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CHAIR (Mr Lavender): 3 proposed changes to discuss: 
1. Neighborhoods, public realm and health + new part B which will introduce a section 
on LDF preparation 
Secondly, the additional changes as promoted by GLA in its statement to this session, 
which I have included in the context section of the panel note.  



Thirdly, suggested rewording policy from London Forum which hopefully most of you 
have seen if not yet fully digested... 
 
GLA (AB-P) Elaine Seagriff from TfL is here; the Mayor will be represented by John 
Lett and myself. 
Last week we circulated some suggested changes "matters 2D to 4C" though some 
intermediate policies in that range have no such changes. 
 
London Tenants’ Federation (who? not Sharon): (00:06:03) - circulate a paper 
 
Right, the first point that I’d like to make is that we are rather concerned that although 
the plan acknowledges that the majority of Londoners live within the Inner London as 
defined by the London Plan, and also they acknowledge that virtually all London’s 
deprivation area is also in the Inner London boroughs, there is not a lot of emphasis on 
the inner London boroughs in general in this plan and the points that are being made 
and are under discussion today. And from this we at the London Tenants' Federation 
conclude that planning policy has really failed a large majority of Londoners over the 
past 50 years, and that there does need to be a much greater focus of planning policy 
on Inner London than either the CAZ or Outer London. Having said that, we generally 
feel there is a need for much greater detail in policy 2.9 of exactly how concentrations 
of deprivation are to be positively addressed, particularly regarding housing and 
employment and that there must be a focus on respecting the aspirations of existing 
deprived communities for their neighborhoods within inner London.  
 
Our main concern is that what is deemed to be realizing potential to sustain and 
enhance economic and demographic growth will continue to produce developments with 
the types of housing, employment, shops and services that we have seen across the 
inner and central London areas which meet the needs exclusively of more wealthier 
communities and in fact are to the detriment of deprived communities. We feel it’s of 
note to this discussion that on the 2nd of July the National Audit Office published its 
report demonstrating that the gap in life expectancy between government-designated 
areas of high deprivation and the national average has continued to widen.  
 
(00:08:05) 
It’s interesting that Channel 4 news, focusing on Canning Town in Newham, one of the 
previous government’s mixed-tenure regeneration schemes, when they wanted to 
illustrate issues highlighted in the National Audit Office’s report. Canning Town features 
in our briefing, section 4a. Most of the evidence presented in this section was gathered 
at a recent conference held by London Tenants’ Federation, where we took evidence of 
the things that we have represented here from people who live in these areas. Given 
the focus in policy 2.9 and elsewhere in the London Plan on addressing concentrations 
of deprivation we hope that the GLA would be able to explain in more detail exactly how 
the London Plan will make the difference, and in what way this would be different in 
genuinely addressing deprivation.  
 
Our briefing paper provides, as I said, specific example and evidence provided by our 
members and detailing our concerns. These are examples of greatly increased existing 
and planned developments that show an emphasis on market housing, leisure facilities 
and employment, that exclusively meet the needs of the wealthier communities. In 
riverside and city areas, some on previous industrial land, that in the past provided 



employment and met the needs of local communities that now suffer deprivation. Most 
of these plans and these developments have inadequate levels of social rented housing 
and some, as you will see from the evidence we’ve presented, have none. We have 
provided examples from Lambeth, Wandsworth and Southwark detailed in the sections 
1 a. b. and c. and also 3d. For example a riverside scheme in Wandsworth, at Battersea 
Reach, provides only 5 percent of social rented homes. At the Elephant & Castle, where 
2,000 homes have been produced, some developments have no social rented homes 
and in total this development provides only 4 percent of social rented housing.  
For our members it actually matters little whether these developments are inside or 
outside the CAZ. The results are equally damaging to our more deprived communities.  
 
