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NOTE IN ABSENCE OF A RECORDING 
 
Before turning to the scheduled matter for discussion, the Chair reminded 
the Mayor’s representatives of the need to see suggested changes 
concerning disabled parking provision, definition of active and passive 
electric charging spaces and the promised note on predicted traffic levels 
and modal share 
 
 
MATTER 7A: LONDON’S LIVING PLACES AND SPACES - STRATEGY 
 
TUESDAY 14th SEPTEMBER AM 
 
POLICY 7.1 – Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities 
 
Mayor of London:   The Mayor’s representative referred to ED100 
indicating recommended changes and appropriate wording that the Mayor 
was willing to accept.  This reflected discussions with other participants 
(including London Councils and NHS London Healthy Urban Development 
Unit), and updates to take account of changing circumstances, and areas 
where the Mayor had given further consideration in response to written 
statements.  New changes put forward in response to written statements 
and the Panel Note included suggested changes to Policy 7.1 C and D, and 
paragraph 7.4 and 7.5 of the supporting text. 
 
London Tenants Federation:  Pleased to see the “Lifetime 
neighbourhoods” concept in the Plan as this fits in neatly with the 
coalition’s “localism” agenda.  It is considered that it would be better if 
Policy 7.1 was renamed “Lifetime Neighbourhoods” as this would give 
more prominence to the concept. 
 
Research from University of York [ED99] sets out a diagram of lifetime 
neighbourhoods, while further research on this subject can also be found 
in CLG documents Lifetime Homes Lifetime Neighbourhoods: A National 
Strategy for Housing in an Ageing Society, CLG, Feb 2008 [LD100] and 
World Class Places: The Government’s strategy for improving quality of 
place, CLG, May 2009. 
 
There is the potential for the Mayor to set out an exemplar model for 
lifetime neighbourhoods, and there is a need for a strong strategic 
definition of this concept within the Plan.  The introduction of a social 
infrastructure matrix detailing accessibility to infrastructure from London’s 
neighbourhoods would help with the provision of infrastructure. 
 
London First:  Agree that there is a need for strong neighbourhoods, 
although the Policy repeats issues that are dealt with elsewhere in the 
Plan.  These issues need to have a strategic aspect to them to be included 
in the Plan.  Note that PPS1 paragraph 38 states that “design policies 
should avoid unnecessary prescription or detail…”.  With regards to the 
Policy, clause A needs further definition as to what it means; clause B 
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relates to layout which is not strategic; and clause C issues are dealt with 
elsewhere in the Plan. 
 
HBF:  Would be reluctant to take on such a radical reform of the policy 
proposed by the London Tenants Federation [see ED98] without proper 
consultation being carried out.  Although we support the Mayor’s ambition 
to create mixed and balanced communities, we consider the Policy to be 
superfluous as it simply repeats PPS1 guidance and other planning 
principles.  It is questioned how the success of this policy would be 
monitored. 
 
Consortium of London Developers:  Agree that the policy duplicates 
other policies within the Plan, and we raise concerns that the policy does 
not give any guidance to what principles should be adhered to. Question 
whether the policy is misleading. 
 
Kings Cross Railway Lands Group:  From experience it has been 
difficult to secure the survival of a lot of social infrastructure partly 
because of prices being pushed up by new development.  It is considered 
that the strategic character of this policy should be supported. 
 
We would welcome the Social Infrastructure Accessibility Level (SIAL) 
matrix to ensure we meet more of our needs locally.  If the Mayor 
developed performance indicators this could be monitored with a good 
GIS system.  We consider that Lifetime Neighbourhoods should be applied 
London-wide, and not just in particular areas. 
 
Haringey Federation of Tenants and Residents Associations: 
Evidence over the last few years shows a loss in social infrastructure.  In 
Haringey there has been a tripling of development density, which has lead 
to a loss of green space and social infrastructure.  Page 26 of the 2010 
AMR [LD122] shows that two thirds of all approved residential 
development was built over the recommended density levels. 
 
There needs to be something in place to protect social infrastructure 
which improves the life of Londoners. 
 
