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Meenakshi Sharma           ID no: 1877      17th May 2019 

 

Comments on the Mayor’s response to Panel Note No. 7.2 

 

Matter 2 is: Equality of Opportunity M2. Does the Integrated Impact Assessment 

and Addendum Report (NLP/CD/04 & 05) indicate that the Plan will help to 

advance equality of opportunity between people who share a “protected 

characteristic” as defined in the Equality Act 20101 and those that do not share 

it and further the other two aims of the Act? In particular, which policies of the 

Plan will achieve this? 

 

I submitted a supplementary written statement relating to matter 2 in response 

to additional evidence produced by the Mayor, on the 25th of February 2019.  In 

my response, I explained why I would not be utilising the Just Space seat to 

take part any further in the Examination in Public of the draft London Plan. 

The reason I gave was that the examination lacked a serious and robust 

Equalities Impact Assessment, which the additional evidence contained in four 

appendices produced in April, has not redressed.  The evidence base is still 

superficial, insufficient in range, lacking both synthesis and analysis with due 

regard to equalities.  I believe this is the conclusion that other respondees will 

also come to.  

Wishful thinking pervades Appendix 3, which shows the cumulative effects of the 

Plan on persons with protected characteristics.  Words like: could, might, 

possible are scattered throughout the document to qualify potential benefits.  

This according to the Mayor is considered appropriate, as: 

 

 often it is not emphatically known due to varying local circumstances and other 

external factors.   

 

Had some serious monitoring of the effects of the current London Plan been 

carried out, there would not have been such equivocation.  
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The Mayor states that:  

(6) The fact that a public body has produced an equality impact assessment in 

advance of a decision is, usually, convincing evidence that it has complied with 

the Duty 

 (7) The public authority must gather some, but not all, relevant information. 

(Appendix 1, p6)   

However, if as is clear, there has been a wholesale failure to analyse the Plan 

policies equalities’ impacts in a rigorous manner as required, the production of 

the document does not, of itself, provide the required evidence.  In addition, if 

the information lacking is of such import that its lack invalidates the objectives 

of the Plan, then this is information that necessitated being gathered in order for 

the EIA to be valid.   

In response to points made in my February submission regarding evidence 

gathering, the GLA assert that monitoring data collected during the previous 

London Plan was used to inform the baseline.  In response to the charge that 

there has been very poor monitoring of the previous London Plan regarding 

outcomes, the GLA have responded with: 

 

It was acknowledged that monitoring can always be improved and the GLA will 

be looking at improving this going forward.  The GLA publishes an Annual 

Monitoring Report each year. This provides a range of information, including 

details on the tenure and size (in terms of number of bedrooms) delivered each 

year. More detailed analysis can also be found in the Housing in London report. 

 

This response begs many questions.  Where is the collation of this information 

from the current Plan available to view?  Has any collation been done?  How 

could the public comment on this evidence base in terms of its veracity and 

range if, there was no access to it?  Where is the quantitative reference to this 

evidence base in the various equality assessments?   

 

Trust for London also refer to this lack of access to the evidence base: 

 



3 
 

Page 6 of the ‘Supplementary Information’ report refers to the baseline evidence 

on equalities. This evidence base is crucial, yet not referenced, so it is impossible 

to check its comprehensiveness or sufficiency. We would appreciate a reference 

or bibliography for this evidence base, and its publication if it is not already 

publicly available. 

 

The response from the Mayor: 

 

As set out in the supplementary information, the EqIA was based on a large 

amount of information including, but not limited to, the IIA baseline set out in 

the Scoping Report, consultation input and the professional experience and 

judgement of the assessment team. 

 

This response is totally inadequate.   

 

The Mayor cites the organisations, Just Space and London Gypsies and Travellers 

as consultees, who have contributed to the evidence base.  Despite being 

consultees, both these organisations are critical of the equalities data.  In their 

February responses, they make clear that it does not fulfil the Public Sector 

Equality Duty.  Just Space assert: 

 

The Supplementary document does not explain how equalities data was 

gathered. It is not clear what data sources the GLA have relied on, whether the 

EqIA was an entirely desk-based exercise or whether further inquiry/ 

consultation took place with representative groups of those with protected 

characteristics.  The issue for the Panel is whether the additional information in 

the assessment tables and SD “corrects” the serious omission in the IIA itself. 