In some instances communities are literally being dispersed, moved out of their 
neighborhoods, away from families and supportive social networks. And this has 
happened at the Elephant & Castle in Southwark and also in parts of Newham such as 
Canning Town, see section 4a. This effectively destroys communities, does not address 
their needs and level of deprivation. (00:10:49)  
 
In section 2 of our evidence we have provided details of Clerkenwell and Bunhill in 
Islington where extreme poverty sits adjacent to extreme wealth. While social housing 
tenants have not, in that case, been literally exported from their areas as has happened 
at Elephant & Castle, a slower but nonetheless very damaging process of ongoing 
gentrification and the pricing out of older working class families and what have now 
become deprived communities continues. Trickle down benefit has simply not occurred 
here. Despite Clerkenwell now having an average household income of 55,000 pounds, 
half the households in the ward have incomes of 18,000 pounds or less. And when you 
focus on the estates covered by the EC1 New Deal for Community area, household 
incomes drop to just over 12,000 pounds a year. Even with the additional £53 million 
regeneration funding, indicators of deprivation for the poorest section of the 
community, relating to income, employment and health, remain as they were at the 
beginning of the scheme.  
 
In sections 3 of our evidence we highlight how the impact of gentrification can bring 
about forces intent on pushing out the existing food market in Brixton, which not only 
provides a wide variety of fresh food for local communities, but also provides 
employment for them and in section 5 we detail the very worrying loss of employment, 
industrial land particularly, and particularly in the manufacturing sector in Lambeth, 
where there is an emphasis on small areas of employment being given planning 
permission to be developed as housing, usually only 15 units or less than 15 units, 
hence there is no social housing included, and of course the people that can no longer 
afford to work in these areas, also can no longer afford to buy the new housing that is 
being built. And this is not just evidence in Lambeth and Brixton but the re-location of 
small business from land being taken for housing is very common, and examples that 
immediately spring to mind are at the Olympic Games site in Newham and the Emirates 
Stadium in Islington.  
 
Given the focus which policy 2.9 puts on East-West London convergence, what we want 
to know from the GLA is specifically what this means. Will it mean that inner London, 
increasingly east London, continues to get swamped with more housing and 
employment that fails to meet the needs of deprived communities and would appear 
also to be forcing out employment in this situation? Facilitating more development 



under the guise of mixed tenure, or 'mixed and balanced communities', does not 
address deprivation, and would appear to highlight the contradictions in the London 
Plan, not resolve them.  
 
In Newham, Lewisham and Tower Hamlets, and also Greenwich, numerous current 
plans appear at the very least to show a lack of sensitivity to existing communities. 
What appears to be determination to push through massive demographic change 
regardless of the negative impact on deprived communities, in terms of housing, 
employment, and their existing social networks and relationships. Section 4c of our 
briefing note provides some details of plans for Bedford and the concerns that have 
been expressed there by London Tenants’ Federation members. In all the East London 
inner boroughs, the failure to address housing needs, alongside in some instances large 
scale demolition of housing, has resulted in quite dramatic increases in the number of 
households on housing waiting lists. Of the more than 18,000 new homes constructed 
in these four boroughs over the last three years, on average less than 19 percent, just 
3,405 of them are social rented homes. This varies from borough to borough, from a 
level of 22 percent in Hackney, to only 12 percent in Greenwich.     
 
Section 4b of our briefing notes discuss the case of the Ferrier Estate development at 
Kidbrooke in Greenwich, where plans for redevelopment, the demolition of 1,900 
council homes, and the development of 4,000 new homes, results in a significant loss of 
social rented housing, a figure of 1,160 less homes for social rented homes. In Newham 
housing waiting lists have increased dramatically as a result of demolition of housing 
and decanting of residents, and currently with minimal being replaced. Section 4a of 
our briefing note refers to the Custom House and Canning Town developments, a large 
mixed tenure development scheme with proposed 10,000 new homes, but with only 
100 more social rented homes within that number than those that are being 
demolished.  
 
