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Delivering Social Infrastructure  
  
M51.  Would Policy S1 provide an effective and justified approach to the 

development of London’s social infrastructure? In particular would it be 
effective in meeting the objectives of policies GG1 and GG3 in creating a 

healthy city and building strong and inclusive communities? In particular: 
a) Would Policy S1, in requiring a needs assessment of social 

infrastructure and encouraging cross borough collaboration provide 

an effective and justified strategic framework for the preparation 
of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to the 

development of social infrastructure?  
b) Would it provide a justified definition of social infrastructure?  
c) Would it provide an effective development management framework 

for boroughs, particularly with regard to Policy S1D, F and G? 
 

 
 Introduction 

 
1. 
 

Brethren’s Gospel Trusts (BGT) represents ecclesiastical charitable trusts 
responsible for the provision and maintenance of Gospel Halls (Places of 
Worship) for the Plymouth Brethren Christian Church (PBCC) throughout 
England and Wales including several London Boroughs. 
  

2. BGT objectives are to focus on: 

• the role of the voluntary sector in general and faith communities in 
particular in supporting the quality of life in London, in tackling social 
exclusion and inequalities, including crime and the fear of crime; 

• the need for a clear marker for Local Plan preparation in London of the 
need to promote truly sustainable communities and to encourage 
diversity and equality in planning; 

• the need to ensure provision at the London Plan level for the voluntary 
sector including faith communities and their need for space to operate 
and specifically to ensure the recognition of Places of Worship as part of 
the infrastructure for sustainable communities throughout London. 

 
3. BGT bring a non-sectarian faith perspective to the examination, recognising that 

there is a wide diversity of faith based communities within London. 
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4. The LGA have published guidance for local authorities1 (NLP/AD/05) which 
includes a chapter ‘Working with Faith Communities’. This includes the 
following advice at paragraph 8.2: 
 
Faith is a key area for community cohesion for a number of reasons:  
 

• the traditions of all the major faiths contain teachings commending the 
fundamental values of equality and respect which are so important to 
community cohesion;  

• the presence of communities of different faiths and cultures enriches an 
area;  

• members of particular faith groups may have particular service needs;  
• discrimination and prejudice on the basis of faith corrodes community 

cohesion and must be addressed;  
• faith communities have much to offer their area as providers of services 

and as contributors to community cohesion projects; and  
• harmonious co-existence of people of different faiths and beliefs is vital 

to community cohesion. 
 

 Background 
 

5. Plymouth Brethren Christian Church (PBCC) was inaugurated by Mr John 
Nelson Darby and several other like-minded persons who separated from the 
Anglican Church and met for the ‘Breaking of Bread’ or holy communion in 
Dublin in 1827. The movement spread to other cities notably Plymouth as well 
as London.     
 

6. The key characteristics and way of life of PBCC community is: 
 

• Emphasis on family values and worship, care for the elderly and 
disabled and outreach to the wider community through ‘Rapid Relief 
Team’; 

• Maintaining the principle of ‘Separation from Evil’ and rejection of any 
clerical system or hierarchy; 

• Separate places of worship with car-parks in secure grounds, dedicated 
to the service of God and religious instruction, excluding any social or 
recreational activities; 

• Separate family housing and separate workplaces for community 
businesses. 
 

7. With the above background, we have raised concerns, which we understand 
are shared by other faith communities2, that the proposed co-location of 
different forms of social infrastructure and sharing of facilities as set out in 
Policy S1 D is not a universal panacea and must not become a rigid dogma. A 
flexible approach is sought, and has been supported elsewhere.  For example, 
the adopted Dacorum Borough Council Policy CS 233 includes the following:   
The dual use of new and existing facilities will be encouraged wherever 
possible. 

                                                
1 Community Cohesion – an action guide: Local Government Association: 2004 
https://www.interfaith.org.uk/uploads/communitycohesionactionguide.pdf 
2 See Faith Groups and the Planning System (NLP/AD/07) 
3 Dacorum Borough Council Core Strategy – adopted September 2013 – Policy CS23 Social 
Infrastructure. 
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 Matter M51 Delivering Social Infrastructure 

Would Policy S1 provide an effective and justified approach to the development 
of London’s social infrastructure? 
 

8. We welcome the New London Plan recognition that social infrastructure is 
worthy of a dedicated chapter and a clear definition in the Glossary at 
Appendix 3. Social infrastructure has been aptly described as ‘the glue’ which 
binds together our diverse communities, which can include communities of 
interests as well as geographical communities. Faith communities are often 
communities of interests which may draw from a wider range of geographical 
communities. For example, the PBCC assembly in the London Borough of 
Sutton includes residents from the adjoining borough of Croydon.  
 

