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General Introduction 

PCS trade union has around 180,000 members working in the UK civil service, 

public sector and on privatised, commercial contracts. Of this over 44,000 are based 

in the London and South East region. Our members work across a broad range of 

roles including in London’s culture sector, direct delivery of public services, policy 

development and drafting legislation. 

The draft New London Plan is of direct importance to our members living and 

working in the city. Therefore in developing a plan that works for all Londoners, it is 

not only important to think of what the purpose of economic growth is, but also who it 

is for (1.0.5). 

Like many working people, PCS members have suffered years of stagnant wages 

and real terms wage cuts under the government’s policies to freeze or cap wage 

increases at 1%. For example, independent research1 for PCS shows that from 2010 

to 2016 average civil service pay fell by between 8 and 9% in real terms. A larger fall 

than the rest of the public sector and the wider economy.  

For those on privatised contracts, as is increasingly the case for PCS Culture Sector 

members, we see increasing numbers earning below the London Living Wage, or 

self-employed on zero hours. Compounded by the high costs of housing, transport 

and energy, members across the public sector will find it increasingly difficult to live 

and work in London to keep our public services running whether in our job centres to 

London’s important cultural institutions unless these issues are urgently addressed. 

A further concern for PCS is how these are tackled within a framework of mitigating 

and adapting our homes and workplaces to the impacts of climate change. As well 

as air quality which is now a major public health emergency. 

PCS believe the Draft New London Plan (the Plan), as we said in respect of the Draft 

Environment Strategy, must be seen to fit within a wider framework of action all 

countries need to take on climate change in line with achieving the Paris 2015 

Climate Agreement target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) to 2 

degrees Celsius or better 1.5 degrees. This includes a commitment to a Just 

Transition which is enshrined in the Paris agreement:  

Taking into account the imperatives of a just transition of the workforce and the 

creation of decent work and quality jobs in accordance with nationally defined 

development priorities 2 

                                                           
1 https://www.pcs.org.uk/campaigns/pcs-pay-campaign/pay-research-report  
2 http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/l09r01.pdf  
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It is disappointing therefore that the proposals set out in the Plan, do not clearly align 

with the draft Environmental Strategy, the high level ambition to reach zero carbon 

by 2050 and to achieve 50% green space by 2050.  References to environmental 

sustainability do not go far enough, and lack a focussed thread throughout on the 

relationship between cities, design of both buildings and space in mitigating and 

building resilience to climate change.   

It is also disappointing that part of that appears to be due to the lack of reference to 

workers, in particular trade unions, in delivering the plan and how this is achieved as 

part of a Just Transition for workers within the 6.9million jobs projected (1.4.10).  

This is particularly noted given the new plan will run from 2019 to 2041 by which time 

considerable action will have had to be put in place.  Similarly there is a distinct lack 

of recognition of the public sector part of the London wide economy.3   

PCS believe a strong public sector role in delivering a London Plan is critical to 

achieving climate change goals, and within that, ensuring affordable housing, energy 

and transport for those living or working in the Capital. 

Below we set out of specific comments under each section where relevant to PCS 

concerns and members.  

 

Chapter 3: Design 

Policy D1 London’s form and characteristics 

This section should clearly state the need to “include 35 per cent onsite reduction in 

GHG emissions”.  Whilst we disagree this number is sufficient (see later section on 

sustainable infrastructure) we think it is important to be explicit in setting out the 

need for “good design” in its contribution to meeting climate change targets.  

Expressions such as “aim for high sustainability standards” (D1;B3) are too 

ambiguous.  

There also needs to be more explicit reference to ensure infrastructure, therefore 

design, meets future energy needs and changing transport modes.  This includes 

electric charging points for vehicles and integration into urban environments, 

alongside other transport measures. See also comments on Transport Section 

below. 

Policy D2 Delivering good design 

Again this should include reference to possibilities for renewable energy/measures to 

reduce GHG emissions such as in D2.A and D2.B e.g. adding to “…in terms of scale, 

height, density, layout and land uses” renewable energy and achievement of zero 

carbon growth. 

