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New Policy Institute: Written Statement  

Respondent number 2850 

Matter M9(b): Are the policies in chapters 2 to 12 of the 

Plan appropriately informed by and consistent with Good 

Growth policies GG1 to GG6? 

Summary 

This statement sets out some amendments to the Plan which were contained in our 

original submission which are directly relevant to matter M9B. In particular, we 

repeat our call for a commitment to publish Supplementary Planning Guidance in the 

Plan for London in order to make certain that the policies in chapters 2 to 12 of the 

Plan are appropriately informed by and consistent with Good Growth policies. 

Clarification 

NPI’s response to the consultation has been classified among the campaigning 

groups. NPI (the New Policy Institute) is not a campaigning organisation but a UK 

research institute of more than 20 years standing which produces evidence-based 

research on a range of social and economic issues. We carry out research, always 

based on data analysis, on a range of economic and social policy areas including 

poverty, social security, housing and economics. 

The Mayor’s aim: to keep London’s diverse communities strong 

As the Plan observes (paragraph 1.1.12), London is one of the most diverse cities in 

the world. To keep its communities strong, ‘London must remain open and inclusive, 

allowing everyone to share in and contribute towards the city’s success’. ‘This’, the 

Plan goes on, ‘will not be easy. London is one of the richest cities in the world, but it 

is also home to some of the poorest communities in the country’ (paragraph 1.1.13). 

We agree it will not be easy – which is why, in our response to the Draft London 

Plan, we (as authors of the London Poverty Profile – LPP) argued that the interests 

of low-income households should be given explicit consideration as the London Plan 

is put into practice.  

Low income households are diverse. Most have a household member in work. Most 

have caring responsibilities. Facing both time and money pressures, good access to 

social infrastructure, work, health services, education, green space and reasonably 
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priced shopping goods etc is crucial to them. Their journey patterns are more local 

(on average, people doing low paid jobs travel less far to work) and/or orbital (a 

majority of London’s low-income households live in outer London), complex (making 

trips with multiple purposes) and varied (things crop up, whether at school, with an 

elderly relative, etc.).  

In short, close attention to low-income Londoners pushes in the direction of ensuring 

that the complexity of how London is used by its diverse communities is given proper 

attention in the Plan itself and as it unfolds over the coming years. 

Amendments to the draft Plan and how it still falls short 

In response to our submission and others, there have been some changes. In 

particular: 

• The Plan is now clearer that it is underpinned by the concept of Good Growth, 

defined as ‘growth that is socially and economically inclusive and 

environmentally sustainable.’ 

• GG1 BA states that those involved in planning and development must ‘seek to 

ensure that London continues to generate a wide range of economic and 

other opportunities, and that everyone is able to benefit from these to ensure 

that London is a fairer, more inclusive and more equal city.’  

• There is a new clause FA arguing that the Plan supports and promotes ‘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 whether they are pregnant or have children, can share in its 

prosperity, culture and community, minimising the barriers and challenges and 

inequalities.’  

We welcome these new emphases and clarifications. However, there is little 

evidence in the rest of the Plan that this good strategic intent is carried through into 

the specific policy areas addressed by the Plan. Leaving aside housing policy, on 

which we will be making separate written statement and where there is at least a 

clear aim to achieve a ‘positive trend in percentage of planning approvals for housing 

that are affordable housing’, there is no sign of how policies in the Plan prioritise a 

fairer, more inclusive and more equal London. 

The Plan fails to make certain that the policies in chapters 2 to 12 of the Plan are 

appropriately informed by and consistent with Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6 

(M9b). If London’s communities are to be kept strong, these shortcomings and the 

gap between intent and delivery which they reflect, need to be addressed.  
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Proposals in our original submission: supplementary planning 

guidance 

In our original submission we proposed a set of amendments to the Plan that would 

have given specific form to the overall strategic aim of Good Growth in the policies in 

the Plan. The majority of these amendments have not been implemented. With 

regard to matter M9b, the most effective change required would be a commitment to 

publish Supplementary Planning Guidance to help boroughs, TFL and others 

implement the policy of giving explicit consideration to the interests of low-income 

households and to reduce inequalities more generally. This Commitment should be 

inserted in a new paragraph (1.1.6) after 1.1.5 in Chapter 1. 

To strengthen this commitment we have also suggested the following additions to 

the Plan.  

First, an extra point should be added to A in the section on Policy S1 Developing 

London’s social infrastructure: 

• “following the guidance provided by the Mayor in his Supplementary Planning 

Guidance on social infrastructure.”  

Second add to para 5.1.2:in Chapter 5: 

• “The Mayor will research and publish Supplementary Planning Guidance to 

help boroughs and others that sets out minimum criteria for social 

infrastructure to meet the needs of London’s diverse communities.” 

Third, add after B(1):in Chapter 6 

• Also define a boundary for the wider “SIL and its immediate vicinity”, taking 

guidance from the Mayor and relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance as 

an area where priority will be given to improving social and environmental 

facilities for existing residents who are impacted by the SIL. 

Peter Kenway and Ines Newman 

New Policy Institute, 

6 December 2018 


