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EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC: VISION / OBJECTIVES 28 JUNE 2010 
Transcript Myfanwy Taylor 

Note focussing on the submissions made by Just Space members, and the responses 
of the GLA to these submissions, although contributions by other participants are 

noted briefly where relevant 
 
List of participants 
 
Peter Robottom Chair (Chair) 
Boris Johnson, Mayor of London (MoL) 
 
[0:01:55 – 0:17:00] Mayor of London (MoL) - Introduces the London Plan, and responds 
to two major areas of objection: 1) the approach being taken to population and economic 
growth, and 2) planning in uncertain times (i.e. growth unlikely, cuts will have a bearing, 
need to reverse decline of manufacturing). On 1), Mayor does not agree with these 
objections – London is expected to grow naturally, even given the economic downturn, 
and we need to find ways to accommodate them, especially given the lack of national 
policies to decentralise growth e.g. towards new towns. Mayor is against attempts to 
reduce growth, but rather need to ensure it benefits the city. Believes the Plan strikes the 
right balance. On 2), Mayor believes the downturn is cyclical and marked by global 
financial crisis: London will return to growth. Acknowledges the spending review will be 
difficult, but says this does not invalidate the plan. Intends to make the case for 
investment in London. If the worst happens, plans will have to be reviewed to see 
whether policies can be phased, or delivered in ways which minimise the impact on 
public spending. Sees this approach as preferable to setting out several alternative 
strategies: this avoids the importance of consistent, holistic approach. 
 
[0:17:00 – 0:22:30] Chair - Introductions 
 
Inspector David Lavender 
Tom Stanley – Planning Inspectorate 
Chris White – Planning Inspectorate 
Carmel Edwards – EiP secretary 
Nicholas Rogers – EiP assistant 
Andrew Barry-Purssell – on behalf of the Mayor 
David Taylor Valient – integrated impact assessment(GLA) 
Bridget Rosewell – consultant chief economist (GLA) 
 
Called on contributors in the order of the Panel note 
 
[0:22:30 – 0:25:30] Chair – Structure and approach of the EiP 
 
[0:25:30 – 0:29:12] Mr Barry-Purssell, on behalf of the Mayor (ABP) – Mentions update 
from Mayor on the supplementary design guide, and the consolidated version of the Plan 
that incorporates all textual amendments made by the Mayor to the consultation draft 
since it was published. Suggests that this consolidated version is the version from which 
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further amendments should be considered. Don’t want to focus on textual amends, but 
rather the substantial amends. 
 
[0:29:29 – 0:39:04] Andrew Barry-Purssell Introduces new papers submitted by the 
Mayor.  Changes to objectives on housing (Obj 1) and natural environment (Obj 4)), role 
of Lea Valley Park, inter-regional thinking, and supplementary planning guidance on 
housing. 
 
Acknowledges that new Plan has been developed in a period of major political and 
planning change. Mayor is bringing forward suggested amendments to the Plan in light of 
these changes. 
 
On the issue of the integrated impact assessment –  procedural issues regarding the 
Mayor’s compliance with statutory requirements. States that the Mayor is satisfied he has 
fully complied – published sustainable development appraisal within the integrated 
impact assessment, and has fulfilled his duties re: equalities assessment. The issue of 
compliance would be a question for the Courts, not for the EiP. 
 
[0:39:05 – 0:39:56] Chair. Panel feels that the objections made do not warrant 
termination of the EiP – objections made tend in fact to relate to issues of policy, not 
impact assessment, and can thus be discussed within the EiP. Invites Michael Edwards to 
open debate on behalf of Just Space Network. 
 
[0:39:58 – 0:48:17] Michael Edwards. Thank you very much. My name is Michael 
Edwards. I want to make a short statement now, the purpose of which is to stress that we 
are dealing here with procedural non-compliance, that we have specific changes to 
propose, and that we do very much have to explain the context for the position we are 
taking, rather as the Mayor did in his opening address. The Just Space Network is a 
network of a large number of organisations in London and what we have in common is a 
concern with environmental and social sustainability, and our focus in social terms is on 
those who are poor, exploited, or in some other way excluded from the full enjoyment of 
what this wonderful city has to offer. We don’t claim to be the only people representing 
these interests, but we are grateful to the Panel for acknowledging that the Plan must 
serve everyone, and calling so many of our groups to speak.  
 
Now, the main challenge faced by all global cities is how to limit the extremes of 
inequality which such cities all generate, and where we can’t limit them, how to mitigate 
the effects of these inequalities. And among these things, housing is an especially severe 
challenge, because all of us live in the same housing market, or interconnected housing 
markets, and the challenge there is especially severe in the UK because of the way the 
UK is so passionate about protecting green space and countryside and so on. That’s, I 
think, crucial background. 
 
We consider that the draft replacement London Plan is really unfit for purpose for four 
reasons, as it stands. First of all, the environmental sustainability of the Plan, and the 
assessment of it. Secondly, the inequalities aspects of the Plan we don’t think are nearly 
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strong enough, and we don’t think that the equalities impact assessment either is adequate. 
Thirdly, we want to place on record, although I don’t think there’s much to be done about 
it now, the very uneven playing field amongst stakeholders in this Plan preparation and 
discussion process, which in our view really falls short of what’s required under various 
requirements. And fourthly, which we’ll come to later under Matter 1e, the approach to 
economic crisis.  
 