 

Just Space state their position: 

 

The Panel has not been provided with sufficient information or the right sort of 

information which would enable it to reach its own view on the draft Plan’s 

equalities impact in order to discharge their own duty under the PSED – 

particularly in relation to whether the equalities information provided by the GLA 

satisfies the requirement of the PSED 
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London Gypsies and Travellers: 

 

Fragmented and simplistic analysis, with no reference to intersectionality or 

complex cumulative impacts of ‘headline’ policies on others that are more 

marginal. 

 

The Hear Equality’s February response also shows they had no faith in the 

additional information produced: 

 

The NLP is a strategic or ‘high level’ plan or that detail on equalities impacts will 

be collected during future monitoring or at a Borough-level are untenable. EqIA 

cannot be produced after a decision has been made or retroactively amended. 

That is because the purpose of the EqIA is to fulfil the duty before and at the 

time when a particular draft is being considered (see Kaur & Shah v LB Ealing 

above) 

 

The extent of the need to pay due regard to the Public Sector Equality Duty 

(PSED) differs from case to case.  In the case of the London Plan, the need to 

pay due regard is very high, as London has large numbers of vulnerable people, 

very many of whom fall within one or more of the protected groups. 

The Mayor asserts that the PSED is procedural and does not require a particular 

result to be achieved (Appendix 1, 17).  However, the Mayor through the London 

Plan, is seeking to achieve ‘Good Growth’ which in essence means prioritizing 

equalities issues.  Thus, if through the Plan, harm is caused to persons with 

protected characteristics, by necessity, ‘Good Growth’ is not being achieved.  In 

the case of the London Plan, therefore, the PSED does actually need a particular 

result to be achieved, because it correlates to the Plan’s main objective as a 

whole.  The PSED and the Plan’s main objective are inextricably linked.  As 

appendix 3, 1.5.6 states regarding policy GG1: 

The Policy establishes the principle that Good Growth is inclusive growth. It sets 

the framework for the Plan to deliver strong and inclusive communities. This 

Policy seeks to ensure that all development in London takes account of London’s 

diverse population. In framing the Plan, this Policy seeks to ensure that this 
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approach permeates throughout the Plan and that the specific requirements of 

those sharing protected characteristics are consistently identified and considered 

as part of all planning and development across London. 

It is clear that the most deprived communities will be most impacted by the 

spatial policies of this Plan.  This correlates disproportionately with BAME 

communities and consequently a young demographic:   

(Appendix 3) 7.1.2 Many of the areas identified in Policy SD1 as Opportunity 

Areas overlap significantly with some of the places in London where there are 

higher concentrations of residents from BAME backgrounds. Many of the 

Strategic Areas for Regeneration identified in Policy SD10 also overlap with 

places in London where there are higher concentrations of residents from BAME 

backgrounds, and the Opportunity Areas identified in Policy SD1. 

Even though: 

There is the potential, however, that the scale of development in these areas 

could result in displacement of existing residents and communities, local shops 

and services, higher rents, or development that does not take account of what is 

valued in an area. The Plan as a whole seeks to mitigate these potential negative 

impacts of development where possible through the planning system. 

It is not at all clear how the planning system is or will be able to mitigate these 

potential negative effects.  Despite this, it is still stated with a perverse logic 

that: 

Given the distribution of Strategic Areas for Regeneration and the higher 

proportions of BAME residents in these areas, it is likely that policy SD10 would 

have a positive effect on people from BAME backgrounds.  

Just Space beg to differ: 

SD1- The clear impact of Opportunity Areas is that they will displace existing 

communities.  Because the Opportunity Area policy does not carry out Social 

Impact Assessments and because the Mayor has not evaluated the impact of OA 

designation in OAs to date, there is a clear lack of evidence that the policy will 

for example “reduce health inequalities and improve overall wellbeing” yet this is 

the conclusion of the Health topic. 
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Mainly areas with high numbers of BAME people are being affected, yet the Plan 

has no control over either the numbers of genuinely affordable units constructed 

or their allocation.  Thus it is clear that the Plan has absolutely no mechanism to 

ensure that local people benefit from the housing produced. 

