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Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
M21. Does Policy H16 make adequate provision for meeting the need for gypsy and traveller accommodation including pitch provision and monitoring? 

Notwithstanding being a continuing and integral part of life in London and elsewhere for generations, gypsy and travellers communities are faced with prejudice, isolation and authorities neglecting their responsibilities to them. Even if they are provided with sites, their facilities are often primitive and increasingly overcrowded as alternative sites and options are closed and younger generations are not able to secure their own homes. Standards comparable to the ‘decent homes’ or similar requirements for permanent buildings are virtually non-existent. Consequently, it is a constant struggle to endure life in such conditions coupled as they are with the ever present threat of relocation or displacement to make way for what authorities see as ‘a more intensive use of the land’. And this dispersal disturbs the close supportive extended family networks that are an essential feature of gypsy and traveller communities. Their presence and right to pursue their cultural heritage and way of life is not respected. The public interest is best served by recognising that meeting their needs will positively contribute to the making of ‘diverse, inclusive and integrated neighborhoods’ that the Mayor wants.

Policy H16 is a step in the right direction but lacks ambition and is not an adequate response to the discharge by the Mayor of his duties under the Equality Act.  The London Plan cannot simply leave it up to the Boroughs, which will continue the record of failure of successive Mayors and successive London Plans when it comes to delivering sites for Gypsies and Travellers.

The London Plan must set pitch targets for each Borough and make land available.  We propose that pitch targets are reinstated into the Plan in the next review of the London Plan.
a) Is Policy H16 a justified strategic framework for the preparation of local plans? Should accommodation assessments be undertaken at Borough level or should this be done London-wide? 

It follows from the above that the Mayor should commission a London wide assessment to provide the strategic overview necessary to determine the number of sites London really needs and to support their fairer distribution.
The evidence gathered by LGT shows that the majority of Boroughs either will not carry out needs assessments or will delay carrying them out until site allocations in development plans are completed.  Evidence shows that where there are Borough needs assessments they often use poor methodology and process (e.g. not effectively engaging Travellers and Traveller organisations) so they underestimate the accommodation needs of Travellers.  The precedent of the London wide assessment in 2008 did achieve a robust evidence base and enabled the setting of pitch targets for each Borough.  
b) Is it justifiable to have a different definition to that in Annex 1 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites for gypsies and travellers in London? 

The Mayor has received considerable evidence as to the negative impacts of the national definition on Gypsies and Travellers in London.  The Mayor has an equality duty to ensure Gypsies and Travellers count as Londoners, whereas at the moment many are not included in either GTANAs or general needs assessments such as the SHMA. A different definition for London is consistent with the aims of the Mayor as set out in A City for All Londoners.
c) Is sufficient account taken of the need for temporary stopping places?

No.  London cannot continue with the current pattern of unauthorised sites with very poor amenities and the regular use of injunctions by the Boroughs to empty such sites.

The London Plan must make land available for short term sites, so that people can travel and move around and their culture respected.

We seek changes so that the Mayor brings forward sites on land he has control over (e.g. the use of small sites in the TfL programme).  The temporary sites should have adequate amenities and must not be sites that have multiple health hazards.   There should be pilot schemes within the 2019-2020 programme.
d) Is sufficient account taken of the needs of travelling showpeople

No.  There is no provision and we support the addition of wording as proposed by representatives of Travelling Showpeople.

e) Is sufficient account taken of the accommodation needs of boat dwellers?

The Mayor should undertake positive engagement and participation with all Londoners.  However, the canal and river boat dwellers are not mentioned in the draft London Plan even though the Housing and Planning Act 2016 has added these to the statutorily required housing needs assessment. (Section 124 of the Housing and Planning Act adds to duties under Section 8 of Housing Act 1985 on the periodic review of housing needs: now included is the duty to consider the needs of people residing in caravans and places on inland waterways where houseboats can be moored). 

There is difficulty in adding the needs of boat dwellers to Policy H16.  For example, the title of the policy would surely need to change.  We would suggest either a stand alone policy for boat dwellers or alternatively, as we proposed in our submission, including the needs of boat dwellers in Policy H14 as a specialist form of housing provision.
We set out below the issues we are aware of which require supportive policies within the London Plan.

The housing needs of houseboat dwellers are ignored in assessments; there is no agreed methodology for recognising their needs. They are not provided for in policy or proposals and the housing developments that materialise. In particular, for waterside locations, the houseboats are invariably seen as undesirable features that should be removed in order, ostensibly, to maximise the desirability and value of adjacent new development. Insecurity is prevalent. On the occasions that the presence of moored boats are tolerated, then they are inevitably subjected to displacement in favour of ‘high class rental barges’ and floating businesses (cafes, bars etc.) to generate additional revenue and facilities for the new development, rather than providing reasonably priced homes.

Securing a degree of permanence of mooring can be hindered by the various and conflicting interests and duties, whether legal, property, operational, administrative or financial, of the Port of London Authority, the Environment Agency, Canal and River Trust Ltd, riparian owners and councils. Most moorings are provided by private companies whose contracts can vary in length from three months to three years. Demand is driving up rents of the frequently reviewed short term agreements which are personal to the individual boat owner rather than to the boat, and sites with more sophisticated services command higher fees. And this impermanence together with rising costs and demand, particularly from those unable to afford built accommodation, has resulted in many poor quality houseboats within London. In addition to the insecurity of mooring are the issues of the inadequacy of services that land based dwellers expect and receive (refuse collection, water, power, sewerage, policing, even protection from adjoining construction nuisances etc.) and ensuring access rights across adjoining land, which if not disputed are subject to frequent rental/license reviews. 
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