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DRLP Examination in Public 

Submission by Michael Edwards to the Panel  December 2010-11-30 on his 
own behalf, and on behalf of (856) The King's Cross Railway Lands Group. 

 

1.  To meet the tests of soundness the DRLP needs, inter alia, to be 
deliverable within the foreseeable economic and policy context of the plan 
period. 

2.  I, and a number of others, made representations to the GLA in 2009 and 
then to the EiP in January 2010 and (following a change of government) in 
May and at the opening of the EiP in June calling for the Plan to be tested 
against (and so far as possible proofed against) a substantially less optimistic 
economic growth scenario and/or against a more sustainable desideratum 
than simply the maximisation of GDP. The Panel invited the GLA to respond 
to these concerns but, in a series of exchanges, the GLA resolutely stuck to 
its view that the crisis / recession / downturn should be regarded as a short-
term fluctuation, not requiring reconsideration of the long-term, trend-based, 
growth projections,  at least for London. 

3.  The Panel did, however, undertake to reopen discussion on this at the 
December adjournment when the policy intentions of the new government, 
and especially the details of the CSR, were available for consideration. This 
opportunity for discussion has now been withdrawn and participants can now 
only make final submissions without the opportunity for discussion, or for the 
GLA to respond - since the Panel has said that it is unable to receive or 
consider any submissions made after 8 December. The present submission is 
made on that basis, unsatisfactory though we consider it to be. 

4. This submission deals (i) very briefly with the overall economic growth 
assumptions and (ii) with the Mayor's equality policies and aspirations. 

5. Growth.  We remain convinced that the Mayor's overall projections are too 
high (for reasons we shall not repeat here) and that the refusal to explore the 
spatial and planning implications of substantially lower levels of economic 
activity (including public expenditure) greatly reduces London's resilience in 
the face of grave uncertainties. 

6. However, we can no more prove we are right about future growth rates than 
the Mayor can prove we are wrong. We have given up hope of securing 
changes to the plan on the growth rates issue and deeply regret that the 
Panel has, implicitly, done so too. However we consider that the Panel should 
at least consider taking action to increase the robustness / resilience of the 
Plan now that we can begin to see the likely impact of public policy and 
expenditure changes decided by the previous and the present governments. 
These impacts are clearly going to be very damaging for, inter alia, the 
inequalities, including the spatial inequalities, besetting London. 
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7. Equalities. We were impressed by the Mayor's commitment to reducing the 
inequalities among Londoners. It appeared  not just to be lip service to the 
requirements of the GLA Act and the GOL Circular but to be a strong view 
independently held by the Mayor and stressed by him and his team at the 
opening of the EiP. 

8. In Just Space's opening (291) we said 
The main challenge faced by all global cities is how to limit the extremes of inequality which such 
cities generate and (—where we can't limit them, how to mitigate the effects).   Housing is a 
specially severe challenge because all of us live in the same or interconnected housing markets. 

and  

On the equalities issue it is important to note that the word 'equalities' is being used in the Plan in 
two quite distinct senses. 

(i) Inequalities of income and wealth - which have become much more severe in the UK since the 
1970s, tend to be severe in global cities and are bad in London. They show up strongly in the 
GLA work on health inequalities, in the Hills reports on Inequality for the government, in the 
Wilkinson and Pickett book The Spirit Level.  Many of the organisations in Just Space are 
passionately determined that the plan should reduce this sort of inequality:  inequality of 
outcomes. The Mayor says it in respect of health but not elsewhere.  We should all have good 
housing, good health, good air to breathe, parks, transport and so on. This is not the same as 
equality of opportunity - to change your place in the social structure.  It's about the structure. 
Many of our representations are about narrowing this sort of structural inequality. 

(ii) Inequalities in the other sense is about the differential or discriminatory experiences of 
specific groups in the society. Some of these groups are represented here, others not.  The 
mayor's State of Equality in London reports deal with these issues but we must remember that 
their yardstick is only to bring the experience of each equalities group up to the (still awful) 
London level. ROTA leading on this issue.  All of the Just Space groups are united on the more 
structural issues. 

9. New evidence affecting equalities issues in the Plan comes principally from 
the CSR (with preceding detail on Housing Benefits etc and subsequent 
detail), from a recent report by the Institute for Fiscal Studies1 and... 

10. Our submission is that the evidence now points unequivocally to a 
sustained structural change in British society which will further increase 
inequality in London and have marked spatial consequences to which the 
DRLP is not an adequate response. 

11. We say 'sustained' because, while some of the fiscal changes will have 
immediate, short-run, effects (VAT and tax changes for example) and some 
will, in isolation, reduce inequality (the changes to pension contribution rules 
for high earners), many of the changes will be brought in over a number of 
years and most of these will have the effect of further impoverishing the poor. 
The government has repeatedly said that it plans to change the role of the 
state for good, and we believe them.  There are thus no grounds for expecting 

                                            
1 Institute of Fiscal Studies and New Policy Institute, Poverty	  and	  the	  impact	  of	  
tax	  and	  benefit	  changes	  in	  London,	  London	  November	  21	  2010.	  
 



