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Chapter 5  Social Infrastructure  
 
Policy S1 Developing London’s social infrastructure 
 
 

MATTER 51 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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? 
 
Rooms of our Own does not believe a “needs assessment” is a sufficiently robust 
tool with which to deliver the healthy city and the strong and inclusive communities 
that the Policy S1 hopes to achieve. A needs assessment is a top-down tool, likely to 
miss out on issues and groups not already known to decision makers.  
 
We would recommend that Policy S1 instead requires a Social Impact Assessment. 
We were fortunate to have UCL Masters’ students research the benefits of the SIA 
approach for our own project https://roomso4own.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/ucl-
final-report-rooo.pdf  To quote from that document:- 
 
  “the Draft London Plan does not sufficiently address the needs of the women’s community groups in 

London, nor the different identities among them. The plan recognises the importance of community 

spaces, but it does not address their increasing loss or their real value. Furthermore, it understands 

social infrastructure in a narrow way, ignoring its potential to build stronger and supportive communities. 

The SIA is not just a tool to understand a reality that other assessments fail to capture, but in its 

implementation process, the SIA empowers communities, strengthens networks and mobilises them.” 

 
The benefits of a Social Impact Assessment are that the community is engaged well 
before any plans are initiated. An SIA will identify what is already there on the ground 
and what value that infrastructure provides for the community. The various groups 
and interests within the community will become involved and more connected before 
any changes are made. Community groups’ usual experience with “consultations” is 

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? 
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that they are presented with well-worked out proposals, given a few weeks to 
comment and then generally have their concerns ignored as so much resource has 
already been invested in producing the plans. 
 
 
Would it (Policy S1) provide a justified definition of social infrastructure? 
 
At present no, it would not. The Plan is heavily focused on statutory provision, but 
must also promote the provision of safe, permanent, affordable and accessible 
premises for the voluntary and community sector.  
 
There are sections on Health and Social Care, Education and Childcare, Play and 
Informal Recreation, Sports and Recreation, Public toilets and Burial Space. We 
strongly recommend that an additional section, Voluntary and Community Sector be 
added. 
 
Over the decades following the abolition of the GLC, voluntary groups have suffered 
massive cut-backs to funding for their activities and also loss of affordable and 
suitable premises for delivering them. Important organisations are now back meeting 
in people’s living rooms. 
 
The Plan should reference the need for specific communities to be able to meet 
separately. It is extremely important for groups sharing experiences and problems to 
be able to meet, discuss, support and advise each other in a safe environment. From 
such gatherings come innovation and improvements that can be campaigned for in 
the wider society. The policy should reference the nine protected characteristics 
age,disability,gender reassignment,marriage and civil partnership,pregnancy and 
maternity,race,religion or belief,sex and sexual orientation.  
 
Rooms of our Own is particularly concerned about keeping women only spaces. In 
these days of #metoo #timesup and #genderpaygap it is as important as ever for 
women to be able to meet together to discuss their experiences and identify ways 
forward. However it is also important for other groups not referenced in the Equality 
Act to have places to meet. Examples are people with issues such as substance 
abuse problems, people wanting to gather to produce neighbourhood plans, or 
simply people who share a common interest in something like music or art.  
 
The Plan needs to recognise that social infrastructure is not just about service 
provision. We need voluntary and community groups to innovate and experiment. 
Many of the practices taken for granted in our society today were first dreamed of 
and piloted by the VCS. We need people to campaign. It is not possible for groups 
whose income comes almost entirely from public body commissions and contracts to 
speak out about all the important issues that only people on the ground know about. 
The commissioning process has outsourced many of the activities that should be 
delivered by public bodies to get a cheaper delivery from underpaid charity staff. The 
commissioning process has also effectively silenced many of the people who used to 
speak up about problems in our communities and lobby for improvements. The Plan 
needs to recognise the benefits of a campaigning and vibrant voluntary sector which 
is not just there to deliver services. Since the loss of many funding streams, what few 
grants there are cause competition between organisations that would love to be co-
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operating. Many groups spend as much time on fundraising as they do on their 
activities. Addressing the provision of appropriate and affordable premises for the 
VCS via the London Plan would be of huge benefit. 
 
 
Would it provide an effective development management framework for 
boroughs, particularly with regard to Policy S1D, F and G? 
 
The policy needs to stress the vital importance of social infrastructure in 
creating the healthy city and strong and inclusive communities the Plan seeks 
to achieve. This requires addressing some of the other policies in Chapter 4 
which tend to prioritise the provision of housing units over and above any other 
kind of provision, for example Policy H1 B2   “boroughs should optimise the 
potential for housing delivery on all suitable and available brownfield sites 
through their Development Plans and planning decisions”  
 
Rooms of our Own feels strongly that focusing only on the supply of housing 
units is going to create very poor quality neighbourhoods for the future. The 
people who live in the houses need community centres, schools, doctors, 
green space, leisure facilities, employment opportunities, libraries. Otherwise 
we will only be building the slums of tomorrow. 
 
We think that the GLA should should use its own physical assets to promote 
the work of the voluntary and community sector by allocating land and 
buildings to suitable organisations. This should also apply to assets owned by 
other public bodies, such as TfL, which are being passed to the GLA for 
disposal. Currently priority seems to be given to housing only projects above 
everything else. 
 
With reference to Policy S1E, many of the most vulnerable people in our society 
need to use vehicles, whether that be community transport, taxis or their own cars. It 
is essential that people who cannot easily walk, cycle or use public transport not be 
excluded from work, leisure, health or other activities. We suggest that this policy 
includes provision for this significant section of London’s population, especially the 
provision of car-parking spaces near significant social infrastructure.We would also 
welcome support and funding for initiatives that encourage the transfer to electric 
vehicles with scrappage schemes and provision of charging points. 
 
With reference to Policy S1F it would be extremely useful if the Plan could create a 
Guiding Formula to which all London Boroughs would be expected to conform. 
Everyone understands the need for more affordable housing. However there is no 
point building thousands of additional “units” without the social infrastructure to 
support the people living in the units. We suggest that the Plan devises a framework 
relating number of housing units to area of green space, number of school spaces, 
capacity of buses and tubes, number of GPs, number of community meeting places 
etc. Of course this could not be too prescriptive as requirements vary, but a minimum 
requirement for every 100 new “bedspaces” would be extremely valuable for local 
communities campaigning for more social infrastructure provision. 
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With reference to Policy S1G the Plan should make far more reference to the 
provisions of the Localism Act which seem to have faded into obscurity. 
We understand that cash-strapped Councils are seeking any way at all to gain 
income, but this is highly detrimental to the future health and sustainability of our 
communities.Public land has already been paid for by the public via rates and taxes. 
It is already ours. It should not be sold to private developers to give some short-term 
boost to local authority cash-flows. Public land should be transferred to Community 
Land Trusts to provide affordable housing and affordable community spaces to the 
community that paid for it in the first place. 
 
With reference to 5.1.9 we think this paragraph is too weak to address all the issues 
that are facing voluntary and community groups. Far too many groups have folded 
due to lack of funding and loss of premises; often those premises have been taken 
back by the public bodies that own them and sold to solve short-term cash-flow 
problems. What are they going to sell when they have spent those receipts? 
Without a vibrant and successful VCS London will no longer be the great city it 
strives to be. Inequality will grow. Innovation will falter. Social problems will multiply. 
We urge the GLA to provide support for the VCS by transferring some of the sites 
they own, including those being vired across by TfL, NHS etc, to Community Land 
Trusts for the provision of affordable housing and affordable community premises. 
 