These are real communities we’re discussing, communities which despite their poverty 
have histories in their areas, have families, have social networks. They certainly desire 
change, but they want that change to be positive and beneficial to their communities, 
not to take place at their expense. Section 4d of our briefing notes takes a section of 
evidence from a case study from Tower Hamlets, which is very interesting and it was 
contained in the CLG ‘Tackling Economic Deprivation in NDC areas.’ The study shows, 
that the improvement in deprivation indicators in just one LSOA in the borough, was 
sufficient to result in an apparent improvement in relative deprivation in the whole of 
Tower Hamlets between 1999 and 2005. It also, however, disguised the fact, that the 
majority of LSOAs in the borough had actually become more deprived.  
 
London Tenants’ Federation is not of course suggesting that poverty and deprivation as 
a whole can be addressed simply through a spatial strategy. But what the strategy can 
do, through careful detailing, is to prevent what we know is occurring across inner and 
central London in the name of convergence, or providing mixed and balanced 
communities. But which is either of no benefit, or is in fact detrimental, to the deprived 
communities in these areas. We note that many policies in the London Plan are quite 
detailed, and precise, yet others, such as policy 2.9 are not, even in comparison to the 
policies around the CAZ and Outer London.  
 



We propose that the policy should, first of all maximize housing, employment and 
training that will meet the needs of deprived communities. Then we require that social 
impact assessments are carried out in all regeneration and development schemes. We 
also suggest that the plan and the policy should provide a requirement for baseline 
evidence and ongoing monitoring, and very specifically of deprived communities in any 
regeneration schemes, including those who are dispersed as a result. It should 
encourage respect for the aspirations of existing deprived communities in their 
neighborhoods; In other words a bottom-up, not a top-down, planning policy. 
Specifically it should encourage promotion of lifetime neighborhoods as a model, which 
is a method of being very sympathetic to, and genuinely improving inner London and its 
very distinctive patchwork of neighborhoods and communities, while also the lifetime 
neighborhoods would reduce transport needs and be much more sensitive to 
environmental and climate change issues. If you concentrate on lifetime neighborhoods 
in these planning policies, you should be able to tackle some of the major issues that 
face Londoners over the next period of time (00:19:29).     
 
CHAIR: thank you that’s a very clear and helpful exposition of the Federation’s view. 
There was quite an emphasis in your introduction there on the subject of the provision 
of increased amounts of social rented housing in particular. Is it fair to represent your 
view in saying that other forms of affordable housing in the Federation’s view have 
relatively limited impact on the communities you are talking about? (00:20:02) 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: Yes, shared ownership is not being taken up except 
maybe along the riverside, and then it’s not taken up by people who live in those areas, 
but by incomers. We’ve got evidence of organizations trying to arrange for these shared 
ownership schemes to be taken up, who are just prepared to cast the net wide in order 
to get people to actually use them. And there is strong evidence that all in these inner 
London boroughs  the waiting lists are rising rapidly, the council waiting lists, and 
virtually all the people on those waiting lists can only rent, and prefer to rent social rent 
because of the high rents in the private sector, and also often poor quality of the rented 
property in the private sector.  
 
CHAIR: I mentioned in one of the earlier sessions the fact that gentrification is an 
inevitable result of mixed development policies, as you’ve indicated yourself. One looks 
at, for example, areas like Elephant & Castle, where the opportunity in the area there is 
focused largely on redevelopment of a large and somewhat unsatisfactory I suspect 
residential environment of council estates in particular. Is it not the case that in order 
to provide mixed and balanced communities and to change the environment and 
patterns of that area, that one needs to import -if you like- a mix of people from other 
areas and that the corollary concern that you have is where the displaced people are 
likely to go to, and that is something which perhaps the opportunity areas in 
themselves don’t address. Is that a reasonable summation of a concern?   
 
