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MATTER 51 DELIVERING SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

Inspector’s questions 

 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?  

  

Selby Trust Response to Policy S1 Developing London’s Social Infrastructure.  

About the Selby Trust. 

The Selby Trust is a leading multi-function community centre, of 30 years standing, 

in North Tottenham, an area of very high levels of deprivation.  We support over 140 

ethnically and socially diverse groups who deliver everything from sports, boxing, 

cycling, support for carers, employment skills, women’s groups, music practice, 

youth work, AIDS and long term chronic illness health projects, ex-offenders, food 

bank, café, events, soft play and growing projects.  There are 200 jobs on site, 

turnover of £3m a year, over 500 visitors a week yet our survival is in the balance. 

The centre is on a 2.3 acre site listed in Local Plan/SSAD as a future mixed-use 

development site, which should ensure the future needs of the Selby Trust are met 

and community facilities replaced.  As existing facilities are expensive to heat and 

not fit-for-purpose the Selby Trust is open to redevelopment.  The Site is a 

Registered Asset of Community Value with 3 years remaining on a 25 year lease 

from the LB Haringey.   The Selby Trust will accept a smaller footprint if we can get 

the same amount of floorspace in more efficient buildings.  If we are allowed greater 

floorspace we can also raise loan finance and use additional income from the extra 

space to repay the loan.  This would reduce the burden on the site and improve 

scheme viability for affordable housing.  To do this the Selby Trust wish to be treated 

as equal partners and engaged fully in scheme development.  This isn’t happening at 



the moment, we are treated as difficult consultees and in our view the emerging  

London Plan policy could assist us more.  

Our position is similar to many community groups in London and so the evidence we 

present here should also be taken as representing community groups and social 

infrastructure across London. 

51a) 

The policy S1 focuses very heavily on new social infrastructure but this does not 

consider the fact that there may be existing social infrastructure that requires 

ongoing support or may be under threat.   The Selby Trust would like to see policy 

worded that specifically protects and enhances existing community facilities as well 

as developing new facilities.  This will require a sophisticated needs assessment that 

really considers which services and spaces the community values.  

We would like the policy to recognise the irreplaceability and uniqueness of many 

community spaces and to look after them for future generations. The policy should 

recognise the role of community spaces to the achievement of neighbourhoods, 

social co-operation and mutual aid. 

It would help if the policy recognises the social infrastructure is increasingly being 

delivered by the voluntary and community sector especially for London's hard to 

reach communities and the need for spatial policy to support existing and develop 

new community infrastructure where needed.  Some communities are caught in a 

negative, downward cycle of deprivation in which not just public but also private and 

social sector resources were being withdrawn while community resources come 

under increasing pressure.  Austerity had made things worse and we have seen the 

both revenue cuts and the physical loss of community centres, Sure Start centres, 

leisure centres and pools, libraries, arts and informal spaces across London and the 

voluntary continues to try to plug gaps with fewer and fewer resources.  

Significant public investment will be required to reverse the negative cycle, help 

strengthen social and community sector resources and bring back the jobs and vital 

services.  To lose community infrastructure is easy but to build it back takes years 

and in an environment of cuts and rising rents is increasingly difficult.  The Trust 

believes it is better to protect and grow services that already exist. 

In S1A the policy asks the Boroughs to review their social infrastructure but this does 

not entirely allow for the fact that if that infrastructure is on their own land they may 

under value its contribution in the drive towards austerity.  It has been the case that 

councils putting up rent on community centres has driven them into decline releasing 

land back to councils for sale or other value generating purposes. Also some non- 

town planning policies in councils are moving to weaken existing social infrastructure 

(budget cuts, rent increases, renewal of leases on only 5 year rolling basis, etc) and 

so planning is even more important.  

In light of the extent of voluntary and community centre functions in delivering social 

infrastructure we consider Boroughs should work with and resource both the 

community and an umbrella community organisation such as a Borough Voluntary  



Council or trusted group, such as Just Space, to provide independence.  It is 

important that these community, voluntary bodies are funded to provide this support 

role as they are not generally resourced to undertake this type of function.  The 

words ‘where the council owns the infrastructure or land then an umbrella 

voluntary body, and the community should also be partners in developing the 

needs assessment’ should be added. 

In considering social infrastructure the needs of minority and ethnic groups should be 

carefully considered and where these groups are providing services for themselves 

this should be encouraged and enabled and not replaced by mainstream, less 

diverse or less targeted services.  In areas of high ethnic mix or high deprivation 

some of this happens due to unconscious bias. The nature of services may look 

different; less professional; more impromptu; in worse buildings because that is what 

is affordable to these communities. Then what is delivered is undervalued and 

because these communities are not well understood by the mainstream services are 

cut or part cut to the point they are not viable or property and places are removed as 

resources to these groups. It is established fact that more affluent areas have more 

community and social infrastructure and are less assessed as to their social 

performance1. 

Supported sector terminology recognises a large range of high needs groups eg 

from policy H14 LGBT, disabled, domestic abuse but we would also include hostels, 

refugees, food banks all of whom face challenges in finding spaces in London.  The 

words ‘Existing Social Infrastructure, especially that supports minority or high 

needs groups, should be safeguarded, enhanced and where demand is unmet 

or populations are growing rapidly new facilities should be developed’ should 

be added. This would be more in line with NPPF policy 92(c)2. 