Now we heard at last Monday’s seminar, which was a very helpful seminar—it was good 
to have it—about the integrated impact assessment, and Just Space and its member 
groups, do insist that the IIA - both parts, the equalities part and the environmental parts – 
seem to us to be deficient as they stand. We’re not going to seek to have the EiP halted, 
we absolutely don’t want to propose that, and I hope everybody’s glad to hear that. What 
we want to concentrate on is arguing that further work should be done on the IIA during 
the coming months, in parallel with this hearing so that a more fully compliant and less 
summary version can be available to us to inform the closing weeks of this enquiry, 
hopefully without any need to adjourn. 
 
We’ll try to be specific about the changes we consider to be required.  Ewan Kennedy 
from Race on the Agenda (ROTA) who is over here, will speak on the equalities aspects 
of it, and David Staunton and Jenny Bates behind me will speak on the environmental 
side. You’re right, Sir, that we do want to strengthen the text and the policies throughout 
the Plan so that they do a better job on these two crucial fronts. That’s our main objective. 
But we don’t want it to be thought that the IIA is an adequate thing.  
 
Can I just make two further quick points, and then I’ll shut up? First I should just explain 
to people who haven’t been in the earlier discussions, our procedural objection to the 
unlevel playing field. There are a lot of Londoners participating in this process, thousands 
of hours of work and hundreds of organisations have been involved in debates about the 
Plan, but it has, this has all been very much hamstrung by a lack of access to financial 
support and resources. Mainly its voluntary labour, but it does need some money and 
resources and help. Our own network has had to rely on timely grants from charities, 
from the London Civic Forum, from universities and others, but it's been really 
constrained by this. The previous Mayoral regime provided a tiny bit of financial support 
to all this work, but the new regime here hasn’t, and its been very frustrating. The Panel 
was very sympathetic to our calls for all sorts of support for people struggling to give up 
time, to lose a day’s pay to come to take part in this EiP, and in all sorts of ways to 
facilitate the access to this democracy for those with less resources, but the resourcing of 
all that depended on the Mayor’s office and really wasn’t forthcoming. So we want to 
place on record that we think that less powerful elements of the society have a very 
relatively structurally weak voice in these proceedings and that should be borne in mind, 
and we are rather confident that the Panel understands that.  
 
Finally I want to just mention something about this concept of equalities, and I think we 
have to notice that the word, ‘equalities’, is being used in this whole debate, the whole 
Plan, in two quite different senses. First of all, there are inequalities of income and wealth 
and health outcomes and life experiences. These kinds of inequalities have become much 
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more severe in the UK since the 1970s. They tend to be especially severe in global cities, 
and they are very bad in London. They show up very strongly in the GLA work on health 
inequalities, in the Hills reports on inequality for the British Government, in the 
Wilkinson and Pickett book, The Spirit Level, and many other sources. Now many of the 
organisations in Just Space are passionately determined that the plan to reduce these 
kinds of inequalities, that is inequalities of outcome affecting people’s living conditions, 
and the Mayor acknowledges this in respect of health, he’s concerned that London should 
have better, more equal health outcomes. Well, we’re keen in all sorts of ways to get 
better outcomes across London for everybody, not just on health issues, but housing and 
other things.  
 
So this is a structural problem of the society and the economy and the spatial pattern, and 
that’s rather separate from the other use of the equalities word, which is this very 
particular sense, which is about differential or discriminatory experiences of specific 
groups in the society. Some of these groups are represented here, some ethnic or gender 
groups or disability groups will be represented, others not, unfortunately. The Mayor’s 
State of Equality in London report deals with some of these issues, and it’s a helpful 
document, but we must remember that their yardstick is only to bring the experience of 
each equalities group up to the London standard, or the London spread, and the London 
spread is pretty awful. So these are two separate uses of the word, equality, we have to 
remember that point, and they act together – some people suffer from both. 
 
So that’s what I wanted to say, I’m sorry it took so long. Can I ask these two colleagues 
to elaborate a little bit on the environmental and the equalities aspects of our objection, or 
do you want to let others speak? 
 
[0:48:17 – 0:48:30] Chair.  Continue – doesn’t seem that others want to speak on this 
aspect at this point. 
 
[0:48:39 – 0:48:48] David Staunton (DS). Just Space submitted in January 2010 a 
critique of the integrated impact assessment, and I’m now going to try and draw attention 
to [interrupted] 
 
[0:48:48] Chair.  I’m going to say just before you get started on it, I have to stress we are 
not here to examine the integrated impact assessment, we’re here to examine the Plan, 
and I thought we had made that clear, so, I don’t really want to see a minutiae running 
through of your critique of the IIA, rather than the general issue that your colleague has 
already produced. 
 
[0:49:11] DS. Well I, I think the intention was to just to highlight how we don’t feel that 
the IIA has been compliant with, in particular, GOL’s circular 1/2008. 
 
