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Social Infrastructure  
 

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?  
 

The key issues are: 

 

•  many London borough Local Plans do not plan positively for social infrastructure 

•  the new draft London Plan provides a much-needed policy framework for Local 

Plans;  

•  the NPPF provides guidance on planning positively for meeting the community’s 

needs, safeguarding against losses, taking an integrated approach to the location 

of housing and social infrastructure and working with providers to deliver the 

infrastructure that communities need; and 

•  need for clearer policy on access to local social infrastructure, services and 

amenities as an integral part of optimising housing density (Policy D6B) and 

developing strong, inclusive, sustainable, walkable communities (Policy GG1B):   

•  need an SPG on Strong and Inclusive Communities. 



Planning positively for social infrastructure: 

 

London Forum considers that many London borough Local Plans do not plan positively for 

social infrastructure. Some Local Plans do, such as Camden (see chapter 4: Community, 

Health and Wellbeing), Wandsworth (Policy IS6: Community services and the provision of 

infrastructure) and Hammersmith and Fulham (Section 9: Community Facilities, Leisure and 

Recreation), but many local plans are essentially development management documents.  

 

Providing a policy framework for Local Plans 

 

This chapter, therefore, provides a much-needed policy framework for London borough 

local plans, defining the process of planning for the different types of social infrastructure:  

•  assessing needs  

•  defining the types of development which should incorporate social facilities 

•  defining the locational/accessibility requirements 

•  protecting against loss of such facilities, including adopting a sequential approach to 

the disposal of redundant social infrastructure facilities 

•  identifying sites 

 

NPPF  

 

The NPPF (2012) proposes: 

•  As part of planning’s social role, creating a high-quality built environment, with 

accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, 

social and cultural well-being (para 7);  

 

•  take account of and support local strategies to improve health, social and cultural 

wellbeing for all, and deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and 

services to meet local needs. (Para 17 – last of the 12 core planning principles);  

 

•  in plan-making, local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to 

meet the development needs of their area; and 

 

•  Local Plans should meet objectively-assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to 

adapt to rapid change; and in para 70 For Promoting Healthy Communities, local 

planning authorities should:  

 

•  plan positively for the provision (of) … community facilities .. and other local 

services; 

 

•  guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly 

where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs;  

 

•  ensure that established shops, facilities and services are able to develop and 

modernise in a way that is sustainable, and retained for the benefit of the 

community; and 

 



•  ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, economic 

uses and community facilities and services. 

 

•  work with other authorities and providers to assess the quality and capacity of 

infrastructure for transport, water supply, wastewater and its treatment, energy 

(including heat), telecommunications, utilities, waste, health, social care, education, 

flood risk and coastal change management, and its ability to meet forecast 

demands (para 162) 

 

Failure to distinguish between local and non-local social infrastructure: 

 

The chapter does not, however, distinguish between: 

 

•  highly local, neighbourhood services - in neighbourhoods or neighbourhood 

centres to meet day-to-day needs: such as local shops and services, cafes and 

pubs, post office, bank, GP and dentist surgeries, nursery, primary school, 

community centre, local open spaces, all within easy walking distance (400-

800m). These are the building blocks of walkable communities; and 

 

•  non-local social infrastructure, in higher-order centres, such as libraries, town 

hall, or health centre, or outside town centres, such as a sports centre, hospital, 

secondary school or college. 

 

This is relevant to: 

•  appropriate densities and accessibility to local facilities, amenities and social 

infrastructure (Policies D2 and D6 and Policy H2) 

 

•  role of town centres (Policy SD8 D and E) and neighbourhood centres (Policy 

SD8 F), and Annex 1: Town Centre Network; and 

 

•  the choice of an area within 800m from the boundary of (London Plan) higher-

order town centres (International, metropolitan, major and district centres) – 

the main functions of these centres being concentrated in the primary frontages.  