3.7.11 PCS welcome the provision of free drinking water fountains to reduce use of 

plastic bottles.  This however should be seen as part of returning these services to 

public ownership and management. Reference in 3.7.11 to “ongoing management 

and maintenance of facilities should be secured and agreed at planning stage” 

implies private or outsourced companies.  

                                                           
3 Note references to public sector include civil service and public bodies such as the museums and galleries, 
hospitals, schools etc. 



Policy D4 Housing quality and standards 

This needs to include zero carbon, and energy efficiency and affordability standards. 

For example avoiding building in potentially unaffordable heat network systems over 

which residents have little control or say. See also later comments on sustainable 

infrastructure. 

 

Chapter 4: Housing 

As mentioned in the introduction the cost of housing is a key issue for PCS 

members.  With many on low wages (see also Heritage and Culture section below) 

the lack of real affordable housing to either rent or buy is a serious issue.   

According to the London Trust4 rents in Inner London in 2015/16 were 72% of 

earnings compared to 29% for the rest of England. But rents have increased across 

the whole of London whether in the private or social rent sectors. This is set against 

a stagnation in wages for PCS members as highlighted in the introduction and under 

the Heritage and Culture section below.  

The strategic aim in the Plan to deliver 50% affordable housing (H5) is welcome but 

we question how this will be delivered when reliant largely on private property 

developers, and property speculation. It is also concerning that as the 50% target is 

an overall target for London that it may enable an even greater  “ghetto effect” to 

develop where lower income workers are pushed to the outer edges of the Capital or 

within Boroughs to give over prime land to more lucrative property developments.  

Affordable homes for key workers – meaning nurses, teachers, emergency services 

workers, civil servants, and others critical to keeping London’s public services and 

economy, such as in tourism or cleaners, running – in both inner and outer London 

boroughs has to be the bottom line for the Plan. Not private property developer’s 

profits. 

 

Chapter 6: Economy 

Policy E4: Land for industry, logistic and services to support London’s 

economic function 

PCS believes that greater emphasis should be included here to ensure a public 

sector role in the energy system to support London’s economy.  For example, A.4 

Utilities infrastructure should include for distribution, renewable energy generation 

and energy storage as listed in 6.4.1.  This should also include reference to public 

sector buildings rather than just “business and consumer” demands.   

6.8.3 Bullet point low carbon and environmental goods and services. We believe the 

Mayor should also be supporting and encouraging public sector bodies to adopt 

principles of the circular economy.  

Policy E11 Skills and opportunities for all  

A) It is important to situate this section within the principles of a Just Transition and 

how the Mayor can help workers transition to a new zero carbon economy. 

                                                           
4 https://www.trustforlondon.org.uk/data/topics/housing/  
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B) As above but should add that trainees and apprenticeships should be assured of 

sustainable long term future work not just for the duration of a building project for 

example (as noted in 6.11.3).  That apprenticeships are paid, and provided with 

relevant skills such as in low-carbon/eco construction to Passivhaus standards, 

and new energy workers with rounded skills to deal with renewable energy, 

retrofitting etc rather than a specific energy type.  

 

 

Chapter 7: Heritage and Culture 

PCS represents approx. 3,000 members working in the Culture and Heritage Sector 

across London.  We welcome the proposals in chapter 7 aimed at protecting heritage 

sites, creating more cultural institutions and ensuring that local authorities take these 

into account in their planning considerations (HC5).  

However, 1 in 6 London jobs are now in the creative, leisure and heritage sector 

which is notoriously low paid. Thought must be given to who is going to staff these 

institutions and where these staff are going to live.  

Whilst chapter 4 deals with delivering affordable housing we feel it is relevant to 

highlight also in this section. Most current affordable housing schemes are out of the 

reach of public sector workers. Especially, as their pay has either been frozen or 

capped at 1% for the last seven years.  We understand that the Mayor is going to 

introduce a London affordable rent equivalent to the median income in a Ward. 

However, in central London or housing developments such as the Olympic Village, 

the Ward median would still be significantly higher than most staff working in the 

Culture Sector earn i.e. most earn the London Living Wage i.e. approx. £19,000 per 

annum.  