[0:49:18] Chair. OK, but do just remember that fact that the examination isn’t into the 
IIA. 
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[0:49:28 – 0:51:48] DS. Yes. The intention to create a document that is accessible in its 
format and length is welcomed. However, this should not be to the detriment to the level 
of detail provided. The present report is summarised to such a degree that its adequacy 
cannot be evaluated. A summary of the impacts necessarily contains many assumptions 
and judgement calls throughout the document. Without knowledge of these, the reader is 
not able to verify the impacts stated to the desired level of scrutiny. GOL’s circular 
1/2008 states that the work should be proportionate to the scale of the revision. With a 
completely new Plan, the scale could not be higher. This, we feel, has not been reflected 
in the work that has been shown on these issues. 
 
Within the document itself, there are 108 guiding questions. However, when reading the 
document it seems a purely technical tick-box exercise, without the high level of 
considered responses needed. Throughout the document, too many objectives fall short of 
this scrutiny and, to use one of the objectives as an example, biodiversity, within Chapter 
2, all three strategic options share the same response. This is clearly unacceptable, and 
although biodiversity is tackled elsewhere, the specifics of each chapter need to be 
explored in detail in their own right. Elsewhere in the Integrated Impact Assessment the 
predicted loss of green space is seen as a positive, where by any other measure it would 
surely be seen as a negative. The balance and transparency of the complexity of the issues 
is not present in the document. 
 
There is an inconsistency throughout the document which fails to link issues highlighted 
elsewhere. The geographical location of growth within Chapter 2 states that the location 
of growth will not have an effect on climate change mitigation, yet within the same 
document, the urban heat island effect is referenced and discussed. The impact of the 
Plan is surely the most fundamental aspect of it. 
 
We urge you to consider what has been said, and although the responses around this were 
from only a few organisations, it does not make the message any less important. Thank 
you. 
 
[0:51:52] Michael Edwards. Finally we have a brief comment from Friends of the Earth, 
Jenny Bates. 
 
[0:51:55] Jenny Bates (JB). Thank you. I want to make clear that I’m using the Just 
Space hot seat but what I say is from the organisation I represent which is Friends of the 
Earth, so thank you. It was basically to to set out, following the technical seminar that we 
had, that we don’t consider that it is adequate for the IIA objectives to be so vague. I used 
the word, woolly, when we had the technical seminar, and we were told then that it was 
the Environment Agency who had insisted that, that the objectives were, of this nature, 
and we consider that they should and could have been stronger to make them meaningful, 
such that for instance the one on climate change would be, ‘to ensure that the London 
climate change targets are met’, or words to that effect, or also equality itself as well, 
whereas at the moment they are just about contributing and about improving, but not 
about actually getting to where we need to get to. So I just needed to set out that, you 
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know, perhaps the Inspector and the Panel might like to see what advice the Environment 
Agency gave to the London Plan team [interrupted]. 
 
[0:53:32] Chair. We are in receipt of all that information, and so we…. [interrupted] 
 
JB. Ah. Is that public? 
 
Chair. Well, I thought it had been sent to you as well. As I understood. 
 
JB. I don’t think I’ve got anything on… 
 
Chair. Well, certainly emails were exchanges with some of the parties, in the last few 
days, as I understand it.  
 
David Taylor-Valient: Yes. I think you’re referring to the Environment Agency’s 
consultation response on the scoping report. That was sent to Richard Lee. 
 
Chair. Just Space Network, yes. 
 
JB. Well, I haven’t seen that. So obviously I need to look at that but… So that was the 
first part, and then the second part is, on what basis is the London Plan team assuming 
that their take on this is the one that should be taken. 
 
Chair. I think there seems to be at least to be a slight confusion of what we’re actually 
looking at. The assessment is there to indicate the consequences of the Plan, not to be the 
Plan itself, and you seem to be wanting to substitute what the Plan’s targets are into the 
assessment, whereas the assessment is actually meant to be indicating, you know, the 
consequences of Plan’s policies, so you know I do think we are in danger of confusing 
the two documents and the purposes of the two documents.  
 
JB. Well I think that what I’m trying to say is that if the point of the IIA is to have an 
assessment of the Plan, but if the assessment on the point of climate change doesn’t 
adequately assess the Plan, then its not an adequate assessment. So if we’re trying to 
establish if the Plan is adequately taking account of sustainable development, and the 
measure, that is used to ascertain that is, is so general and non-specific that it is too easy 
for it just to be able to say, yes it does contribute towards climate change mitigation, then 
that is not an adequate assessment of the London Plan, and that’s my point, not that I 
want to have the targets of the Plan for their own sake. They’re two completely different 
things, but unless, unless, the assessment is about something meaningful, then the 
assessment is a non-meaningful assessment. That’s my point. You know, a tick-box 
exercise can be done, just saying, yes,, if it does even the smallest bit towards, um, 
climate change mitigation, it would pass Objective 9 on climate change and that is, an 
insufficient assessment of the impact of the Plan. Have I made that slightly [interrupted] 
 
Chair. I understand the point you’re making.  
 