6  December page 3 of 4    Edwards/856     Economy/Equality 

 

the tax/benefit/public services changes to be a temporary diversion from a 
long term trend. 

12.  The IFS in its most recent study, summarises its findings as follows: 
The increases in taxes and cuts in benefits and tax credits announced by the coalition 
Government in the June Budget and Spending review and due to take effect between now and 
2014‐15 hit lower income Londoners harder than those on higher incomes. For instance they 
amount to 5.7% of net income for the poorest fifth of Londoners, on average, compared to 1.7% 
for the richest fifth. 

• The effect of all changes in taxes and cuts in benefits and tax credits due to come into effect by 
2014‐15 (i.e. including those announced by the last Labour government and yet to take effect) is 
less regressive. They amount to 5.2% of net income for the poorest fifth of Londoners, on 
average, compared to 4.6% for the richest fifth. 

• Higher housing costs mean the low income Londoners are hit harder, on average by the cuts to 
benefits and tax credits than low income households across the UK as a whole. 

and they describe the impact on families and ethnic groups as follows: 
• Roughly half of poor children and one third of children just above the poverty line are in families 
that report they are receiving housing benefit. Furthermore, almost 90% of all children living in 
families receiving housing benefit in London are in poverty or just above the poverty line. 

• Around half of children and around 40% of working age adults in families saying they receive 
disability living allowance are in poverty or are just above the poverty line. 

• White British people make up just under one‐third of the poor in inner‐London and just under 
one‐half of the poor in outer‐London. They make up just over half of the non‐poor in 
inner‐London and around 65% of the non‐poor in outer London. 

13. This account (backed up with substantial detail in its text and tables) is the 
most authoritative independent assessment we have seen. It is consistent 
with many other assessments by journalists and by Local Government and 
Housing groups.  There has been a particular focus in the literature on the 
likely effects of the changes to Housing Benefits/Allowances, to social housing 
rents for new tenancies and to reductions in security of tenure2.  In particular 
there has been much discussion on the likely effects on those who will no 
longer be able to afford living in London (or the more expensive parts of 
London) and on the other parts of London and the UK to which they might be 
constrained to move. 

14.  In addition to the impact of tax and benefit changes, London will 
experience the impact of cuts in public services - not covered by the IFS study 
referred to above.  These cuts are clearly going to be severe and, because 
low income people, disability groups and some ethnic minorities are 
disproportionately dependent on public services (and les able to switch to 
private provision), this will be a further factor increasing inequality in London. 
Cuts will affect services in health, elder-care, child-care, public transport fares, 
urban regeneration, social housing output, libraries, education and every 
aspect of public services, with many predictable effects on the policy areas 
covered by the London Plan.  
                                            
2 Notably Shelter's CSR Briefing of October 2010 
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15.  The Mayor's planning team should be asked, at least, to re-visit the Plan, 
policy by policy, and propose the changes which would be necessary to 
strengthen the protections to low- and middle-income people (their homes, 
their jobs, their quality of life) in the face of what is now a known series of 
threats.  Where policies cannot realistically be strengthened in this way, then 
the Mayor's vision statement will have to be modified to avoid un-deliverable 
promises which would undermine the Plan's credibility. 

16 In particular the following policies (and associated text) could need 
revision: 

 1.1 where the references to "all Londoners" and text about diverse 
neighbourhoods are no longer plausible. 

 2.12 where much stronger measures may be needed to protect Central 
London's predominantly residential areas and the diverse communities which 
live in them. 

 2.13, 2.14(OA/IA/RA) where the reduced resources available to the 
LDA (or its successors within the GLA) and to the HCA must seriously weaken 
the prospects for the implementation of area based schemes and/or their 
capacity to delver affordable homes and the expected numbers of jobs. 

 3.2 Health inequalities will certainly need revisiting and expert opinion 
is likely to be that the extent of inequalities will worsen as the real incomes of 
the poor decline relative to the rich. 

 The housing aspects of the Plan are the subject of a separate 
submission by Duncan Bowie and/or the TCPA. 

 Chapter 4:  The policies in chapter 4 are likely to need review in the 
light, particularly, of  
•   an increased need to avoid/delay the extinguishing of existing employment 
in the course of redevelopment and land use change 
•   the new problems of low- and middle-income labour supply likely to affect 
employers as it becomes harder and harder for these workers to live securely 
and affordably in many parts of London 
•   likely reductions in resources for training. 

 Chapter 8:  The entire 'implementation' section and the related 
Implementation Plan will need review in the light of public spending cuts. 

 

17. Conclusion 

The Panel is urged to adjourn the EiP while the GLA considers these 
and other issues raised by changes in public policy.  

m.edwards@ucl.ac.uk 

 


