details of the funding 
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Section 
Pag
e 

Track change/comment 

mechanism to finance the delivery of any extensions. Extensions should not prejudice the 
proposed capacity upgrades to the tram network. 
 
Suggested edits: Add text stating ‘Support the improvement to the quality, accessibility and 
safety of tram stops and tram facilities to make the network easier to use and more attractive 
for all’. 
 
SP8.9 – We note that ‘Facilitate ‘metroisation’ of South London’s rail services’ has been deleted 
from the policy, while support for metroisation is maintained or added elsewhere in the draft 
Local Plan. In the interest of consistency and clear support for metroisation, we recommend the 
support for metroisation is included in the overarching Transport Policy SP8.9, as it was in the 
Regulation 18 draft local plan.  
 
SP8.15 – We encourage the Council to specify the PTAL at which car-free development is 
required and to be ambitious in setting this level. Note that car-free development is required in 
all Metropolitan and Major Town Centres. 
  Suggested edit: ‘Car free development will be encouraged required in Centres where there are 
high levels of that are PTAL 3+.’  
 
SP8.16 – The addition to the policy is welcomed, however the two parts of the sentence, ‘The 
lack of on-street parking controls should not be a limiting factor for development, street parking 
availability must be taken into account when applying a flexible approach to car parking in town 
centres’, appear to contradict each other. We support the deletion of the second half of the 
aforementioned sentence as it appears to imply that car parking should be provided as part of 
new developments where it is deemed that on-street car parking is under stress. This is not 
supported and undermines policies that seek to reduce the dominance of vehicles in town 
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centres. It also ignores that the public transport network is generally centred on town centres so 
these locations are places with the greatest concentration of alternatives to the car.  The last line 
of the policy supporting the introduction of new CPZs is welcomed. 
 
Suggested edits: ‘The lack of on-street parking controls should not be a limiting factor for 
development, street parking availability must be taken into account when applying a flexible 
approach to car parking in town centres.’ 
 
SP8.17 – It is noted that this policy has been deleted, which is generally supported in light of 
more stringent car parking standards proposed in PolicyDM30, however the requirement, 
through Travel Plans, to reduce car parking provision over time in developments which do 
provide car parking (where permitted by the car parking standards) would be supported. 
 
Cycling – We recommend an addition to Policy SP8 which sets out more specific cycling policy to 
go along with the new map showing the existing and proposed cycle network in Figure 10.2 (p. 
279). This will create consistency across the document, including with the supporting text in 
para. 10.20 and emphasis of cycle network in the Green Grid. 

Policy DM28A: Ensuring the 
safe and effective movement 
of the network 

287-
289 

We support this policy. The restriction of deliveries during peak hours is welcomed. The 
requirement avoid damage to tram and rail infrastructure is also welcomed. 
 
In addition to minimising freight trips associated with construction in Policy DM28A.2, the policy 
should also consider potential alternative modes, where appropriate, such as cargo cycle and rail 
freight, in order to further support transport decarbonisation and the Council’s efforts to address 
the climate emergency. Reference to TfL’s Freight and Servicing Action Plan (2019) which sets 
out the actions required to ensure a safe, clean and efficient freight network in Greater London 
could be included. 
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Policy DM29: Promoting 
sustainable travel and reducing 
congestion 

290-
292 

The proposed amendments to Policy DM29 result in a more well-rounded policy which supports 
active and sustainable travel. We welcome the comprehensive list in paragraph 10.29 of 
potential interventions to support sustainable travel. We suggest explicitly referring to potential   
planning obligations in relation to sustainable travel measures in Policy DM29 in addition to the 
reference made in Appendix 8 of the draft Local Plan. 

Policy DM30: Car and cycle 
parking in new development 

293-
299 

We commend the ambition of Croydon Council in the amended car and cycle parking policy. 
There are several areas which are very strong, and we support the intent of the policy overall, 
however it is not fully in line with London Plan Policy T6 Car Parking. We set out a number of 
recommendations below which will strengthen the policy and bring it into line with the London 
Plan. 
 
The policy should, first and foremost, reference London Plan Policy T6B which states ‘Car-free 
development should be the starting point for all development proposals in places that are (or are 
planned to be) well-connected by public transport, with developments elsewhere designed to 
provide the minimum necessary parking (‘car-lite’).’ 
 
DM30.1 – We suggest also referencing other negative impacts of parking provision including 
road danger, less safe public realm, reduced accessibility, reduced bus reliability, delivery and 
servicing impacts and other potential impacts.  
 
DM30.2 – As currently drafted, this policy is not entirely clear in its meaning and  is not in line 
with the London Plan, appearing to contradict Policy SP8.16. The policy appears to refer to on-
site parking ‘requirements’ (which is not supported) with reference to on-street parking stress, 
on-site is used in both parts of the policy. Parking stress is also defined by ‘85% parking stress’ 
which is open to misinterpretation.  
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Policy T6 C of the London Plan states, ‘An absence of local on-street parking controls should not 
be a barrier to new development, and boroughs should look to implement these controls 
wherever necessary to allow existing residents to maintain safe and efficient use of their streets.’ 
The policy should be amended to require the implementation of parking controls where 
development proposals are expected to result in parking stress. 
 