Using such a calculation to define a London affordable rent will create “ghettos” such 

as is the case with East Village in Stratford where only the wealthy can afford to live 

and the poor can only visit for work. This does not achieve the aim of creating 

diverse communities for all to live and thrive. We need a criteria or definition that 

takes into the true picture of public sector earnings and reintroduce the concept of 

social housing to stem the tide of “social cleansing” that we are currently seeing 

across London.  

The key concern for the Culture Sector is the consistent funding cuts across the 

sector and the negative impact this has on workers’ terms and conditions. There is 

active encouragement of commercialisation from central government which has 

resulted in the increasing use of the private sector. This has resulted in an increase 

in the number of staff earning below the London Living Wage, the increase of staff 

employed on zero hours contracts and the increase in outsourced employers not 

willing to voluntarily agreeing to trade union recognition. These staff are more likely 

to work two or three jobs and spend at least two-thirds of their income on housing, 

usually located on the outskirts or outside the Capital. We need a way of achieving 

minimum employment standards across the Cultural Sector applicable to both public 

and private sector employers.  

 

 

 



Chapter 8: Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment 

Policy G4 Local green and open space 

In line with the Mayor’s aim to make “London at least 50 per cent green by 2050” 

(8.1.3) we believe a firm commitment should be made that there will be no loss of 

current green space, and that clear reference is made to the use of green space as 

part of flood defence strategies, and in tackling poor air quality. 

 

Chapter 9: Sustainable Infrastructure 

Policy S12 Minimising greenhouse gas emissions 

With the cancellation of the government policy on zero carbon construction in 2015, 

PCS welcomes that the Plan recognises measures to achieve greater levels of 

decarbonisation. However we believe the 35% threshold (PS12.C) is too low.  Whilst 

there is reference to this being updated with respect to any changes in the Building 

Regulations 2013 we believe the Plan should state a higher level of ambition that 

builds from 35% given the long period of time which is covered by the Plan i.e. 2019 

to 2041. 

We do not agree with an emphasis on carbon offset funds or “cash in lieu 

contribution” to carbon offset funds or off-site ‘compensation’ measures (PS12.C & 

PS12.D). Particularly as such funds can be fixed by local authorities for thirty year 

periods despite that the Plan notes that the “carbon offset price will be updated” 

(9.2.7). Arguably as costs of renewable energy reduce this should incentivise greater 

carbon emissions reduction measures. However given the life span of developments 

arguably the current carbon offset cost may be a disincentive to such measures 

particularly if the cost has an insufficient deterrent effect.  A practice which we 

believe fails overall as a global measure to reduce GHG emissions, supported by EU 

research that shows 85% of offsets failed to reduce carbon emissions.5 

Whilst we appreciate that local authorities ‘recycle’ these monies, and can be an 

important funding stream for schemes such as offering grants to aid households, 

community groups and businesses to undertake a range of carbon reduction/energy 

efficiency measures, we believe emphasis should be on real public sector 

investment in carbon reduction measures. For example a publically funded mass 

retrofit/insulation programme creating new employment opportunities.  It is also a 

concern that such costs could be passed on in developments through increased 

costs and/or reduction in affordable housing in viability assessments.  

Finally the reference in the draft Environmental Strategy (page 234) that offset funds 

“have a role to play where onsite measures are not technically feasible or cost 

effective” let’s private property developers off the hook against vast profits often 

made on these schemes. Again, given the length of duration of the new Plan, it does 

seem like a fundamental strategy to tackle emissions is being kicked into the long 

grass. 

We do welcome the measures in relation to local authorities requesting “energy 

strategies” (9.2.10) in relation to other development proposals but suggest this 

                                                           
5 https://www.transportenvironment.org/news/85-offsets-failed-reduce-emissions-says-eu-study  
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wording is strengthened to say “should” rather than just encourage Boroughs to 

request these. 