London Tenants’ Federation: the reality is that people get moved out of what are 
large council estates and the idea is to break these up and so on. The people who come 
in tend to be very transient, certainly in my borough, I come from Lambeth, the term 
used in all the Lambeth publications about this is ‘churn,’ there is a constant churnover 
of people. On council estates where this is happening, partly as a result of ‘right to buy’ 
and then people re-letting to these people who come in and also newcomers coming 
and buying first time homes on these estates, that breaks up communities, that 



actually destroys community cohesion. So gentrification works against the people who 
have lived in these areas for generations, and there is nothing wrong in living in an 
area if you’ve got work and you can contribute back into your community. And the 
points we were making about loss of work space and so on is very relevant in this 
situation, and most of these regeneration proposals do not provide local work places, 
and certainly at the Elephant & Castle you’ve got a situation where people have been, 
as we’ve discussed it particularly in relation to the Heygate which is reported in this 
evidence, we go into detail about, people are being driven out, and they are not given 
the right to come back necessarily, and in fact the number of homes that are being 
created for social rent are extremely small and are less than what was there before 
(00:23:42). 
 
CHAIR: thank you. One last point before I invite others to come in, but as far as the 
London Plan strategic approach is concerned, if you like it can be seen as operating at 
two levels, firstly the identification of those areas which are being targeted for 
regeneration and redevelopment opportunities, in the sense of the opportunity and 
regeneration areas, and secondly, the areas where, that are effectively being left to the 
normal development management process, to handle applications as they come in and 
set an appropriate policy context for those. So if you like there is the hands on 
approach of actually doing the job between the GLA and the boroughs working in 
concert with developers on targeted areas, and on the other, the more passive 
approach of waiting for development opportunities to arise. Now if one looks at the 
general development management approach, one sees a range of policies which apply 
obviously across London which developers have to comply with, but if one focuses onto 
the main areas of opportunity, where much of the new housing, new employment and 
new quarters in London are being provided, it would seem to come across very strongly 
from your view, looking at some of the areas you’ve referred to in your note, that those 
are not providing the balance of accommodation and types of jobs that represented 
organizations wish to achieve. Is that again a fair comment? (00:25:31) 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: that is a fair comment. We think these major schemes 
are not really working, they’re not achieving the targets they sat out to, the overall plan 
of convergence to bring East London up to West London if you like, to put it in its 
crudest form, the gap never seems to change. You may raise levels in East London, but 
you are not reducing the difference, and this is an ongoing issue. And in local areas, I 
mean some of these inner London boroughs are extremely crowded already, so you 
take, again I’ll go to my own borough which is Lambeth, one of the most densely 
populated boroughs in inner London, there is a scarcity of space to make a lot of these 
developments. The green space that we do have for example on many council estates 
are being filled up often with private housing for sale in order to balance the books on 
the plans, you know the economy of these new development plans. And the other 
building that is going on is often, as I’ve pointed out, taking spaces that were small 
business spaces, small employment spaces, they are very small, and you don’t get the 
planning gain of the social housing, developers are able to put in their proposal and 
there is nothing there to insist that there should be social housing within it.  
 
The other thing that happens is that some of the major developments that are actually 
in the CAZ zone along the river, the deals that are done with local boroughs, are that 
the money that should be spent on social housing is not done in that area where 
traditionally there were working communities who got their employment along the 



river’s front, those deals are being done to make the planning gain, give the money 
that could be spent at another end of the borough, so what you’re actually doing, and 
the case in point is a development that’s taking place at Blackfriars Bridge, which is a 
major hotel, and we make reference to that in our report. All the social housing for rent 
is being done with the money gain that Southwark is getting and is being pushed into a 
ward that already has acute deprivation and already has an excess if you like, if you 
think it’s wrong to have, housing estates, an excess of social rented housing estates. So 
you’re not resolving the problem, you’re worsening the problem, you’re creating a 
greater divide. (00:27:54) 
 
CHAIR: (?Mr Robottom) well, can I just try and pursue a couple of points. I mean in 
essence, your concern is how the boroughs have been operating the planning policy, 
because this development control is generally in their hands and the council housing is 
in their hands. So what you are wanting to see the plan is give greater direction to the 
way the boroughs operate? 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: yes, but we are also concerned that actually since the 
last plan was proposed and put in place the proposal is also to reduce the proportion of 
social rented housing, so that’s a very fundamental thing, and then within that context, 
the boroughs are being left, if you like, to their own devices, and the pressure is on, 
particularly on the inner boroughs who have the most acute housing problem to try and 
resolve this issue, in a way that there is no specificity about how they are going to 
actually insist on employment as well as housing need.    
 