9. That said, we support the sentiments of paragraphs 5.1.2 and 5.1.3 and in 
particular, the need for the boroughs to work collaboratively to fully understand 
the existing and future social infrastructure needs and plan appropriately for 
these. This approach chimes with the advice of the Framework4 paragraphs 70 
and 171. Provided this approach is followed by the boroughs, we submit that 
Policy S1 will provide an effective and justified approach to the development of 
London’s social infrastructure. 
  

 In particular would it be effective in meeting the objectives of policies GG1 and 
GG3 in creating a healthy city and building strong and inclusive communities? 
 

10. Strong and inclusive communities as envisaged by Policy GG1 will be enriched 
by the provision of and access to a wide range of social infrastructure facilities 
to complement the provision of new housing and employment and to foster 
social integration in communities which will develop and thrive.  
 

11. Likewise, the wide range of social infrastructure including green infrastructure is 
essential to support a healthy city as promoted in Policy GG3. We particularly 
welcome the recognition that wider determinants of health must be addressed 
in an integrated way, which strongly implies that Policies GG3 and S1 should be 
read together.  
 

12. Provided that Policy S1 is applied in conjunction with Policies GG1 and GG3, 
we submit that in broad terms Policy S1 will be effective in meeting the high 
level objectives of policies GG1 and GG3. 
  

  

                                                
4 National Planning Policy Framework – March 2012 
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 a) Would Policy S1, in requiring a needs assessment of social 

infrastructure and encouraging cross borough collaboration provide 
an effective and justified strategic framework for the preparation of 
local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to the development of 

social infrastructure?  
 

13. The requirement for a needs assessment of social infrastructure and the 
encouragement of cross borough collaboration will be essential for the effective 
provision of new and improved social infrastructure throughout London to meet 
both existing and future needs. These needs will arise particularly in the 
Opportunity Areas and areas of housing intensification, but other areas will 
have ongoing needs which should be identified through the proposed needs 
assessments.  
 

14. We submit that the combination of a thorough needs assessment and where 
appropriate cross borough collaboration will provide an effective and justified 
strategic framework for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans. 
 

 b) Would it provide a justified definition of social infrastructure?  
 

15. We suggest that the supporting text to Policy S1 should include an explicit 
reference to the Glossary in Appendix 3. We welcome the Glossary definition, 
but without a clear cross reference this may be overlooked. 
 

 c) Would it provide an effective development management framework 
for boroughs, particularly with regard to Policy S1D, F and G? 
 

16. Policy S1D appears to provide a degree of flexibility and is not drafted in 
prescriptive terms, rather it suggests that co-location and rationalisation or 
sharing of facilities is encouraged and supported. BGT concern is that this may 
be applied in local plans and neighbourhood plans in a more prescriptive 
manner, with less flexibility. This would then become a source of potential 
conflict between stakeholders such as faith communities and the local planning 
authority, particularly where the faith community sees such requirements as 
contrary to their theological beliefs5. In the case of the PBCC community the 
provision of dedicated places of worship for the sole use of the church is a non-
negotiable position. However, the PBCC community is willing to be flexible in 
the use of the wider church site, for example facilitating shared use of a car-
park to serve a neighbouring school or medical centre. This would appear to be 
compliant with the underlying approach recommended by Policy S1D without 
compromising on the theological position.   
 

17. The requirements of Policy S1 F and G appear to be based on existing policies 
at both the strategic and local levels. BGT experience includes disposal of 
redundant places of worship in various parts of London. The example of the 
transformation of the large gospel hall in Ealing to become the Central 
Gurdwara for the Sikh community is documented in NLP/AD/086 as Case Study 
6. In Sutton a redundant gospel hall was considered suitable for redevelopment 
for housing but was purchased by the South Korean Christian Church. In 
Croydon a redundant gospel hall was again considered suitable for 
redevelopment for housing but was purchased by the local education authority 

                                                
5 See Faith Groups and the Planning System (NLP/AD/07) 
6 Responding to the needs of faith communities: places of worship (CAG Consultants et al, May 2008) 
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and redeveloped as a new school. In each case these redundant facilities were 
retained as an alternative form of social infrastructure.    
 

18. Accordingly, we conclude that the provisions of Policy S1D, F and G will provide 
an effective development management framework for boroughs provided that 
they are applied in local plans and neighbourhood plans in a flexible and non-
prescriptive manner, to accommodate the specific requirements of the diverse 
range of stakeholders and infrastructure providers which includes the voluntary 
and not-for-profit sector and various faith communities.  

 