In our original response we highlighted concerns over loss of community 
facilities, and contended that current social and environmental 
infrastructure is inadequate to deal with the needs of the current 
population levels, let alone greater/denser population levels. 
 
We are pleased that the Mayor’s Housing SPG has a section on social 
infrastructure.  It would be useful if there was a separate SPG on social 
infrastructure.  The question needs to be addressed as to what 
mechanism there would be to implement the need for social 
infrastructure.  Suggest that the production of a social infrastructure 
matrix may be useful.  It is noted that the British Property Federation and 
London Forum are two organisations that are moving towards the 
production of a matrix. 
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London Forum:  The comments from the other community groups are 
supported.  This policy is considered to be essential – it is a spatial 
expression of the coalition’s localism agenda.  We would also support a 
social infrastructure SPG and matrix.  There should be a positive planning 
approach to providing social infrastructure, not just the stopping of 
development that does not provide social infrastructure or reduces the 
amount of existing social infrastructure. 
 
Centre for Accessible Environments:  We consider it is about a holistic 
integrated approach.  It is noted that the TCPA and CLG have produced 
checklists for incorporating inclusive design into eco-towns, which could 
be useful for developers.  Drawing upon examples from relevant guidance 
and case studies, a detailed standard for creating lifetime neighbourhoods 
could be drawn up and included in the updated SPG. 
 
Lifetime Homes standards have been worked on in coordination with 
developers to make sure they are not too onerous, and the same could 
apply to lifetime neighbourhood standards. 
 
Care and Repair England:  The Mayor has the opportunity to take an 
important lead on this issue given the long term nature of the Plan, and 
provide wider awareness of this concept.  There is an opportunity to re-
engage local communities with the planning system.  The Policy is 
relevant as it tackles barriers.  There is a link to density levels as a GLA 
report 2009 explained higher densities of new development has lead to 
disengagement of development with its surroundings. 
 
Inclusion London:  Support London Tenants Federation in their proposal 
to rename the Policy and the draft text that they put forward.  
Neighbourhoods should be sustainable in terms of access; and the city 
needs to be age and disability friendly. 
 
Habinteg Housing Association:  Policy 7.1 is welcomed as it promotes 
equality for all.  The framework provided by PPS1 is not enough, and this 
Policy provides the further detail which is required.  A good framework for 
the Policy would be provided by the five principles of a lifetime 
neighbourhood: shared vision; accessible facilities; streets for all; public 
amenities; transport.  Stratford City is an example of what is being done. 
 
Places for People:  We would like to see clear progression of the policy 
regarding implementation and outcomes; the Plan needs to provide 
measures to ensure the Policy achieves what it sets out to. 
 
Consortium of London Developers:  Do not disagree with the principles 
of this policy, but it does repeat guidance elsewhere in the Plan.  Possible 
concerns are raised with regards to a matrix, as it would be an additional 
burden on developers to provide for existing deficiencies in infrastructure 
provision. 
 
HBF: We agree that a lot of the issues covered by Policy 7.1 are also 
dealt with in Policy 3.17.  There are already adequate mechanisms to 
provide for social infrastructure, the responsibility for providing it should 
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not just fall on developers.  The real issue that needs to be considered is 
who is going to pay for all the infrastructure required.  There is also a 
concern that any matrix might limit development in areas with existing 
deficits. 
 
There is a need to balance social and economic needs.  The greater 
concern for London would be if we do not provide the housing and 
economic development needed. 
 
South Bank Employers Group:  We also agree that we would not want 
Policy to inhibit development.  We have to remember that neighbourhoods 
are not just residential neighbourhoods and any approach should also 
consider tourists, visitors, employees in the area who also use local 
facilities and are part of the community on a day to day basis.  
Neighbourhoods need to be defined by boroughs, even if it means cross-
borough definitions. 
 
Federation of Small Businesses:  We believe this is a strategic issue.  
There is a need to incorporate opportunities to access work within the 
policy.  Businesses have similar interests in a community to the residents. 
 
