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Notes by Jed Holloway towards our assembly of a Just Space response. These are first reactions and should not be further circulated.
ANALYSIS OF OBJECTIVES AND SUBOBJECTIVES
IIA covers requirements relating to Sustainability Appraisal (SA)/Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA), Health Impact Assessment (HIA), and Community Safety Assessment (CSA).

Eight IAA objectives:
1. Make the best and most efficient use of land and resources, reducing the negative impact of London’s social and economic activity on people and the environment.
0. Sub-objective 1a: Make best use of land.
0. Sub-objective 1b: Make efficient use of resources
0. Sub-objective 1c: Reduce negative externalities (past, present, future) of development and associated activity on people and the environment.
Thoughts (including response to prompt questions):
· There needs to be an analysis of what we mean by "best"
· In many senses delivery of AH is what is best, in terms of meeting need, and the fiscal long-term
· Negative impact / externalities - needs to expressly include an analysis of the harms of delivering private development. This is often falsely assumed to be pure benefit. Likely to increase local house prices and retail rents (link to regeneration effect CBRE docs), and in turn displace communities. Clear link to equalities impacts.
· Why is densification assume to be correct? Has there been an analysis of negative socioeconomic and ecological impacts of this approach?
· Lots of evidence that tall buildings not economical and result in less AH.
· Also social impacts in terms of D/S and placemaking
· And huge environmental impact / energy inefficiency - ties into "minimise the use of resources"
1. Provide a quantum, type, quality and tenure of housing (including specialist and affordable provision) to better meet evolving household needs.
0. Sub-objective 2a: Plan for housing quantity sufficient to meet projected and backlog needs, easing competition.
0. Sub-objective 2b: Secure a mix of housing that is sufficient to provide choice and best meet needs.
0. Sub-objective 2c: Secure an improvement in housing quality that better meets needs.
0. Sub-objective 2d: Achieve improved housing affordability that is better aligned with Londoners’ incomes.
Thoughts:
· Needs to be proper analysis / summary of need, including analysis of need for private housing, and dangers of delivery of private housing above need or in a proportion that is wholly out of line with proportion of need (see negative effects above).
· Flowing from this, there should be an analysis of whether private housing is actually meeting a housing need, i.e. how are they being used? As second homes / investment vehicles / unsold / unoccupied?
· There needs to be an assessment of how private delivery can negatively affect affordability.
· Key issue is under-delivery of larger units, despite there being a clearly evidenced need for them. There needs to be more detailed analysis of this, and of potential negative impacts of delivery not meeting need, including impacts on affordability, reduction in families in the capital and knock-on effects of that.
· There will no doubt be a push to lock in the reduced AH target long-term. There needs to be strong testing not just on how it affected housing delivery generally, but also:
· How it affected AH delivery
· The socioeconomic effects - house price changes, displacement of people, where development happened and what sort…
· To what extent any benefits can be attributed to the other reforms (CIL, grant, design changes)
1. Unlock and sustain London’s economic potential across all parts of the capital ensuring stable long-term economic growth.
0. Sub-objective 3a: Sustain a diversity of economic activity.
0. Sub-objective 3b: Address barriers to economic growth.
0. Sub-objective 3c: Address barriers to economic participation.
0. Sub-objective 3d: Ensure resilience of economic activity to weather extremes and global economic shocks and change.
Thoughts:
· We need to be clear what is meant by diversity of economic activity.
· There needs to be more detail on analysing what the barriers to economic growth are, and how development can support them, but also crucially how some development exacerbates them (and how such development can be prevented). Most analysis seems to rest on assumption that development is only doing good.
· There needs to be a more detailed analysis of the type of  growth, and an assessment of potential harms of growth that is inequitable and increases inequality.
· e.g. Private housing may deliver some form of economic growth, but it is not equitable or sustainable
· Key part of this is understanding the different economic contexts of businesses, including how large international chains can divert profit out of London / the country.
· Key point to assess is displacement of local and independent businesses, often from racially minoritised backgrounds. How can policy better protect these businesses and these groups and ensure they are included in the benefits of redevelopment?
· Key point to be analysed is the different understandings of "independent businesses". Some have big financial backing. Some cater to rich people. Such businesses must be distinguished from grassroots businesses.
· Any attempt to secure long-term the reduction in AH target needs to be seen in this light.
 