 

Need more emphasis on planning for strong and inclusive communities: 

 

However, there is insufficient recognition in this chapter that local social infrastructure is 

a key building block for walkable/sustainable neighbourhoods/communities - access to 

local social infrastructure is a key consideration in relation to housing density (Policy D6 B 

on optimising housing density) There is a clear need for a cross-reference!! 

 

London Forum strongly supports Policy S1, although it needs more emphasis on the local, 

neighbourhood dimension. In particular, we support:  

 

•  the proposed resistance to the loss of local social infrastructure and the proposed 

sequential approach to the release of redundant social infrastructure in Policy SI1F 

and G, and supporting text paras 5.1.4 and 5.1.5. 



 

•  the emphasis on social infrastructure being easily accessible by walking, cycling 

and public transport (para 5.1.8); 

 

•  the encouragement for shared use and co-location of facilities (para 5.1.8); and 

 

•  bringing unused or underused facilities back into use (5.1.9). 

 

M51 a) Yes 

 

M51 b) Yes, but it needs to be extended to include more local facilities within easy walking 

distance, including community centres, meeting places and pubs. 

 

M51 c)  Yes – these policies not only articulate national policy (NPPF para 69 and 70), but 

provide a strong framework for both Local Plans and for development management 

 

SD1 D encourages making the best use of land, including co-location, rationalisation and 

sharing of facilities, which support NPPF para 70, first bullet – plan positively for the 

provision and use of shared space 

 

SD1 F, which seeks to safeguard against the loss of social infrastructure - this also supports 

NPPF policy para 70, second bullet – guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities 

and services 

 

SD1 G, proposes a sequential approach to the reuse of social infrastructure before 

alternative developments are considered.  

   

 

PROPOSALS:   

 

Policy S1 A should have additional words on the end, or they could be extra sections to 

Policy S1, as follows: 

 

‘Boroughs’ Development Plans should identify sites to meet the projected needs for   

social infrastructure without including any sites in the Green Belt or on Metropolitan 

Open Land.  

Progress in meeting social infrastructure needs should be included in boroughs' annual 

reports.’  

 

The latter would make it similar to Policy S3 A 1) for education and childcare facilities. 

 

Policy S1 E: Wrong order – compare para 5.1.8 – The words should be “walking, cycling and 

public transport.” 

 

Policy S1 G: London Forum strongly supports this policy and the process described in paras 

5.1.4 and 5.1.5 to avoid losses of local social infrastructure uses.  Compare the sequential 



approach to releasing social infrastructure in the Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan: Policy 

CK1: Social and Community Uses. Boroughs should be encouraged to adopt local policies to 

resist the loss of social infrastructure adopting the approach outlined in paras 5.1.4 to 

5.1.9.  

 

London Forum is concerned about the lack of integrated planning for social infrastructure 

and the implications for the large numbers of new residents proposed in major 

developments, such as in Opportunity Areas.  

 

Proposed New Policy S1 DA 

 

“Major development proposals should deliver sufficient social infrastructure to 

meet the needs of new residents, but if this not secured, delivery of the long-term 

capacity for homes will need to be phased, to avoid new residents having poor 

access to social infrastructure and any unacceptable impacts on existing social 

infrastructure. “ 

 

NB:  Paragraph 2.1.11 has the words "Where development proposals are emerging and 

transport investment is not yet fully secured, delivery of the long-term capacity for homes 

and jobs will need to be phased in a way that maximises the benefits from of major 

infrastructure and services investment whilst avoiding any unacceptable effects on existing 

infrastructure before schemes are delivered." 

 

Para 5.1.9: London Forum strongly supports the concerns about the need to provide 

premises suitable for voluntary and community organisations, but considers that there is a 

need for a policy within Policy S1 and/or within Policy E1 in Chapter 6, as unused or 

underused offices can be a useful source, although increasingly these are being converted to 

housing under permitted development rights. Premises for voluntary and community 

organisations is now becoming a critical issue in many boroughs. These should be regarded 

as part of the social infrastructure. 
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