However, the level and tenure of affordable housing that can be delivered is 

constrained by viability and the availability and conditions of funding. Thus, 

while providing a potential positive impact on those with protected 

characteristics in need of affordable housing, the impact of Policies (H5-7) will be 

constrained as they will not meet all identified need. It should also be noted that 

the London Plan has no remit over how homes are allocated. (Appendix 3 

1.5.14) 

It is also totally clear that the policy for town centre intensification as a primary 

driver of housing delivery will not produce the right sized homes that are 

required, particularly for BAME communities many of whom have larger families 

and require larger properties. Even a cursory analysis of town centre housing 

shows that high rise, high density, 1 and 2 bed flats are the majority of the units 

that are produced with all the concomitant problems of access and play areas 

and lack of parking for families.   Yet Appendix 3 states: 

2.3.2 Measures to encourage the development of new homes in and around town 

centres may be of particular value to older people and families with young 

children, who may be more likely to use or access the facilities and services 

provided 

BAME households are more likely to live in overcrowded accommodation than 

white households and overcrowding is most severe among Pakistani, 

Bangladeshi and black African households.  There is no quantitative analysis of 

how much overcrowding will be likely to remain if the Plan is implemented, 

although it is conceded that some will remain.  The Plan does not state that 

overcrowding will reduce and does not even rule out that it will actually increase. 

2.3.5 Given the level of need for affordable housing in London (and low-cost rent 

in particular), the positive impact of Policies H5, H6 and H7 will be constrained 

as they will not meet all identified need. While this does not mean that an 
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existing overcrowded family will remain so, it does mean that an element of 

overcrowding is likely to remain across London. 

Transport improvements, especially Crossrail, are used as a driver for 

intensification of housing within the Plan.  The negative effects associated with 

this will again be felt by BAME communities disproportionately.  BAME Londoners 

are more likely to live in households with an average annual income below 

£20,000 and are twice as likely to rent privately, than white British people.   

7.9.8 Transport improvements, such as some of those listed in Table 10.1 (which 

provides an indicative list of transport scheme proposals, and timetables for 

these works) will often impact on the value of land surrounding the scheme. 

Depending on local circumstances, this could inflate the cost of accommodation 

in some areas, particularly impacting private renters on low incomes. BAME 

Londoners are more likely to live in households with an average annual income 

below £20,000 (43 per cent BAME, compared with 32 per cent White) and are 

twice as likely to rent privately than White British people, making them more 

likely to experience this potential displacement effect. 

Densification of deprived areas, allows schools to be situated in pollution hot- 

spots.  By adding ‘designed to minimise increased exposure to poor air quality’ 

the seriousness of the issue is dismissed and somehow ‘designed’ out.  No 

quantitative measures of acceptable levels of air pollution are cited.  This is 

highly detrimental to the health and well-being of the poorer sections of society 

and, as a consequence, discriminates against those from BAME groups and the 

young. 

2.4.7 Often areas with poorer air quality are more deprived. While the policy 

does not restrict the provision of new education facilities in areas of poorer air 

quality as that would compound issues of inequality and deprivation, this is 

mitigated by Policy SI1, which requires buildings such as schools where there 

will be high concentrations of groups such as children and young people to be 

designed to minimise increased exposure to poor air quality. 

The Redbridge Local Plan, adopted in March 2018, is based on the spatial 

policies of this Draft London Plan, and all the modelling shows that there will be 

a 30% increase in traffic congestion in Ilford South, the most deprived area, 
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while the rest of the Borough will actually see a decrease in traffic. It is the 

spatial strategy that is creating the increase in traffic congestion and 

consequently in air quality.   

Poor air quality can have negative impacts during pregnancy affecting both 

mother and baby. Studies in London have shown that air pollution is having a 

detrimental impact upon babies’ health before they are born and is directly 

attributable to low birth weight.  Ilford South suffers greatly from the problem of 

low birth weight of babies and this will be exacerbated with the new Local Plan 

that has been adopted.  Yet: 

6.9.1 states that: 

Many of the transport policies within the Plan are likely to have positive impacts 

for women who are pregnant or who have recently given birth and those with 

very young children. 

2.9.2: 

By managing road congestion and its impact on air quality as London grows, the 

transport policies of the Plan should also positively impact on young people as 

they are more susceptible to the health consequences of poor air quality than 

the general population. 

Thus, to conclude, as the Public Sector Equality Duty has not been and now 

cannot be retrospectively fulfilled, this Plan and particularly the spatial policies 

within it, needs to be seriously re-thought, using a more comprehensive and 

relevant equalities evidence base.   

 

I would thus like to reiterate to the Inspectors that the EIP should be halted at 

this juncture, as it is progressing on a completely iniquitous foundation and will 

be at serious risk of a Judicial Review challenge if it forms judgements based on 

its current evidence base. 


