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Matter M94 

a) Would the KPI’s and measures set out in Table 12.1 
ensure that the Plan can be effectively monitored such 
that the Mayor and others can respond effectively if 
policies are not delivering the expected outcomes, 
including those set out in Good Growth policies GG1 to 
GG6? 

(b) Should the Plan set out measures that would be taken 
in the event that monitoring demonstrates that the 
expected outcomes are not being delivered 

Respondent number 2850: New Policy Institute (NPI) 
Although NPI’s consultation response has been classified among the campaigning 
groups, NPI is a research institute of more than 20 years standing producing 
evidence-based research on social and economic issues, including the London 
Poverty Profile. 

Monitoring of Good Growth policies 

This statement presents evidence that the KPI’s and measures set out in Table 12.1 
do not ensure that the Plan can be effectively monitored, particularly in respect of 
Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6. 

In essence, our argument is simple. The question asks about the capacity of the 
KPI’s in 12.1 to flag up if policies are not delivering expected outcomes. Yet if we 
understand outcomes – as the Mayor must intend – as impacts upon people – then a 
majority of the KPIs including the most important do not measure outcomes but 
outputs (about the ‘supply’, ‘provision’, ‘availability’ and so on of physical things). 
Given this mismatch, the KPIs cannot do what your question asks and must be 
amended in order to do so.  

The Plan states that ‘good growth is inclusive growth’. Policy GG1 ‘Building strong 
and inclusive communities’ sets out eight objectives that need to be achieved for 
inclusive growth. The last of these is that: 

‘those involved in planning and development must support and promote the creation 
of an inclusive London where all Londoners, regardless of their age, disability, 
gender, gender identity, marital status, religion, sexual orientation, social class, or 
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whether they are pregnant or have children, can share in its prosperity, culture and 
community, minimising the barriers and challenges and inequalities.’ 

The proposed KPIs 1 to 12 (shown in Table 12.1 in the Plan) do not currently allow 
for the impact of policy GG1 on any of the groups mentioned above to be monitored. 
KPIs which include monitoring outcomes for groups with protected characteristics 
should be included.  

Monitoring of outcomes for low-income Londoners 

NPI argued in its response to the draft London Plan that low-income Londoners 
should be at the heart of the London Plan so that the Mayor’s vision of a city for all 
Londoners can be realised. 
The Mayor’s wish to ‘re-balance development to deliver more genuinely affordable 
homes’ is something that planning can aim to achieve. By contrast, his vision of a 
city for all Londoners, ‘socially integrated and sustainable …where people have more 
of a say and growth brings the best out of existing places’ goes beyond planning to 
the wider political process within which it takes place.  

We argue that implementation of the London Plan should pay explicit attention to the 
interests of low-income Londoners. This is not meant as an alternative to the vision 
of a city for all Londoners but as a way of ensuring that the Plan is capable of 
delivering the vision. Only if the Plan leans in will low income Londoners not lose out. 

Low-income households: short of money and short of time 
27 per cent of Londoners (2¼ million people) were in a low-income household in 
2015/16 according to the LPP. Low-income Londoners don’t have very different 
circumstances from others but the challenge they face is more acute because of 
their reduced resources. This is not just money: low income households are often 
short of time too.  

This is especially so for the majority of the 2¼ million in families where at least one 
person is doing paid work. More than half the adults in these families are women. 
Three quarters of the people in these working families have either a child, a disabled 
adult or a pensioner living with them. The care and support commitment this implies 
on top of the high (79 per cent) adult employment rate underlines the time pressure 
they are under – without a financial cushion to fall back on. 

If being short of time as well as money is what unites low income Londoners, they 
are nevertheless diverse, with the four equalities groups – age, sex, disability and 
race – well represented. As a result, monitoring how the Plan impacts low-income 
Londoners will in itself go some way towards monitoring the outcomes for groups 
with protected characteristics. 
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Implications for the London Plan  
A focus on low-income Londoners is in line with the importance that the Plan 
attaches to housing. But the concerns of low income households go further than this.  

• They will be cost sensitive in general, not just for housing. With less resources 
to spare, they may also be more risk-averse. 