1. Create successful, well served, mixed use and dynamic places, ensuring new development promotes and enhances sense of place, having regard for the specific vulnerabilities of cultural, historic, landscape and geodiversity assets.
0. Sub-objective 4a: Create well-served mixed use places that can sustain their success.
0. Sub-objective 4b: Ensure new development contributes to the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of place-based assets.
Thoughts:
· Greater emphasis needs to be placed on understanding what creates each places "sense of place", and its specific "vulnerabilities" - but also its strengths, opportunities and needs
· Often development plans don't really grapple with this, paving the way for development to undermine local identity of claim to be contributing based on a warped analysis
· Need to look beyond points like historic heritage and better understand the existing socioeconomic context and need
 
1. Improve the health, community safety and wellbeing of Londoners and reduce health inequalities
0. Sub-objective 5a: Improve health and well-being through addressing health and wellbeing determinants associated with development.
0. Sub-objective 5b: Improve community safety, reduce crime and fear of crime through addressing risk factors.
0. Sub-objective 5c: Reduce health inequalities by addressing inequalities of causational factors, including spatial.
Thoughts:
· Approach to analysing health and wellbeing needs to change. Developers' approach often boils this down to cold metrics / monetary figures, overlooking:
· The fact that this is undermined if the development increases local prices and displaces local communities
· The question of who this development is for (and who it excludes)
· More detailed analysis of what the local community and culture looks like, and its specific needs/threats
· Holistic sense of wellbeing, including sense of stability / fear of displacement
· e.g. Elephant Park - green space obviously improves health outcomes, but the analysis overlooked the fact that there was a net loss in social housing and displacement of the local communities - both directly and indirectly
 
1. Promote greater equality of opportunity for all and meet diverse needs to achieve a more inclusive, integrated, and fair city.
0. Sub-objective 6a: Secure greater equality of opportunity by reducing disadvantage.
0. Sub-objective 6b: Secure greater equality of opportunity by better meeting specific needs.
0. Sub-objective 6c: Promote greater equality of opportunity by supporting greater participation in public life or other activities where participation is disproportionately low.
0. Sub-objective 6d: Foster inclusion, integration and good relations between different communities
0. Sub-objective 6e: Eliminate unlawful discrimination based on protected characteristics
Thoughts:
· Language is so vague hear to the point of becoming unmeasurable and meaningless
· How does this actually translate to requirements for developments?
· As above, this needs to include both positive requirements but also negative prohibitions
· Is there any analysis of how development is improving / worsening inclusivity and integration?
· Particularly in terms of housing need (affordable and family), affordability, independent businesses and cultural spaces?
· Need to look beyond simple metrics
· Needs to include more nuanced analysis of displacement - residents and businesses
1. Reduce CO2 emissions from all sources and create a more resilient city in the face of climate change impacts.
0. Sub-objective 7a: Achieve reductions in CO2 in line with national and regional net zero targets.
0. Sub-objective 7b: Improve the climate change resilience of people and places within London.
Thoughts:
· Needs to go beyond current analysis of CO2 reductions. The current approach has a starting point of assuming the proposed development is acceptable in principle, then seeks to reduce CO2 for the specific development.
· There needs to be analysis of:
· The possibility of refurbishment, with more serious prohibitions on development where refurb is feasible
· Whether alternative forms of development would be more carbon efficient (so that the cost/benefit of these other developments can be measured)
· A crucial part of this is assessing the impact of tall buildings - currently this is absent in the analysis
· Analysis needs to include not only direct CO2 use, but increased energy consumption in the long-term
· There needs to be an analysis of how development as a whole affects CO2 across London, and who is most likely to be impacted - linked to equalities points.
1. Conserve and enhance biodiversity, protecting designated species and habitats and supporting nature recovery and resilience and provision of wider ecosystem services. 
0. Sub-objective 8a: Conserve biodiversity, supporting its resilience.
0. Sub-objective 8b: Enhance biodiversity, supporting its recovery.
0. Sub-objective 8c: Protect designated habitats and species.
0. Sub-objective 8d: Support the provision of wider ecosystem services
Thoughts:
· There needs to be stronger requirements for clear mitigation and enhancement plans where there is a risk of adverse effects to habitats / species. Too often developers are allowed to defer detail until after decision, and it is unclear whether adequate systems are in place long-term
· The long-term success of current proposals needs to be reviewed - are there sufficient tools to monitor and enforce? Are actual outcomes being measured?
· Is there a clear idea of what this looks like in practice?
· Need an analysis of how development can actively improve biodiversity etc
· e.g. swift bricks - are they working? If so, what else is working / might work?
· Need honest analysis of how developments directly and indirectly impact biodiversity through
General comments
· Towards a New London Plan statement about not increasing obligations (get proper quote) is flawed and needs to be interrogated. There first needs to be proper IIA of different options and opportunities where increasing obligations in certain instances is justified/necessary.
· There needs to be a retrospective analysis of the successes and failures of the previous London Plan. This must include analysis of changes to affordability, how delivery measures against need, the impacts of delivering private housing well above the proportionate need, carbon and biodiversity impacts, loss of independent businesses and any gains in larger businesses
· There must also be an analysis of the short-term effects of recent 'emergency measures' - again this needs to include analysis of failures and not just successes.
· *What's missing from these objectives?
· Ensure economic growth is equitable growth?
· Reducing health inequalities - not to be confused with improving abstracted health outcomes (i.e. who is benefitting changes / people displaced)
· Promote greater equality of opportunity for all and meet diverse needs - should include positive and negative element i.e. understanding harmful effects of things
· Reduce CO2 emissions - must include stronger push for refurb


RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS
Question 1 Have there been any significant omissions of plans, policies, programmes or sustainability objectives relevant to the scoping of the IIA?  
· The IIA needs to be centred around a question of need - with an initial assessment of what is needed, and then an assessment of whether development meets that need. Any assessment of adverse impacts needs to be weighed against the benefits in this context.
· IIA does not challenge assumptions of benefits of increasing density, and promoting housing of any kind. There needs to be an assessment of negative impacts of delivery of private housing that does not meet need. This needs to include an analysis of impacts in terms of long-term socioeconomics, equalities, and the environment.
· There needs to be an analysis of the approach to viability, in the context of socioeconomic impacts. Over time, viability has become the central question, justifying development that not only under-delivers affordable housing, but also fails to meet policy on tenure mix, density, heritage impact etc. It has also contributed to a proportionate over-delivery of student and co-living. The starting point needs to be whether the development is acceptable and meets need - and this needs to inform the approach to IIA. 
· There needs to be express acknowledgement that development can actively exacerbate socioeconomic and equalities issues. IIA approach (as with previous ones) generally focuses on benefits of development.
· There needs to be a clearer definition of what "good" and "best" mean in each context. The broad notion of "growth" needs to be better defined and scrutinised - "growth" must be "good", and "good" must mean equitable, and economically sound in the long-term.
Question 2 Is the baseline data collated relevant and of sufficient detail to support the IIA, or is there additional key baseline data that could be used that has not been identified? 
· There needs to be more detailed analysis of who development benefits, and importantly who it adversely affects. Much analysis of benefits in terms of economics, health and other social factors analyses outcomes in general, but this overlooks the changes in end user - eg purported health improvements need to be analysed in a context where the development might displace.
· Analysis of carbon impact needs to take a broader view. The current approach assumes the proposed development is acceptable in principle in terms of size, layout and use, and then seeks to reduce carbon impact within those parameters. There must be an initial analysis of whether what is proposed is acceptable - including a more robust analysis of retrofit, and an assessment of alternatives.
Question 3 Do you agree with the key sustainability issues that have been identified for London?
· See above regarding approach to retrofit / carbon. This ties into the need to approach cost/benefit differently. There must not be an assumption that residential development is inherently good, regardless of whether it is meeting need in terms of affordability and tenure mix. The huge carbon impacts, and indirect ecological impacts, of development need to be assessed in this context - if a development is not meeting need, is it worth these impacts?
Question 4 Do the IIA objectives and assessment questions provide a sound framework against which to assess the sustainability performance of the emerging London Plan? 
· No, for reasons above
· It includes basic assumptions that all delivery of housing is good, and that all growth is good. These assumptions need to be rigorously and openly tested, based around a central question of need, and understanding the adverse effects of development, in terms of socioeconomics, equalities and the environment.
· Analysis of outcomes/effects fails to include indirect socioeconomic impact, such as increases in local prices and resulting displacement. It also fails to assess who benefits and who is excluded - it overlooks the reality that the hypothetical end user / beneficiary post-development is likely to be different to the actual people using the site currently.
· Environmental sustainability needs to include a broader view of indirect impact.
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