Development Trusts Association:  We would support the London 
Tenants Federation comments with regards to Lifetime Neighbourhoods 
and the need for a separate SPG. 
 
Haringey Federation of Tenants and residents Associations:  
Although we acknowledge the needs of the local businesses we must 
make sure they do not dominate local neighbourhoods. 
 
London Forum:  It is considered that the policy needs more strategic 
aims in Clause A for the creation of a safe, green, friendly, well designed, 
cared for and prosperous environment in which people want to live and 
work, now and in the future.  We do not see the duplication of some 
points in the plan as a problem; cross-references could be useful. 
 
Kings Cross Railway Lands Group: Linking all the issues in this policy 
is a good spatial way of providing guidance in the Plan.  Mapping of social 
infrastructure could be a useful tool and should be considered. 
 
With regards to paying for the infrastructure, if mapping and criteria was 
clearer it would be useful for developers who would then know what 
infrastructure they were likely to be asked to provide. 
 
Centre for Accessible Environments:  Lifetime neighbourhoods do not 
exclude high density development. 
 
Inclusion London:  There is not necessarily a greater cost in putting 
design for accessibility in new schemes.  If lifetime neighbourhoods are 
well designed over its lifetime the initial added cost is covered over the life 
of the development. 
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Habinteg Housing Association:  Regarding future costs of health and 
social care we need to find ways of keeping people in their homes in later 
life to mitigate health and social care costs.  It should be noted that local 
businesses play a key role in providing day to day services and facilities. 
 
NHS London HUDU:  Changes to the Policy and supporting text put 
forward by the GLA better reflect health elements.  We are still concerned 
that it might not capture the aspiration of providing for health needs in 
the future. 
 
London Tenants Federation:  The EiP discussion has shown the 
strategic importance of lifetime neighbourhoods.  It is possible that 
government guidance on this issue will be issued before the London Plan 
is finalised.  The idea of introducing a matrix would enable an easier role 
for developers and planners. 
 
Mayor of London:   It is clear that this is a key policy issue for the Mayor; 
and an appropriate strategic policy.  Paragraph 2.11 of the Plan notes that 
“[seeking to accommodate the substantial population and economic 
growth]… will only be possible on the basis of proper investment in the 
social and physical infrastructure to support the growth sustainably….”  
The Policy brings together the principles and matters contained in other 
parts of the Plan.   
 
We want to draw the difference between building neighbourhoods and 
communities and therefore do not think the title of the Policy should 
change.  Any repetition of guidance within this Policy is considered 
acceptable as it adds value and pulls all the principles together.  The 
cross-references within Policy 3.17 supporting text are considered 
appropriate. 
 
It should be noted that there is a definition of Lifetime Neighbourhoods in 
the Glossary.  We would be happy to consider any further definition from 
the University of York once it is further developed.  The guidance noted by 
Haringey Federation of Tenants and Residents Associations is referenced 
in the Housing SPG and we do not think it is appropriate to repeat this 
again in the Plan.  It is noted that Chapter 8 sets out clear guidance on 
S106 and CIL. 
 
The Mayor supports strong and diverse neighbourhoods, but as each one 
is very different we would not support a matrix of social infrastructure; it 
is up to the boroughs to define their neighbourhoods and what the 
infrastructure needs are within these areas. 
 
The deletion of “New” in Policy 7.1B and C is so that development is 
viewed in its wider sense including redevelopment etc. 
 
We agree that communities are made up of a whole range of people, and 
everyone should be consulted (including employees working in the area). 
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COFFEE BREAK 
 
POLICY 7.2 – An inclusive environment 
 
In opening the discussion Inspector Lavender reminded participants that 
this policy is brought forward from the 2008 Plan.  
 
Home Builders Federation:  As this is a replacement Plan, it is 
legitimate to look at this policy again and examine whether it should be 
carried forward in this Plan.  We would query how feasible it is for a 
developer to consider the wide range of needs set out.  It may be difficult 
for developers to foresee the needs of all the different groups.  There is a 
lack of clarity in the policy and it is difficult for developers to second guess 
whether their developments meet a vast number of criterion and 
mechanisms etc. 
 