London Plan EiP 28 June Vision and Objective page 7 of 16 

JB. OK. I’ve made that slightly clearer then. OK. So thank you. That was the one thing. 
And then the other one, was again following on from the technical seminar was this issue 
about reasonable alternatives. So that does come back to the point of the SEA, 
incorporating the SEA where the requirement for reasonable alternatives comes, and 
basically to highlight that we consider that it is, not being adequately given a range of 
reasonable alternatives. That again, those are rather general and not adequately probing, 
any meaningful alternatives, to key areas and key policies. And we can come to those 
later, but essentially we don’t think that that complies with the requirement for reasonable 
alternatives to have been considered. I think you know the chain that I have been 
referring to, the fact that the London Plan is one particular example refers to in the 
transport section, and then it in turn refers to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, and the 
Transport Strategy has further detail, and the Transport Strategy’s own IIA, has its own 
minor alternative scenario or, dare I say scenarios, alternative options of some sort, taken 
account of, but those are not actually alternative policy options about how to best address 
the problems that are identified. So that’s the sort of chain, its because the London Plan 
clearly states that London’s transport policy is the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and the 
two have very deliberately been developed and linked together, that that is where the 
detail is, but that is directly relevant to the Plan because it relies on it.  
 
[0:58:48] Chair. Thank you. Well, we’ll hear in a moment from the GLA on those issues, 
but I see there’s another contribution being sought.  
 
[0:58:57] Ewan Kennedy (EK).  Hello. Yeah, Ewan Kennedy from Race on the Agenda. 
I wanted to outline our concerns that the London Plan is not compliant with the 
requirements of various equalities laws, specifically the Race Relations Act, because of 
the impact assessment so far.  So I’ll talk a small bit about the impact assessment, but as 
it applies to compliance with the London Plan’s regulations. Without getting into too 
much detail, which I can provide, the equality impact assessment is a tool to give 
evidence that a public authority has shown due regard to the need to eliminate unlawful 
discrimination, advance equality of opportunity, and promote good relations between 
people of different racial groups, as per Section 71 of the Race Relations Act, and also I 
believe of the GLA Act 1999, although I can’t quote the section to you.  In case law, 
Dome versus Hammersmith, the showing of due regard is [interrupted] 
 
Chair: Who versus Hammersmith? 
 
EK: Dome – D O M E.  I can provide you with a reference, but it’s in my office, I’m 
afraid. Showing due regard, within that statute, is a test of substance, not a tick-box 
exercise. And in the case of Brown versus DWP, an incomplete or erroneous appreciation 
of these duties will mean that due regard has not been shown to them. So if that could be 
applied in any way to the assessment or preparation for the London Plan, then it would be 
found non-compliant. In application to planning strategy, what we’ve seen with the 
impact assessment, in summary, is that its very vague, I can’t see any actual analysis, 
specifically I can’t see any geographical within London analysis of the effect on different 
ethnic groups, and no other alternative results of the different policies is there. I can 
provide more evidence of that if it is so required by the Panel. My concern is that as the 
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Harris versus Haringey case last week found, if I quote, regarding that particular case, the 
fact that the judge found that there hadn’t been compliance with the law, the material 
available to the council in this case did require an analysis of that material. In the final 
report and with all the information provided by the GLA very kindly since the technical 
seminar, I’m still yet to find any specific analysis. There are summaries of their 
judgement that there are some positive effects, using language such as, ‘might’, 
‘possible’ describing these events. One is using the language, ‘might’ and ‘possible’, 
there are possible alternatives. Data, or the argument to support the idea that these 
policies might have positive effects are more likely than any perceived negative effects, 
needs to be shown, so that we can judge that it was a correct decision and due regard has 
been shown. I can provide more information or more specifics on specific areas of the 
assessment which I think should be explored and why, if the Panel would like me to. 
 
[1:02:16] Chair. Well I say, my understanding, the point I thought you were making was 
that there isn’t any evidence of detailed analysis, so that it would be a sort of negative, 
trying to show me that there wasn’t something there, rather than pointing to what there is 
there.  I’ll be hearing from the GLA shortly why they think there is sufficient, but, as I 
understand it, your point is concerning the Mayor’s statutory duties other than those 
under the sort of planning aspects, strictly planning aspects of the legislation, more under 
the, as you say, the Race Relations Act and the separate duty on equalities in the GLA 
Act. 
 
[1:02:51] EK. Yes, the GLA, but it would be my understanding that it would apply to the 
compliance of the Plan with law, and the Plan would be found non-compliant and 
therefore would have to be re-written. I accept the point that it is for the Courts to decide 
if there is due regard, but the EiP is also a possible place to show whether the compliance 
with the law has been met, and it is also an efficient way to use the space to meet that 
compliance.  
 
[1:03:28] Drew Stephenson. Thank you, Mr Chair. In support of that point just made by 
Race on the Agenda, could I remind you Chair that in my original written submission I 
made a comment on this point, pointing out that the current statutory Plan contains an 
objective, Objective 4, which I quote, ‘To promote social inclusion and tackle deprivation 
and discrimination’. There is no such objective in the current Plan, which could be read 
as a wilful diminution of the commitment to tackle discrimination through the statutory 
Plan. I invite you to take that point on board when you consider this issue as well. I did 
have, Chair, another procedural point that I wanted to raise, but maybe I could come back 
to that after you have concluded the one on the IIA. 
 
[1:04:07] Chair. It’s a totally separate issue? 
 
[1:03:28] Drew Stephenson. Its not to do with the IIA. 
 
[1:04:18] Chair. Right ok. I don’t see anyone else standing indicating their desire to speak, 
so over to the GLA. 
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[1:04:23] GLA Andrew Barry-Purssell. Thank you Sir. I’ll ask Mr Taylor Valient to deal 
with the points of principle and I’ll sum up at the end if I may.  
 