CHAIR: and you are positively wanting to see any indications of greater mix operate 
both ways, so that that last example you gave, of the way that I suppose it’s a swap or 
a credit action going from one end of the borough to the other, that that’s actually 
sharpening the division rather than blurring it. 
 
London Tenants’ Federation Representative: yes for example in the Kidbrooke 
Development, the Ferrier Estate that we referred to, the GLA supported that scheme, 
and that scheme does not provide increased amounts of housing, doesn’t resolve the 
needs of the people on the Ferrier Estate, which was indeed a difficult estate to live on. 
All our members who live there know that. But it’s not being solved to sort their 
problems out.  
 
CHAIR: and where this displacement has been happening, has it been still within the 
same borough? I assume it has been, because... 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: well I think, I mean I know again going back to 
Lambeth and recent discussions that are going on in Lambeth, that there is acute 
overcrowding, and the displacement, there are a lot of hidden households, and they will 
often be displaced households, yeah. (00:30:04) 
 
CHAIR: are you suggesting that when people are moved out the authority doesn’t 
provide an alternative accommodation 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: well that’s certainly is what happened at the Elephant 
& Castle, not all of them have been provided, the whole scheme went on so long that 
people were sort of driven out by the slow decanting of the blocks and so on and it 



made it impossible and they weren’t offered anything and they just moved off to maybe 
live with family and friends or seek elsewhere.  
 
CHAIR: and lastly in terms of the actually changes that you are wanting, I take it the 
first item is you want to completely replace part A of the policy by your suggestion, and 
that the bullet points in your paragraph three would be intended to expand upon the 
direction for the borough LDFs 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: yes, that is what we’re asking for, yes.  
    
CHAIR: well, I can’t say, you know, our only ability is in a sense to recommend 
changes to the plan, so we need to be clear that’s exactly what you want 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: yes (00:31:10) 
 
Planning Aid for London (Michael Parkes): inner London is unique in Britain; when 
I worked for the Bangladeshis in Brick Lane in the late eighties, I was sitting at Brick 
Lane, at the foot of a rent gradient record values that went in two blocks from 
Bishopsgate to Brick Lane from 80 Pounds a square foot to one Pound a square foot.  
There is no other place in Britain like that. And inner London really does deserve a lot 
more attention in this plan than it in my opinion has received so far, for the reasons the 
lady on my left outlined. The threat and the opportunity is phenomenal.  
 
Convergence is an excellent principle, which we strongly support. It’s well defined by 
the five host borough unit, and I’ve given you in my statement the (Waltham Forest 
web link to it 00:32:30), i.e. to bring existing deprived communities up to the London 
average in terms of life expectancy, health, employment, housing, all the usual 
indicators. Our concern here at Planning Aid for London has again been expressed, that 
this is going to be achieved by exporting disadvantage, and importing advantage. Oh so 
easy to achieve, but that is not what convergence is about. Now I was the independent 
community masterplanner at the Heygate Estate in 2001-2002, and I have tried to give 
you, in my statement, not just examples you know where it’s not working, but how you 
can introduce processes to ensure that it can be made to work, I’m hoping that my 
statement is seen as a positive contribution to this debate, because I have tried to give 
you examples from my experience in various places of how you can achieve both.  
 