Additionally, we suggest the Council adopt an approach taken which seeks to limit the number of 
permits issued in a given CPZ by setting an initial cap on the number of permits available in each 
CPZ and then progressively lowering the cap each year. New applicants to the CPZ should join a 
waitlist once the cap is reached, thereby reducing the number of cars in a CPZ through a process 
of attrition and natural turnover in residents. 
 
DM30.3 – Motorcycle parking counts towards total car parking provision, and in areas with a 
high PTAL, motorcycle parking is not permitted as new developments must be car free. 
Therefore, we suggest the following wording: 
‘Where motorcycle parking is provided, it should be in dedicated area with ground anchors.’ 
 
DM30.4 –  ‘Significant’ is very substantial and is also subjective wording, whereas any 
detrimental impact on walking and cycling can be considered unacceptable, in line with the 
Mayor’s Vision Zero strategy and Policy T4 F which states that ‘Development proposals should 
not increase road danger.’  
Suggested edit: ‘Ensure that there is not a significant detrimental impact on the movement of 
pedestrians, cycles, walking, cycling, public transport and emergency services due to the 
provision of car parking.’ 
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DM30.7 – Car clubs can serve as an alternative to car ownership if deployed carefully. They can 
be a good alternative where it is more difficult to use sustainable modes for occassional journeys 
and have the potential to reduce the number of trips taken by car and total distance travelled by 
car. Car clubs only support mode shift when paired with other measures to support travel by 
sustainable modes, particularly a reduction in general car parking. Otherwise there is a risk that 
overall car use and dominance on streets will increase. 
 
In areas which have excellent access to sustainable modes (such as Croydon Town Centre, 
among other places), car clubs may be appropriate as part of new development where they fill a 
gap in the wider car club network. A requirement for car clubs in new development would likely 
result in an overprovision and run the risk of increasing car use.  
 
DM30.8 – While we support the intent of this policy, as currently drafted, there are caveats 
which can be read as exceptions to the wider car parking policy premised around restricting new 
car parking spaces. Additionally, as mentioned in our comments to Policy DM30.2, a lack of on-
street parking controls should not be a barrier to new development and these controls should be 
implemented wherever necessary. 
 
Suggested wording: ‘Car-free development will be supported in areas which are well-connected 
by sustainable modes, including public transport, walking and cycling, with car-lite 
development supported in areas which are less well-connected. Parking controls will be 
implemented wherever necessary to allow existing residents to maintain safe and efficient use 
of their streets.’ 
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DM30.9 – We commend the council for adopting London Plan cycle parking standards, as well as 
requiring provision for electric cycles and non-standard cycles. We recommend the Council 
include reference to Chapter 8 of the LCDS as part of this policy. 

Table 10.1: Car parking in new 
development 

295-
297 

We welcome the Council’s alignment with London Plan standards for all non-residential 
development and commend the Council for setting standards which are more restrictive than 
the London Plan in several categories of residential development. We also welcome the default 
position of residents of new developments in PTAL 3-6b having no rights to parking permits in 
the CPZ. While we welcome distance-based reductions in car parking maximums for 
developments around tram and rail stations, this distance should be increased from 400m to 
800m to be in line with Policy H2 Small Sites as provision of less car parking allows for more 
efficient use of land. Please see below for specific modifications needed to bring the car parking 
policy in line with the London Plan. 
 
For 3+ bed homes in PTAL 4 not in a CPZ: This should be reduced from a maximum of 1 space per 
dwelling to 0.5 spaces per dwelling to comply with the London Plan. The London Plan states in 
Table 10.3 that when considering development proposals that are higher density or in more 
accessible locations, the lower standard (0.5 spaces per dwelling) should be applied as a 
maximum The scale of development and increased housing density proposed in Croydon 
precludes the more relaxed standard of 0.75 spaces per dwelling from applying (and the 
proposed standard of 1 space is not in conformity). 
 
For 3+ bed homes in PTAL 2 not in a CPZ: This should be reduced to 1 space per dwelling to 
comply with the London Plan. 
 
For 3+ bed homes in PTAL 2 within a CPZ: The language deviates from the rest of the table to say 
that a certain number of spaces must be provided, which suggests that this is intended to be a 
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car parking minimum. This should be amended to read as ‘up to x spaces per unit for homes…’ to 
be consistent with the rest of the policy and to be in line with the London Plan which very clearly 
sets maximums and not minimums at PTAL 2. 

11. The Places of Croydon 309-
421 

We welcome the ambitious proposals to maximise development opportunities around tram 
stops and railway stations, which aligns with the MTS approach to Good Growth being enabled 
through a sustainable transport network. We also welcome the explicit reference to the Healthy 
Streets Approach in some area policies, and while the Healthy Streets Approach should be 
applied everywhere, it is even more crucial in areas of moderate and focused intensification 
where the benefits will be felt most. We support the proposals for mobility hubs at key transport 
interchanges, although these should only include car club provision in low PTAL areas away from 
town centres. 
 
