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Introduction: 

ft’work’s aim is to foster thriving communities by ensuring that clear social principles, evidenced 
in research, underpin development and regeneration. It is increasingly recognised that in order to 
thrive, London’s communities must become more integrated and inclusive; people must be afforded 
more control over their lives and opportunities to share in the social and economic activity around 
them. The Mayor of London, in the introduction to the draft Plan spells out the challenge, to deliver 
“a more socially integrated and sustainable city” (see 1.1.2 and 1.1.3, also GG1). But these 
aspirations are not part of development currency and do not carry through into the policy. ft’work 
would like to work with the Panel to rectify this. 

General context to D3 Inclusive Design:

In our response to the consultation, ft’work defined a set of social design principles to aid the 
delivery of socially sustainable development. One of these principles is particularly relevant to Policy 
D3: ‘Make integration and inclusion the drivers of major planning decisions’. This is not conjecture. 
The evidence is clear and we should not lose this opportunity to embed it in planning policy. 

London is diverse, yet increasingly unequal. People live parallel lives, so that life expectancy for 
those living a few streets apart can differ by 25 years. The social factors that influence this inequality 
are referred to as the ‘wider determinants of health’. These are defined in the Glossary, as “a diverse 
range of social, economic and environmental factors which impact on people’s health and life 
expectancy. They include transport, housing, education, income, working conditions, 
unemployment, air quality, green space, climate change and social and community networks.” Such 
inequality and lack of integration not only have a direct impact on well-being, as explained in GG2 
(1.3.1, 1.3.2), they are a major barrier to achieving more inclusive communities “and the need to 
reduce them is urgent”.

The same government-commissioned research that identified these social determinants – Fair 
Society, Healthy Lives (The Marmot Review), 2010 – defined two policy objectives of particular 
relevance here: ‘Create and develop healthy and sustainable places and communities’; and ‘Enable 
all children, young people and adults to maximise their capabilities and have control over their lives’. 

To take the first of these objectives, to create and develop healthy and sustainable places and 
communities, strong evidence suggests that the more integrated a community – culturally, 
economically and socially – the more likely its success; and the less integrated, the greater the 
disconnect between its inhabitants and the social and economic activity around them. For a 
development or neighbourhood to be truly ‘inclusive’ it must be well-integrated, accessible to all 
and meet the needs of its occupants/members. The Plan makes this clear. But to achieve this, all 
involved must understand the social make-up of well-integrated, inclusive communities and commit 
to addressing factors that enhance or damage them. 

The challenge is to address the mix in anticipation and to ensure effective scrutiny.

The second objective, to enable all children, young people and adults to maximise their capabilities 
and have control over their lives, indicates the means by which more inclusive, integrated 
communities might be achieved. GG1 (1.1.5), calls for people to help shape growth in their areas. 
The existing requirement to consult must become a requirement to engage, to ensure the active 
involvement of local people in the planning policies and decisions that will affect them. 

This must be an immersive and transparent process which engages a significant proportion of the 
community in a genuinely collaborative way. 



The need for initial evaluation: 

The methodology to assess social integration, and the barriers to it, is currently inadequate. In 
planning terms ‘inclusivity’ tends to be conflated with ‘accessibility’, just as it is in the draft Plan, 
especially in D3. This needs to be broadened to encompass the social as well as the physical/spatial 
aspects of inclusion. A baseline must then be established, against which policies to promote 
integration can be measured. In our statement regarding Matter 9 (Good Growth), we proposed that 
Policy D2A be used for this purpose. We wrote:

“Policy D2 A advocates a process of extensive initial evaluation ‘using demographic and 
socio-economic data’ (for an understanding of: social context; existing social and housing needs 
etc). ft’work believes that such Area Profiles must be used, formally, to provide a baseline against 
which integration is measured and to identify the local barriers to inclusion. With this data, Local 
Authorities can ensure that planning policy and decisions are building towards well-integrated, 
mixed-use communities. With a requirement to be kept updated, the profiles will be invaluable in 
underpinning the important social aspirations of GG1. They can be introduced within the body of 
the Plan in D3, SD10, H3, H8. H10 and S1.”