• With higher numbers of dependents, they will make more use of local public 
services (schools, health, care, parks, leisure etc). 

• Journeys are more local (on average, low paid workers travel less far to work), 
complex (trips with multiple purposes) and varied (things crop up, whether at 
school, with a relative, etc) than those who commute daily, usually by train, to 
a full-time job.  

In short, a focus on low-income Londoners can help ensure that the complexity of 
how London is used by all those who live in it gets proper attention in the Plan. 

If these recommendations are incorporated into the plan and priority being accorded 
to low-income Londoners becomes policy then this will need to be effectively 
monitored. 

Proposed changes to Chapter 12 for the draft London Plan 

We believe that two sorts of changes are needed to the KPIs shown in Table 12.1 in 
the Plan. 

• Some key performance indicators must either be replaced or supplemented 
by measures (e.g. within chapter 12, policy M1) of the outcomes for low-
income Londoners. 

• Other KPI’s need development so that outcomes for sub-groups, including low 
income Londoners, become visible. 

  

Some of the current KPIs could be amended to included outcomes for groups with 
protected characteristics and/or low-income Londoners. For example: 

Housing KPI: Supply of affordable homes 
A measure of the supply of affordable housing is obviously required, but in itself it is 
insufficient. Even if what is delivered meets the planned output target, the question of 
whether that is sufficient is a live one which should be kept under regular review. To 
do this, the affordable housing KPI needs to be supplemented by a measure of the 
(unmet) need for affordable housing. The precise form this measure should take 
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requires careful deliberation. But without it, the adequacy of this most important 
aspect of the Plan, is insufficiently scrutinised.  

Transport KPI: Modal share 
This KPI monitors the increasing mode share for walking, cycling and public 
transport towards the target of 80% by 2041. This KPI could be split by travel mode, 
demographic group and by geographical area as different groups living in different 
areas of London (such as, inner and outer London but also much more local) will 
have different transport needs. Given Transport for London’s vast stock of highly 
detailed data on who is travelling where, when and how, one or more high-quality 
KPI’s measuring transport outcomes are eminently feasible. 

Importantly this KPI currently does not take into account the barriers to accessing 
different types of transport that some people face. For example, TfL notes that 
people who cycle tend to be white, male and earning more than £20,000 a year. This 
means that barriers to cycling are felt most by women, BAME people and low-
income Londoners.1 

Health KPI: Londoners engaging in active travel 
This KPI aims to monitor Londoners engaging in active travel and is measured by a 
positive trend in provision of cycle parking. Not only is this an output measure rather 
than an outcome measure, it is - given the typical profile of those who cycle - far too 
narrow even as an output measure. Given that walking, cycling and public travel all 
involve active travel, there is no obvious merit in this particular KPI at all.. 

Instead, following policy GG3 which aims to improve Londoners health and reduce 
health inequalities, we propose as a replacement a KPI that measures health 
inequalities, broken down by demographic sub-groups and mapped to small 
locations across London.  

Policy GG3 also seeks to improve London’s air quality and minimise inequalities in 
levels of exposure to air pollution. The KPI which monitors improved air quality 
should be also be broken down to look specifically at the distribution of levels of 
exposure to air pollution compared with the indices of multiple deprivation. This 
would allow inequalities in the levels of exposure to air pollution to be monitored.  

Conclusion 

The purpose of monitoring is to make sure that the implementation of the London 
Plan is kept under review. KPIs support key Mayoral commitments and priorities in a 
structured way.  

                                            
1 Transport for London (2018) Travel in London: Report 11. TfL. 
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From the KPIs currently included in chapter 12 it is not possible to assess yearly 
progress for much of the London Plan in terms, of the stated positive outcomes for 
all Londoners. There are no KPIs measuring the impact of the Plan on groups with 
protected characteristics or low-income Londoners and therefore it will be impossible 
to tell if the Plan is realising the Mayors vision of a city of all Londoners.  

The plan should set out the measures that would be taken in the event that the 
expected outcomes are not being delivered as if no action is taken as a result of the 
monitoring then there is no reason to monitor the outcomes.  


