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Matter 3A Quality of life 
Policy 3.1 – Ensuring equal life chances for all
1. This statement supports Policy 3.1 but wants to see it strengthened so as to be more likely to contribute to its objective of ‘tackling the huge issue of inequality across London’. 
2. Inclusion London is a pan-London organization supporting equality for Deaf and disabled people in London. We conducted London-wide consultation with Deaf and disabled people’s organizations on the Mayor’s draft replacement London Plan which informed our original submission and this written statement.
Proposal

3. We propose that policy 3.1 be strengthened by an amendment which makes explicit reference to the Social Model of Disability. The supporting text to the Policy references (paragraph 3.2) the Mayor’s equality framework (Equal Life Chances for All) but this has been criticised by disabled people’s organisations as lacking an explicit reference and commitment to the Social Model of Disability. This model recognises that people are not disabled by virtue of having impairment but by the physical and social environment. Therefore it is highly relevant to the London Plan. We understand that pre-examination changes have amended the supporting text at paragraph 3.3 to make reference to the Social Model. We believe this should be within the policy.
Question b) asks ‘Is there any harm in losing sites and buildings if the service standard can thereby be improved, for example by supporting home care initiatives?’

4. Yes there is harm. This question runs counter to the intent of Policy 3.1. Policy 3.1 addresses meeting needs in order to try to improve equality and in that framework says development should enhance facilities that meet the needs of particular group. This question focuses on losing sites and buildings, does not refer to facilities and suggests ‘services’ could be provided via home care. Our response is that we are opposed to losing sites and buildings in which facilities that meet needs are located. Proposals to lose such sites should not be acceptable unless there is an explanation that shows there is no loss to the specific need to be met and no loss of the facility. This should require evidence to be given that the facilities will be replaced and that there will be no loss in the level or standard of the facility. 

The implication in the question is unrealistic: e.g. a home care service that provides food or social care meets different needs (however essential) to a centre that provides, for example, a meeting place for disabled people’s organisations, hosts a lunch club for older people, or provides a gym or a college used by disabled people. Food, teaching or exercise could take place in the person’s home, but they would be very different in impact, would not provide social engagement, would not contribute to making to social inclusion, would be different (and not equal to) how other people were able to access such facilities and the social interaction they bring, and would therefore not help deliver ‘equal life chances for all’ or improved equality. Social isolation is a major issue for disabled people and this change would risk increasing  social isolation. 
Question d) ‘Is clause C necessary’? 
5. Yes, clause C is entirely necessary and should be made more prominent. Clause C states that ‘Development proposals should have regard to the Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment’ and other guidance issued by the Mayor’. This SPG sets out detailed advice and guidance on the policies which promote an inclusive environment for disabled people in London. It is thorough, comprehensive and of great help at local levels. It is necessary to refer to it in this way in the London Plan in order to ensure that it is understood as a document to be followed and used. Inclusive design is so fundamental to the London Plan, and to disabled people’s lives, that the reference to the SPG must be in the Plan. The only alternative would be to include much more detailed policy within the London Plan itself. Too much exclusive, discriminatory design and development continues to take place: removing reference to the SPG would encourage rather than discourage this trend.
6. In the possibility that the question means ‘is it necessary for the London Plan to say that development proposals should have regard to the Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment’ then the answer is also yes. We do not assume this is what the question means because the suggestion that developers should not have regard to this SPG would be a huge step away from inclusive design and a goal of a more equal city. This must be avoided. Inclusive design is fundamental to removing barriers to equality for disabled people and development proposals must have regard to the SPG and this must be highlighted in the core London Plan. It is necessary to lead Boroughs, developers and everyone to act inclusively and without discrimination. 

7. Additionally we propose that Clause C is amended to insert after ‘....Environment” and...’ the following: ‘Supplementary Planning Guidance Planning for Equality and Diversity in London and’ and then to continue to the end of the sentence. This SPG provides detailed guidance on how to use the planning process to contribute to greater equality for range of London’s communities. It is therefore highly appropriate to Policy 3.1 which addresses tackling inequality and delivering equality for all who live in London.
Question d) ‘do clauses D and E of the policy add value?’

8. Yes the clauses add value in identifying the specific approaches boroughs should have to making provision in order to address ‘equal life chances for all’. We believe they could be strengthened by the inclusion of more detail about what steps Boroughs should take to identify and address specific needs and by a clearer and firmer monitoring framework.
9. These clauses need to be in the London Plan to make clear to s the seriousness with which the London Plan takes the issue of equal life chances and equality and to indicate the specific issues that should be considered and steps that should be taken. This contribution is too often left out of or marginalised in such development frameworks. This Policy and these paragraphs help to draw attention to equality as a central goal of strategic development and make some specific points about the kinds of steps Boroughs should take and the kinds of needs they should address. Disabled people are not one single group: they are heterogeneous, in all of London’s differing ethnic communities, faith groups, women and men, of varying sexual orientation and in all age groups. Disabled people’s needs and how best they can be met will be influenced by our other characteristics. 
10. We propose the following addition to Clause D: ‘In order to identify needs of local communities Boroughs should conduct focused and well-structured Equality Impact Assessments.’ Such EIAs can help identify needs and impacts of policies and ensure that planning and provision of services and facilities are appropriate to meet needs.
11. Instead of ‘may wish’ in paragraph E, we propose the word ‘should’ and that Boroughs should also be encouraged to identify and consider the needs of disabled people and disabled people within particular communities.
12. If policies on this basis are implemented by Boroughs they will add value to the lives of Deaf and disabled people through approaches, plans and policies that are more inclusive and less discriminatory. Having these clauses is also consistent with the GLA’s duty to pay due regard to promotion of equality for disabled people. 
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