[1:04:45] David Taylor Valient (DTV). Mr Edwards started with the issue that there has 
been procedural non-compliance. As my colleague Mr Barry-Purssell has pointed out, we 
feel that we have completely complied with all procedures. He said that the London Plan 
was unfit because of the IIA and the equalities not being strong enough. The IIA seems to 
be deficient, but no points were provided to substantiate that and he deferred to his 
colleagues. And I think that’s really where I have to aim my comments. David Staunton’s 
critique that he provided as part of his consultation response for Just Space was duly 
considered at the appropriate time. And unfortunately, we couldn’t take much from that 
because it appeared that there was a lack of understanding in terms of the procedural 
requirements, the statutory requirements, and also the aims of the assessment. I’m happy 
to quote points from that document to illustrate this point, but in the interests of time I 
will skip over that.  
 
[1:05:48] Chair. It would probably be useful if you quoted at least one or two so that you 
give a flavour of the case you’re… 
 
DTV. OK. My first point is, within the general points of the opening of the critique, there 
are a number of points made, and we felt that these were incorrect interpretations to the 
process, and were leading more to an approach that would impact on the policy approach, 
rather than assessing impacts. I’ll quote, and please bear with me, I’m going to do a direct 
quote, and not fix any grammatical errors: ‘There is an early assumption in the text that 
the London Plan will contribute to, towards the objectives of health equality and so on. It 
does not seem to be an impartial document that seeks to de-bunk any theories rather than 
reinforcing existing policies’. It is not the role of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) to do 
that, the role of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is to assess the potential impacts of the 
policy that were put forward. I go on. The fourth bullet point: ‘The IIA places itself as a 
check-list against current policies’. From that I must take that he means the draft 
proposed policies. ‘It fails to position itself as a vehicle for alternative policies, and seems 
to place the success and failure of the policies on the implementation of them, rather than 
their soundness in the beginning’. Now, unfortunately the IIA process, indeed the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process is not a vehicle to generate alternatives: that is the 
prerogative of the Mayor. And the issue around the soundness of the policies is an issue 
for this very EiP. Finally, I will state one other point that was raised: ‘The strategic 
options considered:  No options for the formation of a new strategy that is evolutionary 
rather than revolutionary’. That again is a point about policy approach. So all of the 
points that proceed through the critique appear to us as a point of view on the proposed 
plan, not the actual assessment. And it is very fair that they make those points, but I think 
that it is more appropriate to channel that towards the debate within the EiP on the 
policies, not the assessment.  
 
I will return to my notes of what was just said. Mr Staunton then went on to say that the 
detail summarises the assessment, and that the inadequacy of the assessment can’t be 
evaluated. I suppose he’s picking on the point that they want to be able to verify the 
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impacts. I can say without a shadow of a doubt as I mentioned last Monday at the 
technical seminar, every single relevant point is documented within the report, to the 
extent that there’s a number of very detailed appendices that outlines all of the 
judgements made by the consultants who undertook the assessment. I’ll state again that 
all the information is there to make a judgement on the judgements that were made in the 
assessment.  
 
He refers to the GOL circular 2008, and the point about proportionate. The assessment is 
indeed proportionate to a regional spatial strategy for London. It is proportionate in terms 
of, it looks at spatial issues, without being site-specific, and the assessment follows that 
approach. It will, by definition, be very different to an assessment of a Local 
Development Framework, especially an Area Action Plan, where you would get down to 
such detail. But the GOL circular in itself actually prevents us from going into particular 
detail. So the interpretation, the correct interpretation of the word, proportionate, is of the 
spatial scale and the extent of the policies, and we feel that we have provided a 
proportional assessment. 
 
He mentioned the guide questions that we used. The only thing I can say about that is that 
they are guide questions. All 80-odd of them are not something that you’d tick a box 
against, they’re provided in a transparent way for a scoping approach, to help the 
assessors understand what the key objectives are. They are merely guides.  
 
And then he went on to critique a number of judgements that were made in the 
assessment, picking on the point location of growth not impacting on the mitigation of 
climate change, and then citing the issue of the heat island. The heat island is definitely 
an issue to do with climate change, however the Mayor’s approach to dealing with that is 
through adaptation. It is a phenomena that is created through climate change and rising 
temperatures, and is something that we deal with through adaptation. So indeed, this 
would be an issue when an adaptation objective would pick it up, not a mitigation one.  
 