In our responses to the Panel’s questions, below, we have suggested how D3 should be modified to 
include policy relating to what we would term ‘socially inclusive design’. We also suggest that this 
term is used wherever relevant within the Plan to make clear the distinction from physical 
accessibility.

Addressing the Panel’s questions: 

Q. M35 Would Policy D3 provide a justified and effective strategic framework for delivering inclusive 
design?

Not as it stands. Chapter 3 as a whole and D3 in particular currently fail to address the Plan’s 
central aim of social inclusion (GG1) as it relates to design, so that the policy on inclusive design as 
it pertains to social integration and equal access is quite simply absent. This is a serious omission 
and unquestionably needs to be addressed.

Inclusive design is essential to the Plan, as outlined in policy GG1 (detailed in Clauses A to F). Here 
the term ‘inclusive’ clearly refers to social integration and equality of opportunity and access for all 
Londoners. There is a definition of ‘Inclusive design’ in the Glossary and it supports this broader 
description:  

“Inclusive design results in an environment which everyone can use, to access and benefit from 
the full range of opportunities available; confidently, independently, with choice and dignity, which 
avoids separation or segregation and is made up of places and spaces that acknowledge diversity 
and difference, meeting the needs of everyone in society”.

Also relevant is the definition in the Glossary of ‘Inclusive neighbourhoods’, which states in part: 
“… An inclusive neighbourhood… will also allow people to safely and easily move around their 
neighbourhood through high quality people focused spaces, while enjoying barrier free access to 
surrounding areas and the wider city. They should have safe and easy access to a network of open 
spaces which meet their recreational needs to enhance health and wellbeing, as well as welcoming 
easily accessible communal spaces which provide opportunities for social interaction”.

In D3, however, the policy as outlined in Clause A refers only to the physical barriers to inclusion 
and access, not to the social barriers. This highlights a fundamental confusion that needs to be 
resolved. Furthermore Policy D5 addresses ‘Accessible Housing’, thus duplicating aspects of D3 as it 
relates to physical access.



And even in relation to the physical barriers to inclusion, D3 A is limited to buildings, therefore 
neglecting inclusive design as it relates to master plans, the relationship between buildings, open 
spaces and connectivity.

ft’work’s response:

We propose, under Clause A, a paragraph 1A:
- ‘are designed to enable social integration, encounters between individuals and groups, ease of 
connectivity and access to local social infrastructure’

We propose the addition of a Clause AB (lifted from the Glossary definition of Inclusive 
Neighbourhoods’):
- ‘To deliver inclusive neighbourhoods that meet the needs of all Londoners, master plans and 
development proposals are required to achieve the highest standards of accessible and inclusive 
design, ensuring they:
 1. allow people to safely and easily move around their neighbourhood through high quality 
 people focused spaces, while enjoying barrier free access to surrounding areas and the 
 wider city
 2. have safe and easy access to a network of open spaces which meet their recreational 
 needs to enhance health and wellbeing
 3. provide welcoming and easily accessible communal spaces which provide opportunities 
 for social interaction

We propose the addition of a Clause AC:
- ‘In preparing Development Plans and area-based strategies, boroughs should refer to the initial 
evaluation (detailed in Policy D2A) [called Area Profile, if our suggestion at D2 were to be 
adopted], in order to identify existing levels of social integration for each area and to facilitate the 
design of socially inclusive communities.’