 

Policy S13 Energy infrastructure 

PCS advocate for the public ownership and democratic control of energy from 

generation, transition, distribution to supply.  There appears no link in this section at 

all to the Mayor’s Energy for Londoners manifesto commitment.  Whilst PCS remains 

disappointed that the Mayor has chosen to go for a ‘white-label’ approach rather than 

a fully licensed energy company, we still believe that the plan should align with the 

broad aim to “place London on track to a zero carbon city” (page 201 of the draft 

Environment Strategy).  

As we said in our response to the draft environmental plan “white-labelling” will tie in 

the GLA to an energy supply contract for some time that will create cost implications 

if there is a change in policy later down the line.  Given the duration of the new Plan, 

we believe it is also short sighted in not understanding the changing nature of the 

energy system to a distributed, more localised, network. It goes against the grain of 

what is happening at other municipal levels in Nottingham or Bristol for example, 

community energy generation, and Labour Party policy to take back into public 

ownership the transmission and distribution of energy, alongside the creation of 

regional energy supply companies. 

Section 9.3.8 for example should at least reference to the Energy for Londoners 

proposals and/or include a distinct section on this. 

We also have concerns around the reliance on heat networks in this section.  Whilst 

they are indeed included as part of the Committee on Climate Change pathway to 

reducing space and water heating emissions, there are a number of issues around 

this energy system.  These include but are not limited to affordability, market delivery 

and risk assumptions, long-term effectiveness in reducing GHG emissions. 

As we said in our response to the draft Environment Strategy, we think it is important 

for communities to be actively engaged in decision making around their energy 

needs. Therefore mechanisms need to be established to ensure democratic control 

over decision making that impact people’s lives. For example, as the energy system 

changes bringing with it more options for distributed and energy storage, 

communities need to play a role in energy choices and how services are run.  Just 

as the Mayor proposed to “make sure those living on social housing estates “are at 

the heart of any decisions””6, so they should be on future energy provision. 

Heat networks have in fact been a curse rather than a solution to high fuel costs for 

the social housing residents of Myatts Field North7, locked into an energy deal with 

E.on as part of a 40 year private finance initiative contract with Lambeth Council. 

Similarly a 2015 Which? Report found that “…a significant number of consumers 

who were dissatisfied with their district heating scheme, with cost a widely held 

concern.”8 

                                                           
6 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-42918471  
7 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-39736010  
8 https://www.which.co.uk/policy/utilities/363/turning-up-the-heat-getting-a-fair-deal-for-district-heating-
users-which-report  
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Heat networks are unregulated.  They are also a natural monopoly and we argue 

that the GLA should be seeking to take these into public ownership. As noted in a 

recent Industry Heat Network Task Force Report9, heat network assets can last “in 

excess of 50 years”. However their emphasis is on “investor risk” and regulation as a 

quid pro quo for consumer protections. Whilst we’d agree to regulation of the private 

market, fundamentally the best consumer protection will be public ownership of 

energy rather than a model of ‘privatised profits, socialised risks’ which PFI for 

example would bring. 

PCS therefore advocate that all heat networks are brought under local authority 

control, and at a minimum for public buildings including council/social housing.  This 

would be the only way to also provide the necessary support for tackling fuel poverty 

which again, is a key aim of the Energy for Londoners programme.  

Chapter 10: Transport 

Policy T8 Aviation 

PCS opposes a third runway at Heathrow and welcomes the points raised in the 

Plan around environmental and climate change impacts (T8.C and 10.8.9). However 

under T8.C we would question the phrase “…there is an overriding public interest or 

no suitable alternative solution with fewer environmental impacts”.  Quality of 

environment and the need to address climate change seem to us to outweigh these 

factors. The primary issue would be to ensure a Just Transition for transport sector 

workers, to build alternative mass public transport run on renewable energy, with 

flying limited for real need such as families visiting relatives. 

We would just finally add in this section, when linking to design, that the greater part 

on electric charging points should be for the use of public transport rather than 

private vehicles.  

Contact: 
Sam Mason 
Policy Officer 
Assistant General Secretary Office 

9 https://www.theade.co.uk/resources/publications/shared-warmth-a-heat-network-market-that-benefits-
customers-investors-and-t  
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