To rebalance ( 00:33:49) usually these are massive increases in density, there’s no real 
reason to export disadvantage. You can capitalize on the opportunities of growth, and 
minimize the potential difficulties, problems. It’s the only way we can do it basically, 
and this way we won’t do it. And every disadvantaged community I’ve ever worked for, 
and I’ve worked for 30 years as a community planner now in inner London, has frankly, 
wanted growth, wanted development, but wanted balanced development and wanted to 
be involved from the outset in the planning, management and delivery. At the back of 
my statement here I have given you some examples from the Elephant & Castle, the 
notable features of the Elephant & Castle initiative, where you can see that an umbrella 
of community interests were actually involved with the borough in writing the 
development briefs and what have you for opportunity areas and the like, regeneration. 
And actually in that instance they were so credible they were supported by Southbank 
University as it happened, that they separately interviewed the contending consortia as 
a preferred developer for Southwark borough council.  



 
And so inevitable the masterplan submissions from the competing consortia were, 
because they knew they have to get a tick from the umbrella of community interests, 
markedly more addressing those kind of interests. There are processes as well as 
development control, and I would like to see, you know this isn’t simple development 
control, these are planning processes, these are about empowerment, in a very real 
sense, and frankly the ‘Big Society’ in a very real sense. And by the way what came out 
of that process was, and I’m giving you there an example of a masterplan, clearly social 
rented housing and jobs for disadvantaged communities are absolutely the basic 
platform for gaining better health, better employment, better education, better life 
expectancy and so on and so forth. I’m hoping my colleagues will support that, but I 
think that’s a fair position to take. If you haven’t got at least some kind of affordable 
home, and a job, then you’re prospects for all the other indicators are not good. 
(00:36:55) 
 
CHAIR: it brings up this question of process which I think is possibly as important as 
important as the policies for land use and development and the first one you indicate of 
those is increased density as a particular point (00:37:09) 
 
Planning Aid for London: no that may be a development control matter, but process 
is involvement of a credible umbrella of interests, possibly through the LSP, from the 
outset in preparing briefs, and in assessing potential developers. 
 
CHAIR: yes I’m not denigrating the use of processes to address the problem, I’m just 
trying to seek to divide the two, as to which directions you are looking towards. There’s 
a planning policy approach and a planning process approach (Planning Aid for London: 
both) and they both go together. But the suggestion you’ve made as far as the 
development management side is concerned is increased density. From the process 
side is obviously the same as most people are calling for which is increased community 
involvement, from the plan preparation in the plan preparation process. 
 
Planning Aid for London: throughout, not just the plan preparation process, but the 
onward implementation, management and this maybe over five, ten years. The onward 
delivery even of elements of the regeneration. I’m a firm believer by the way that we 
can do more, better, for less. Indeed I know we can. (00:38:31) 
 
CHAIR: yes, now London Tenants have their flag up again, I would like to hear their 
response to that.    
 
Second Panel Member (Mr Rowbottom): can I just ask for clarification, your 
statement doesn’t offer us expressions of an alternative policy, you are sort of 
suggesting .. 
 
Planning Aid for London: I put out bullet points for things I’d like to see in the vision, 
and I’m particularly minded that we go back to policy 2.4 and specifically say close the 
deprivation gap between inner London and the rest of London, but that is what 
convergence is about, and I would particularly like to see that, but I put in my 
statement a number of bullet points there which I would like to see addressed in the 
vision, and critically in the social policies, I home in on the need to refer to social rented 
accommodation and in the economic policies, I cross-refer back to the, I think it was 



the April version of the London Plan, the policy highlighted there, which is quite specific 
in opening up employment opportunities, and here I underline especially to 
disadvantaged communities, and strengthen its (inaudible).  
 
Second Panel Member (Rowbottom): but back to the vision, I think you referred t 
policy 2.4, that is the Olympic policy. 
 
Planning Aid for London: yes it is, but I mean four of those host boroughs are in 
inner London. Of the five host boroughs, Tower Hamlets, Newham, Hackney and 
Greenwich, and I say in my statement, because I work all over, we work all over inner 
London and I have myself worked all over inner London 
 
Second Panel Member Rowbottom yes but I mean if you’re wanting to get this 
applied all over inner London, policy 2.9 rather than 2.4 that you would be 
 
Planning Aid for London: Pardon? 
 