Jenny Bates then took the table. And again felt that the IIA was not adequate in terms of 
the objectives. The objectives are a very important step within the development of this 
scoping report. In every case, our starting point is the previous assessment that’s been 
undertaken of the Plan, and again, this is what happened for this assessment. In effect, 
these objectives have been legitimised through past assessments, but we do endeavour to 
go out and consult again on those objectives, and to get viewpoints from particular 
consultees who are invited to comment. One of those was the Environment Agency. And 
I have to say, although I didn’t capture all of the statement, its been completely mis-
quoted that they somehow dumbed-down the objectives. Climate change is one of the key 
concerns of the Environment Agency, and they have through the years, just as with this 
assessment, helped us develop the objective to test the Plan against, and also help us 
develop the policies to achieve objectives of climate change.  I would, as the Inspector 
mentioned, refer to the consultation response that we can make available to all should 
anyone want further information on that. 
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Essentially, what I conclude from Jenny’s comments was that she was again straying into 
areas of policy issues, and started to explain what the role of the EiP was in terms of her 
assessment of the assessment process. Reasonable alternatives was raised, and that is a 
perennial issue when it comes to sustainability appraisal. At every single Examination the 
issue of reasonable alternatives has been raised, and it is not suprising to hear it again. In 
terms of policy alternatives, that again is the prerogative of the Mayor, and he will put 
forward what alternatives he thinks is appropriate for the Plan. He has done so on this 
occasion, and we have assessed different options for spatial development, and also 
housing. That is not dissimilar to what they did in the South East [of England] for their 
regional spatial strategy, and its not dissimilar to what we’ve done in the past with the 
London Plan. The emphasis is on reasonable alternatives, and that is derived from the 
SEA directive, that puts that requirement upon us, in terms of looking at alternatives that 
could possibly find different ways of achieving the outcomes that are proponent on the 
policy. We feel that we have done that in an appropriate way, and at the seminar last 
Monday I quoted the excerpt from the SustainabilityAppraisal guidance that provides 
detail in terms of how you interpret what reasonable alternatives are, and I’ll just quote 
again. The paragraph is 2.3.7, p.28, of the ODPM’s SustainabilityAppraisal guidance, and 
that is what the guidance tells us in terms of arriving at the appropriate alternatives to put 
for the assessment process. 
 
At that point actually I got a little bit lost as to what Jenny was talking about and the 
cross-over of the MTS [Mayor’s Transport Strategy], so I don’t have any other points on 
that but the MTS did look at very similar alternatives to us in terms of spatial 
arrangement of growth and that was quite clearly from a transport perspective, whereas 
we took a land use perspective, and there was integration between the two IIA processes.  
 
I’ll now move to the more substantive concerns raised by ROTA [Race on the Agenda], 
and my colleague Mr Barry-Purssell may have some points to make as well. Their 
concerns are very clearly related to statutory requirements. Again, I’ll echo my 
colleague’s statements that we are fully satisfied that we have met those.  Mr Kennedy 
has mentioned the Race Relations Act and potential non-compliance with that. The 
requirement within the Race Relations Act is echoed within the GLA Act at Section… I 
think its 33 is to have due regard to the issue of race equality. We feel that we have done 
that and we feel that we have been supported by recent case law that underpins what we 
have done and provides some detailed precedents to follow. Then my colleague Mr 
Barry-Purssell might pick up on that, once I’m done.  
 
There was an issue raised by Mr Kennedy in terms of application of the planning strategy 
and in terms of geographical analysis. Again I would point him to the GOL circular in 
terms of the requirement to have a spatial strategy which is not site specific. Because the 
policies are what they are, they are of a particular nature, it is particularly difficult to do 
an assessment as detailed as he would desire, given the basis of policy. The Haringey 
case that he cites, we would state is a completely different consideration to what we are 
dealing with here, and again my colleague Mr Barry-Purssell will pick up with that. In 
that situation there was no analysis of equalities. And Mr Kennedy has asked, where is 
the analysis for the London Plan? It is completely covered within the IIA report that was 



London Plan EiP 28 June Vision and Objective page 12 of 16 

published in October last year, and has been available for some time. I am happy to go 
through the specific requirements in terms of equalities that have been integrated within 
the assessment, reading from the statutory code of practice that was put together by the 
then Commission of Racial Equality. Would you be happy for me to do that, time 
permitting?  
 
The GLA’s internal equalities impact assessment (EqIA) process, which has been 
integrated into the IIA process, is available on the GLA website. The EqIA process is an 
amalgamation of the duties under the Race Relations Act 1976, as amended, the 
Disability Discrimination Act 2005 and the Equality Act 2006. The approach reflects the 
statutory code of practice to promote race equality published by the Commission for 
Racial Equality, and in particular it takes as guidance paragraphs 4.16 to 4.3.5, sorry to 
4.35, excuse me, and also for further information 3.14 to 3.17, and what this does is lists 
a number of steps that you should consider in an assessment. I will run through all of 
them, there are eight, and I’ll try and be as quick as possible.  
 
First of all, you should have a description and an explanation of the activity, including the 
aims and intended outcomes. Within Chapter 2 of the IIA report there is an overview of 
the London Plan review, trying to exactly meet that requirement. 
 
Number Two. A description and explanation of each policy, with its aims and intended 
outcomes. All of the policy summaries within the assessment of each chapter does that, 
and of course the London Plan itself, as published, provides that information.  
 
Number Three. What evidence was used to inform the impact of promoting equalities, 
including good race relations and race equality? The evidence can be found within the 
baseline information used, which is outlined in page 8 of the Integrated Impact 
Assessment, and particularly that drew on a number of published sources of information 
that have come from this very building, and I’m referring to the Mayor’s Equality 
Framework, Equal Life Chances for All, and the State of Equality in London report, 
which is the monitoring report that provided substantial information to inform our 
consultants. There’s also a number of different baseline data sets that came from the 
Focus on London series, which is an annual report on demographics and information on 
London. In addition, there was further information from over 100 plans, programmes and 
strategies that are outlined in Appendix G of the IIA report, that provide the information 
to underpin the assessment.  
 