In S1B the approach to assessing social infrastructure needs is the mechanical 

Borough planning approach and this may not capture the wider requirements of 

incumbent and future communities in opportunity areas.  Examples of other 

opportunity areas in London have shown this to be a weakness for example there 

were no new religious spaces or youth spaces have been delivered in the Nine Elms 

redevelopment and also access to new community spaces was prohibitively 

expensive for incumbent communities.  We would support wording that required 

greater consultation and engagement in the process.  The words ‘specific 

assessment of the needs of local people, faith based and high needs groups in 

the assessment’ should be added to the end of S1B. Taking in account the 

protected groups within the Public Sector Equality Duty (Equality Act 2010). 

                                                           
1 http://www.civilexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Valuing-Social-

Infrastructure-final.pdf p 09  

 
2 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/740506/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_print_version.pdf p27 

http://www.civilexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Valuing-Social-Infrastructure-final.pdf
http://www.civilexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Valuing-Social-Infrastructure-final.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740506/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_print_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740506/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_print_version.pdf


51b) 

The definition is rather limited to physical spaces, fails to recognise certain groups eg 

young people other than in play facilities ignoring youth clubs. 

The definition should recognise informal social infrastructure and that community 

spaces are not just physical buildings but also social spaces where cultural 

expression takes place, providing movement and interaction between different 

cultures. 

51c) 

While the introduction to the policy notes the role of the community sector the actual 

policy itself is fairly weak on this point and does not acknowledge the threat that 

community sector organisations and facilities have come under. Also when 

community organisations come under the threat of redevelopment any replacement 

facilities are often not then taken up by the incumbent groups.  Some past attempts 

at regeneration have led to community infrastructure loss as failure to reflect genuine 

local conditions and priorities beforehand has cut services, sometimes doing more 

harm than good. Local accountability is crucial and we should try to develop 

mechanisms for giving local communities more leverage over how funding is used.   

Where Boroughs do acknowledge the social value of sites the Selby Trust would 

welcome a stronger policy on supporting the retention and enhancement of those 

facilities wherever possible.  Including strong support for all facilities registered as 

assets of community value and also to support longer term protection of such places 

eg through asset transfer or protection in s106 agreements. In addition replacement 

should be seen as full replacement as though we were a business where the 

principle of replacement is accepted.  In the community sector it is often put under 

the strain of further tests such as ‘is there another similar service nearby?; ‘do we 

really need this service for young people with a school next door?’.  This isn’t applied 

to enterprises.  Furthermore it is being applied to the Selby Trust despite the fact that 

the only regular source of LBH support we receive is the lease and this too is on an 

increasing rent basis over the remainder of the term. The point being that the council 

may seek to edit which services it replaces when it is not funding them itself. The 

services provided are those the community demands and visits; community groups 

also have to be entrepreneurial to survive. The words ‘Where existing Social 

Infrastructure, is on a site being affected by redevelopment a replacement or 

enhanced facility should be fully re-provided (on a like for like basis) on the 

site or on another proximate site.  Development schemes that result in any 

unmet additional need for social infrastructure to contribute towards 

supporting upgrading or enhancing existing facilities or providing for new 

facilities’ should be added to S1D. 

In some cases mainstream providers take over the new facilities and then the nature 
of their delivery to the local area changes.  For example, in many schemes with 
replacement B1 facilities developers may run the new business units themselves 
rather than local enterprise groups or charities. Prices go up and the occupants are 
gentrified as spaces are taken up by different types of people.  London has seen the 



loss of over half of its local enterprise networks and there is an exodus of charities, 
artists as cheap spaces are lost.  When new facilities are built as replacement the 
rent is often increased to unaffordable levels. We talk about affordable housing and 
affordable workspace but not affordable social infrastructure which we should given 
the increasing costs of operating in London – some thought should be given to 
affordable social infrastructure in the definition. A good example was the 
Springfield Hospital planning consent in which the three main community groups on 
site had to have replacement facilities at peppercorn rents secured in the s106 but a 
policy to encourage this would see it happen more often. 

In S1F we would welcome a stronger policy protecting against the loss of existing 

social infrastructure and these schemes should have fully consulted with existing 

local infrastructure providers, community and voluntary groups to ensure the 

area’s ongoing social infrastructure needs are met. 

In the case of the Selby Trust redevelopment can take place but the business model 
will fail if there is no temporary solution and ongoing activity at the same intensity 
during the build period.  This project will need a fully developed decant strategy to 
ensure the organisation and services do not disappear during the redevelopment 
period.  The words ‘Where a proven community group(s) is affected by 
redevelopment they should be involved in all stages of the process as an 
equal partner so that they can benefit from the future scheme; where a careful 
decant strategy is required they should be involved in the planning and 
delivery of the project throughout’ should be added in a new sub section to policy 
S1. 

Part G talks about redundant social infrastructure being considered for other uses. 

These words in themselves will not be effective without a mechanism to make them 

effective. We think this policy would be stronger and more practical if it was 

reworded to also say ‘or offered to existing proven social and community 

organisations before alternative developments are considered’.  Perhaps there 

could be the establishment of a London database of groups who are seeking space 

that could be offered spaces when these opportunities arise. 

 

 

(Word count 2100 ignoring headings and question) 