Second Panel Member (?): if you were trying to get it to apply to the whole of inner 
London, it would be the inner London policy that you would be wanting to see in what 
you call a vision. I think the mayor’s representatives would be saying that it’s the 
strategic part of the policy because your vision is actually the beginning of 5 (00:40:57) 
 
Planning Aid for London: well sorry if I’ve called it ‘vision’ and I should have called it 
‘strategic’ than change vision to strategic please 
 
CHAIR: just about to come back to London Tenants, to seek views of London Tenants 
firstly on the proposal that there should be more for less in terms of particularly density 
which has been suggested by Planning Aid, and then secondly on this question the 
extent to which Elephant & Castle should be regarded as an exemplar of a masterplan 
rather than the prospects of the sorts of failure which you have identified, there seems 
to be a little bit of a divergence between you on this and so I would just like to explore 
as to see whether that is in effect what is being suggested, come back to you in a 
moment. (00:41:55) 
 
London Tenants’ Federation: on the issue of density we appreciate that to resolve 
the acute housing need in inner London there is going to have to be greater density. 
But the issue is how that density is planned, and whether that density has, you know, 
that greater density of housing has the associated necessary social infrastructure that is 
required, which also includes open space, for families to enjoy, and shops and doctors' 
surgeries and schools, proper transport links to workplaces, and that’s why we advocate 
the idea of lifetime neighborhoods, where these things are built in to the development.  
 
Going to the Elephant & Castle as an exemplar: it is an example of a failed masterplan 
as far as we are concerned, the masterplan did look good on paper, may well have 
looked good on paper, but the reality is that currently for the Heygate Estate you’ve got 
these vast blocks sitting virtually empty, there is no plan in place at the moment, there 
is no right of return of those people / families that have been moved out, and you have 
the danger of what is happening in Canning Town already, of blocks remaining empty, 
with all the disaffection that goes with that, squatting, bad, you know, crime and so on 
that comes with it which destroys the life for people who live around, and the issue is 



why does that happen, I mean as far as the London Tenants’ Federation this is the 
result of relying totally on market forces to fund these regeneration proposals and 
regeneration plans. Because we are now in a recession and nobody knows what’s going 
to happen at Heygate at the moment because there seems to be no actual plan in place 
at the moment. (00:43:47) 
 
Planning Aid for London: may I just come back.. What’s I’ve put in my statement 
was what happened in 1999 to 2002. I conclude by saying that unfortunately that 
particular initiative failed, not because of the process, but because the two parties 
couldn’t quite agree the share of the equity. You know, quite a common situation in 
fact. Nothing to do with the process, it was who was going to get what out of the 
development. And after 2002 an entirely new developer turned up and what this lady is 
talking about is what has happened now. But I merely exemplify that [earlier] process, 
and I could have actually cited several other processes in my experience, but it seemed 
to me that as a process is an exemplar. (00:44:50) 
 
CHAIR: thank you, Open Shoreditch then next please.  
 
Open Shoreditch : thank you. We’re a coalition of local residents and small business 
associations in the Shoreditch area which traverses the boundary of Tower Hamlets and 
Hackney boroughs, and borders on the Central Activity Zone and I would like to 
reiterate some of the points that London Tenants’ Federation talked about when they 
talk about churn of residents and the inability to build sustainable communities. That’s 
certainly been our experience of development proposals in the area, is that they are 
skewed towards one- and two-bedroom units, insufficient family housing provision, so 
that people who come to the area, stay in the area, certainly our members who are in 
the area are currently childless. When they seek to have children they’re unable to 
obtain family housing in the area, because there just isn’t any provision, or it’s 
prohibitively expensive, because there is such a shortfall of provision, what is there is 
obviously very competitively sought for and the price goes up. And so there is kind of 
continual churn of residents, who come to the area, don’t want to leave but are forced 
to move to outer London where they can get family housing that exists, for one, it’s 
there and it’s relatively affordable.  
 