We propose a modification to Clause B, with the addition of points 1 and 2:
- The Design and Access Statement, submitted as part of planning applications, should include an 
inclusive design statement:
 - B1 ‘to demonstrate an understanding of existing levels of social integration in the area and  
 specific barriers to integration, as informed by an Area Profile; and to indicate how the 
 design proposal seeks to address these’
 - B2 ‘to indicate how the design proposal will ensure accessibility for all, taking the diversity 
 of needs into account’

Figures 3.3.1, 3.3.1A, 3.3.2 and 3.3.7, do address the broader concept of socially inclusive design, 
but unless the above changes are incorporated, they are purely descriptive, do not link to the policy 
and so lack means of application. To have teeth and to provide an effective strategic framework we 
suggest:
- these figures be re-ordered to improve clarity, so that 3.3.7 sits directly after 3.3.2
- directions to the definitions of ‘inclusive design’, ‘inclusive neighbourhoods’ and ‘wider 
determinants of health’ in the Glossary perhaps be included
- reference be made to the use of Area Profiles
- early engagement with local communities be shown to be a requirement

In particular:

3.3.1 advocates ‘an inclusive design approach’, and is broader in its description. However, by 
highlighting two particular groups in the closing sentence, this broader intent is lost. 
- We suggest deleting the final words: ‘… for disabled and older people in particular’, therefore 
ending with the phrase ‘Inclusive design is fundamental to improving quality of life of all Londoners’.



3.3.1A. We strongly support this ‘minor change’.   

We propose the addition of a figure 3.3.7AA:
- ‘London is diverse yet increasingly unequal, with life expectancy for those living just streets apart 
differing by 25 years. The social factors that influence inequality and lack of integration, referred to 
as the ‘wider determinants of health’, have a direct impact on well-being and are a major barrier to 
achieving more inclusive communities. These factors can be mitigated by affording people more 
control and ensuring their active involvement in decisions that affect them. In order to address 
inequality and improve social inclusion, development proposals must demonstrate that they are 
informed by early and transparent engagement with local communities. Development Plans have 
an important role in ensuring inclusive design and these must be developed in collaboration with 
local communities, including the full spectrum of social groups.’
 
In order to ensure effective scrutiny, we propose the addition of a figure 3.3.7B:
- ‘Design Review Panels should pay particular attention to how a development proposal intends 
to deliver an inclusive design, including socially inclusive design, as set out in the inclusive design 
statement. Panels should ensure that it reflects the local evaluation [or Area Profile] and complies 
with policy.’

Q. a) Would Policy D3 address matters that can be delivered and enforced through the planning 
regime, in particular the requirement for emergency evacuation? Would it strike the right balance 
between providing for inclusive design and delivering the planned level of growth? 

In our view it is not simply a question of growth, but ensuring that high standards of quality can be 
sustained during that growth (the fundamental aim of the Good Growth Policies). To deliver poorly 
integrated communities that do not respond to local need is not sustainable and would be worse 
than no growth.

Q. b) Would it be effective in ensuring the diverse needs of all Londoners are integrated into 
development proposals from the outset? Would it be effective in ensuring that the experience and 
views of all Londoners, particularly excluded groups, are taken into account in the evaluation of 
development proposals? 

and 

Q. c) In this respect, would it provide an effective and justified strategic framework for the 
preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to this matter?

The answer to both these questions is no, not as it stands.

These points are largely addressed above. But to reiterate… Inclusive design, by its very nature, is 
relevant to all Londoners. Its successful delivery depends on a thorough understanding of the local 
social context, including existing levels of integration and barriers to inclusion.  As discussed above, 
this needs to be achieved through a thorough process of initial evaluation.

It is absolutely essential that an early and detailed process of engagement takes place with all 
stakeholders, in order to understand their needs and wishes and to inform the inclusive design 
aspects of development projects from the earliest stage. An Area Profile will be invaluable in 
facilitating this. [We would also like to see integration and inclusion addressed as a standard part of 
RIBA Plan of Work Stage 0].

By definition, in order to be an effective framework, D3 must include requirements for initial 
evaluation and engagement, because without this depth of local knowledge neighbourhood plans, 
local plans and development plans cannot provide for adequately informed development 
proposals. The Plan makes repeated reference to the need for such evaluation, but it is lacking in 
the policy both here and elsewhere.