Number Four. What consultation was carried out with equalities groups, including how a 
consultation is carried out, and a summary of the consultation responses.  Well, in this 
case, in terms of the London Plan, there was a full public consultation process where 
people had an opportunity to a) comment on the Plan, and b) comment on the associated 
report. That occurred between October last year and January this year, and as Andrew BP 
mentioned, we had over a thousand comments, those are our responses. Of that, about 
126 groups represented equalities and community groups, and in addition there was near 
on 400 responses from gypsy and traveller concerns as well. There were also a number of 
consultation events that were held over that period, where of course the London Plan was 
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the subject, and also the associated assessment, and people were able to respond directly 
to London Plan officers on that.  
 
Five. What are the monitoring methods and systems used to obtain information on the 
policies and the monitoring results? Well, the London Plan annual monitoring report is 
the key source of information in terms of issues to do with the London Plan, and within 
that there is a solitary key performance indicator related to specific, equalities groups, 
and that is the age-specific unemployment rates of white and BME groups for Greater 
London. In addition, the State of Equality in London report provided substantial 
information. What that’s telling us is that there’s an established monitoring programme to 
inform these processes. 
 
Number Six. An assessment of the known or potential impacts on each of the equalities 
groups including reasons for any positive or negative impacts. The assessment seeks to 
address where the Plan and its policies will promote equality for black and minority 
ethnic groups, women, disabled people, lesbian, gay men, bisexual and transgender 
people, older people, younger people, children and faith groups. And that’s made very 
clear within the guiding questions of the objectives. This approach is integrated 
throughout the assessment of the Plan, however we did provide Appendix C within the 
IIA report which highlighted impacts on equalities groups. As mentioned on Monday, 
that was suggested to us as an issue of good practice to bring up the accessible 
information for those who want to dive into that point. Appendix B also supports this, 
which is the appendix on health impact assessment, and it does actually pull up some 
issues related to equalities groups as well, of course.  
 
Number Seven. A statement about how the impact of the implementation activity on 
equality groups will be without doubt monitored and evaluated. Chapter 12 of the IIA 
provides the conclusions, and also outlines the proposed monitoring framework that will 
be used. This relates directly to the London Plan and the monitoring report, but also 
draws in from our partner organisation, the London Sustainable Development 
Commission, and the Quality of Life indicators, and again this will be supported by Equal 
Life Chances for All success measures in the equalities strategy.  
 
And finally, when the activity of any actions will be reviewed. Well, that will be 
determined once we actually get to the end of this process. We still have a long way to go 
and we’re not sure when we will actually review the London Plan next, but going by our 
past track record, we could be back here next year, if you’re lucky. In terms of the next 
steps though, following adoption of the London Plan, the Mayor will have to put together 
a final assessment report that is commensurate with that adopted plan. And as I 
mentioned, we still have a long way to go, we’ve only just begun the Examination, and 
the Examination may result in changes to the Plan, and we will indeed have to appraise 
those, and make sure that we do have a final assessment that is commensurate with the 
Plan. There is also a number of other requirements we must meet, once we actually get to 
the adoption stage. I think one point that may have been lost on some participants is that 
we have put information out there for consultation, we now have the forum of the EiP to 
discuss that, there’s still a lot of work to be done.  
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Before I pass over to my colleague, I also have one more point to make, and it relates to 
alternatives, and it relates to the proposition that there hasn’t been sufficient analysis. 
Within the Government’s sustainability appraisal guidance there is a point at paragraph 
2.4.5 that states that any proponent of an alternative should have undertaken an 
assessment themselves. I don’t believe that has actually been done. I think its fair enough 
to make sure the Mayor has undertaken a fair process, but whilst other proponents of 
alternatives may provide those, it is not entirely left up to the GLA to do that, and I think 
it’s a salient point to remember that we have followed a due process, we have published 
an assessment. If there are other alternatives, we’re very keen to hear those, and we’re 
very keen to debate those, but the assessment of their sustainability should have also been 
undertaken as well. 
 
[1:25:10] Andrew Barry-Purssell GLA. I’ll be as brief as I can. I think the important 
point to start with, and to finish with, is that this is not an Examination in Public of the 
Integrated Impact Assessment, it is a scrutiny of the Plan. And I think what was 
interesting is that many of the points that have been made about the IIA are actually 
comments on questions of policy, virtually all the points that Mr Edwards made in his 
contribution actually were about policy in the plan, rather than in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment. Its also important to bear in mind that this assessment is an assessment of 
the Plan that the Mayor has put forward, and that the way that these things are done is 
that what you are assessing are the impacts of the policies that are in the Plan, and the 
baseline is the current situation. It is not the erection of some sort of optimum outcome, 
and assessing the policies against that. So this is not about setting some sort of ideal 
standard and seeing whether or not the Mayor meets that. 
 
As far as Mr Edwards’ point about the inequality of parties to this examination, the Just 
Space Network has had exactly the same access to my staff, to people in this building 
who are developing policies, as any other party to this Examination in Public. Indeed, the 
Just Space Network has had three or four meetings with myself and with senior staff in 
the London Plan team. It is simply not true to suggest that they have in some way been 
excluded. They were invited to take part in the scoping report for the Integrated Impact 
Assessment through their parent organisation, the London Civic Forum, they decided that 
they didn’t want to do that and instead they organised their own session, some of the 
conclusions of which you have read out this afternoon. We also invited the London 
Voluntary Service Council, of which Race on the Agenda is a member, and again, the 
London Voluntary Service Council didn’t, in the end, decide that they wanted to turn up.  
 