We encourage including a strategy for funding transport and Healthy Streets improvements, 
particularly in intensification areas where new developments may require additional transport 
capacity.  

Policy DM38: Croydon 
Opportunity Area 

336-
350 

We are open to discussing the feasibility of improvements to the tram network. Currently 
however, a new north-south tram line is not a TfL priority, and we are not in a position to take 
ownership or responsibility of the cost, delivery, staffing, operational risk or any future 
maintenance liability of the scheme. Any future tram lines should not prejudice future capacity 
upgrades to the existing network. As with any major transport proposal, the Council should 
consider funding options, including Borough CIL, planning obligations and a workplace parking 
levy. 
 
While we support measures to change the movement of vehicles through the town centre as 
part of a sustainable transport strategy, the Council will need to continue to collaborate with TfL 
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to ensure bus operations are not negatively affected to an unacceptable extent. Ideally, any 
scheme that reduces general traffic in an area can also result in improvements to bus operations.  
 
More generally, the policy would be strengthened by explicitly requiring developers to 
contribute towards enhancements to public transport, walking and cycling routes in order to 
support the substantial growth that is planned for the Opportunity Area. 

Policy DM42: Purley 368-
377 

We welcome support for changes to Purley Cross gyratory – changes are required to support the 
scale of development proposed in this area. In the case of Site 347 (Tesco, 20 Purley Road), this 
issue is particularly acute. Developers should contribute towards the necessary changes to the 
gyratory to enable a better walking, cycling and public transport experience.  
 
While, in principle, we support future proofing changes to the gyratory to enable future tram 
extensions, it should be noted that sections of Brighton Road and Purley Way are highly 
constrained and may not be suitable for a tram corridor. Therefore, we currently support a more 
general approach to public transport improvements along the corridor. 

Policy DM49: Waddon 415-
421 

We welcome the focus on improving cycle infrastructure as well as new and improved bus 
priority facilities. As mentioned above, we are open to discussing options for enhancing the tram 
network and their feasibility, however as TfL is not currently in a position to fund or operate such 
services these would need to be funded by other means such as through the use of planning 
obligations or through the allocation of Borough CIL 

12. The Brighton Main Line 
and Easton Croydon 
Transformation Corridor 

422-
442 

We welcome the ambition for transport improvements (beyond those which are part of the 
Croydon Area Remodelling Scheme) to support new development in the Transformation 
Corridor. We encourage the Council to continue engaging with TfL as these proposals are 
brought forward. The policy should be strengthened through concrete proposals for both 
funding and delivering the transport improvements included in this chapter, explicitly stating 
that developers will be expected to contribute towards the improvements. 
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13. Transformation Area – The 
North End Quarter 

443-
476 

We welcome the positive proposals to enhance the public realm and walking and cycling 
environment in and around the North End Quarter which will serve to encourage residents and 
visitors not just to walk around the area more, but to be more likely take sustainable modes to 
and from the North End Quarter. Proposals to enhance the east-west permeability of the quarter 
are particularly positive. This is supported by the proposals to ‘significantly reduce car parking’ 
and ‘making land uses in the quarter car-free’ which TfL strongly supports. 

14. Transforming the Purley 
Way 

477-
519 

We support the overall vision for the Purley Way Masterplan and particularly support the 
development of clear policies and design guidance to ensure the success of mixed use 
development that functions well for both businesses and residents. We also welcome proposals 
to implement CPZs in the Transformation Area and support the Council’s proposal to implement 
car parking standards for Purley Way Transformation Area which will become increasingly 
restrictive. 
 
PW SP1.2 + paras. 14.13-15: Based on previous correspondence from November 2021, TfL 
agreed that there was sufficient capacity on the Wimbledon branch of the tram network to 
support 2,000 new homes in the Purley Way Transformation Area. We require clarification 
regarding the figure of 4,000 homes given as the capacity of the Transformation Area before 
substantial transport capacity improvements are required. Nonetheless, we look forward to 
collaborating further on the modelling to assess the necessary transport improvements to 
support more than 2,000homes. 
 
We encourage the Council to engage with TfL from an early stage on the transport proposals for 
the Transformation Area, including proposals to turn Waddon Marsh into a key transport hub, as 
well as public transport corridor proposals and walking and cycling proposals for the A23.  
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Appendix 7 – Schedule of 
proposal sites 

567-
729 

General comments: We welcome the inclusion of PTAL column in the site allocations list, as well 
as transport considerations as part of the justification for sites. We recommend including the 
specific PTAL for each site (ie PTAL 5) due to the transport policy implications. 
 
Site 40 – West Croydon Bus station: TfL Buses will need to be consulted on appropriate 
reprovision of West Croydon Bus station either on the existing site or nearby in order to 
safeguard existing services and enable future enhancements to bus services to and from the 
Town Centre. 
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