Design and access statements already deal with many of the issues 
covered in this policy.  It is recommended that clause Cc and d are 
deleted from the policy if other parts are to be retained. 
 
Royal London Society for the Blind:  Streets, parks, public buildings 
and spaces need to be made accessible for all, including blind people.  
Areas where pedestrians have to share an environment with cyclists 
concern the blind, and the fear of an accident is enough to deter blind 
people from using these areas.   
 
Developers will have a variety of finance to back them up and should not 
be asked to provide facilities that are outside reasonable expectations.  
Developers should have to show how disability groups have been 
consulted and how the design has changed to include the needs of the 
disabled.  Community involvement throughout the Plan period is key.  The 
London Plan is developing as a result of the consultation process (as 
shown by the amount of red changes put forward by the GLA), and this 
should be acknowledged as showing consultation is working. 
 
Centre for Accessible Environments:  Inclusive design principles by 
CABE aim to include all and should not lead to categorisation of different 
groups and needs.  We support the suggested change which highlights the 
good practice of the Olympic Opportunity Area and Stratford City which 
has worked very well.  Monitoring of planning applications that are refused 
due to design and inclusivity reasons could be a way of monitoring the 
success of this policy. 
 
Habinteg Housing Association:  The principles of engagement and 
involvement are important and we welcome the retention of this policy.  
With regards to monitoring, the quality of some design and access 
statements is poor at present and this could be improved. 
 
London Forum:  We support the community being involved in any 
assessment. 
 



Note in absence of a recording for morning of 14 September 2010 

7/8 

We are concerned that clause E of the policy does not advise, as clearly as 
national guidance, that boroughs should develop and implement inclusive 
design SPG without waiting for a review of their LDF. 
 
Inclusion London:  Policy 7.2 clauses Cc and Cd are established 
principles of inclusive design, and have been in the London Plan since 
2004.  These principles should remain in the Plan and continue to be 
supported.  Developers should use access consultants to ensure inclusive 
design. 
 
English Heritage:   We support the principles of inclusive design but the 
supporting text could highlight the need to undertake a balanced approach 
where the principles could be inappropriately applied to the detriment of 
the significance of heritage assets.  We would recommend that the mayor 
includes a reference in the supporting text to the need for a balanced 
approach when considering the application of inclusive design in existing 
environments, especially where there are heritage assets. 
 
Royal London Society for the Blind: Re-iterated that community 
involvement throughout the Plan period is key. 
 
Inclusion London:  Consultation should involve a full range of user 
groups.  An example is with the swimming pool at Swiss Cottage where 
the consultation involved disabled people’s views on access to the pool.  
The problem was on completion of the development the lowering system 
for the pool access was unworkable.  This shows a failure in the 
consultation process. 
 
Habinteg Housing Association:  The quality of choice and equal 
standard of access to housing and facilities is the strategic element that 
needs to be considered. 
 
CABE:  We are supportive of the GLA policy.  The critical point is not just 
how places are designed, but also how they are used and maintained. 
 
More inclusive consultation events covering a whole range of people’s 
views, which conclude with a shared view, are more useful than 
consultation with individual groups. 
 
Mayor of London:   Inclusive design is a process rather than just a tick 
box affair.  We note the CABE good practice design guidance.  Since the 
policy was first introduced in the plan in 2004 we have been helping 
achieve inclusive design in development.  Stratford City is a good example 
of how the consultation process can continue throughout the design, 
planning and build process. 
 
Each case is different, but a rise in the older population means that 
inclusive access principles will be more important. 
 
The consultation process is a procedural matter which will vary at the local 
level, but SPG produced on inclusive access can include some guidance on 
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good practice.  Policy 7.8 provides guidance on heritage assets and 
archaeology, and again good practice will be included in the SPG. 
 
Design and access statements are useful, and we need to provide 
guidance to developers to ensure they produce good statements.  Training 
courses have been held, and examples of best practice are now coming 
forward.   
 
Policy 7.2E includes the need for design to be included at the earliest 
stages of the development process. 