I think Mr Edwards has made a valuable point about the different senses in which the 
word, equality, can be used, and I suspect that this is a matter that we will be returning to 
when we come to talk about the Vision and Objectives later on, but it is incorrect for him 
to suggest, and incorrect for Professor Stephenson to suggest, that there is no reference to 
inequality, in either sense of the term, in either the Vision or Objectives. The Mayor’s 
vision makes clear that his vision is that London should excel amongst global cities, 
expanding opportunities for all its people and enterprises, and in the rubric that follows 
that it makes it clear that one of the ways of realising this vision is making sure that 
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London makes the most of the benefits, energy, dynamism and diversity which 
characterises the city and its people. We will also no doubt be discussing Objective 1, 
which is that London should be a city which meets the challenges of economic and 
population growth, which talks in terms of improving quality of life for all Londoners, 
and helping tackle the huge issue of inequality amongst Londoners, including inequality 
in health outcomes, and it’s a point which is returned to in Objective 3, which is a city of 
diverse, strong and accessible neighbourhoods, which  – and I’m sorry, I’m skipping, I’m 
not reading it completely – talks about providing all of its residents, workers, visitors and 
students, whatever their origin, background, age or status, with opportunities to realise 
and express their potential, and a high quality of environment for individuals to enjoy, 
life together and thrive. I don’t think it can be fairly said that these issues are not picked 
up, or that the Plan is deficient because they have not been sufficiently addressed.  
 
Another important point that Professor Edwards raised, and I think this is an issue that I 
think we will probably return to again when we talk about the Vision and Objectives, he 
referred to structural problems of society. We do have to remember that we are 
scrutinising the Mayor’s spatial development strategy for London, and while it is true and 
fair that spatial development goes beyond questions of land use,  asking the Mayor to 
deal within the London Plan with structural issues, where society falls short, although 
there are things that the London Plan certainly can do, and we will show later on, in this 
Examination, there are things the Plan does do, it cannot set up a completely alternative 
social policy in one city. That goes way beyond the scope of the Mayor’s powers and his 
capacity.  
 
If I may turn on to the detailed contributions that were made by members of the Just 
Space Network.  Mr Taylor Valient has made the point the assessment is proportionate to 
the nature of the London Plan in front of you, and he’s mentioned that it’s a strategic plan, 
and deals with matters at that level. 
 
One of the examples that was given, I think by Mr Kennedy at the technical seminar last 
Monday was on the possible effects of policy focussing more on Outer London, and 
whether it would benefit particular groups who might predominately live in Inner London. 
Well, one of the issues that we face with the London Plan, partly because of the issues of 
spatial specificity that Mr Taylor Valient has mentioned, partly because of the fact that 
London is, by its nature, rather a messy city, and the boundaries between Central, Inner 
and Outer London very often run within boroughs, is that its extremely difficult to be 
very specific about the impact on particular communities. It is also wrong to think that 
the solution to somebody’s problems in Inner London necessarily lie in Inner London. It 
might very well be that a development in Outer London will help address those needs 
which is one of the reasons, when we come on to talk about the concept of strategic Outer 
London development centres, that one of the major centres that’s identified, Stratford, is 
actually in Inner London. So the assessment deals with those issues in the degree of 
spatial specificity that is possible with a document of this kind. 
 
I cannot agree with what Ms Bates said about the objectives and the questions in the Plan 
being woolly. There are 16 objectives, many of them supported by very large numbers of 
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really quite specific questions, and as far as the comments that were made during the 
process by the Environment Agency are concerned, there’s no secret here, anybody who 
wants to see a copy of that, we’re more than happy to supply it.  
 
If I can turn specifically to the points that Mr Kennedy made about the nature of the 
Mayor’s equalities duties, it may be helpful to spell these out. The Mayor is required to 
have, and I quote, due regard to the principle that there should be equality of opportunity 
for all people. That is in Section 33, sub-section 1, of the Greater London Authority Act 
1999. He is also required to have regard to the need to promote equality of opportunity 
for all persons irrespective of their race, sex, disability, age, sexual orientation or religion, 
and to eliminate unlawful discrimination and promote good relations between persons of 
different racial groups, religious beliefs, and sexual orientation. That’s Section 404 of the 
1999 Act. He has a similar duty under the Race Relations Amendment Act 2000, which is 
the duty that we have talked about, that operates by inserting a section 71(1) in the Race 
Relations Act 1976, so, when you hear Race Relations Amendment Act and Section 71(1) 
it’s the same thing. I think the Mayor’s responsibilities here were helpfully clarified by 
the judgement of the Court of Appeal last week, in the case of the Crown on the 
Application of Jean Harris and the London Borough of Haringey, and the citation for that 
case is 2009 EWHC 2329 and it related, as many people in the room will know, to a 
planning decision by Haringey council regarding a development at Ward’s Corner in 
South Tottenham. In that case, in his judgement….. 
 
[1:33:20] 
 