And I find these development of one or two bedroom units, the people who buy these 
units in the private sector, tend to be overseas and buy-to-let investors, who have 
minimal stake, minimal interest in the area, it’s purely a profit position for them, and 
they aren’t interested in, you know, development of communities, or the community 
infrastructure, or the impact of the development on the area. Similarly, in terms of 
borough direction, we look to the GLA to direct the boroughs, I’m appalled that Tower 
Hamlets haven’t bothered to show up today, and the disinterest in this kind of things is 
plain and we would encourage the GLA to give more direction to the boroughs, and 
have more oversight of the boroughs, in resolving these housing mix issues.  
 
You talk about the export of deprivation, and again, this tallies with our experience. We 
had a recent development on a prime site in south Shoreditch, 51 stories, hotel-office 
block, I think 16% affordable housing on the site, no social rented. All the social rented 
houses was going to be built in Dalston, which is miles away. So there is no mix here, 
because the social rental component is going elsewhere: Dalston which has greater 
deprivation than Shoreditch. And the people who would like to live in Shoreditch are 



told ‘Well sorry you can’t, cos we have a luxury hotel here, go off to Dalston.’ And the 
people who are left in Shoreditch we suffer the detrimental effects of these 
developments, and yet the benefit of them are exported to other boroughs, in other 
parts of the borough.  
 
And cynically, I think the boroughs pour the money into those wards, where they 
achieve electoral success, and so they can crow about developments there and neglect 
those wards where they don’t have that success. So I would look for more specificity in 
saying ‘If the development happens in a certain ward or locality, those section 106 
contributions must be committed to improving that locality, rather than this borough-
wide slush fund, where Shoreditch, a very desirable area, with lots of development 
wanting to go in there, but the consequent benefits are being exported to other parts of 
the borough, leaving the local residents either displaced, cos they have to move to 
where that housing goes, or we suffer the detriment, you know, in terms of increased 
pressure on our health facilities, transport facilities, educational facilities, and the 
consequent benefit is going elsewhere in the borough. So I just wanted to reiterate 
those points.  
 
We had one suggestion on paragraph 2.38 about the mix of housing and about it being 
affordable for families. We would also like some mention that it is actually suitable for 
families. There is no kind of consequent, no kind of thought, that the housing that’s 
being proposed should be lifetime housing for the community, people should be able to 
move into a one bedroom flat or two bedroom flat, and when they have a family should 
be able to find, within their locality, housing that suits their new requirements. And 
similarly elderly people should then be able to stay in the area rather than leave the 
area. And certainly we find that frustrating that we have members who love living in 
Shoreditch but once they have two or three children they have to go because it’s just 
it’s not sustainable for them to live in the area. (00:49:32)     
 
Chair: The type of housing one seeks to provide in an area would normally be 
determined by market assessment of need, and that has to be balanced against what 
the market is likely to provide.  In the case of social housing that is something which 
developers don't find much profit in for obvious reasons and find too, to some extent, 
diminish the value of the market housing they are building. Do you have any 
suggestions about how that circle can be squared? 
 
Open Shoreditch : 
In the case of the development I mentioned, where the social housing was transferred 
to Dalston, the land was owned by the Council and they just sold it for the 
development.  They made a tidy profit and are building themselves a new town hall 
with the proceeds.  If they own the land like that they can be more savvy and dictate 
what goes on the land.  Councils aren't there to make profit, they are there to meet 
people's needs and they should be motivated by that.  There is much talk of 'viability' 
and I don't know if we are going to move on to density.  We are in a dense area and 
what is the solution to housing - just making it more constrained in open space and 
facilities.  It's not 'viable' to have social housing on this site so we'll just export it to 
places where it's cheaper. But if it is 'viable' to erect a 28-storey hotel it's surely viable 
to erect a 27/8-storey social housing block beside it.  What's the difference?   It's 
hollow.  It comes down to the bottom line and the onus should be on developers to 
erect viable buildings within the constraints of the plan, not that the plan should bend 



to support developers' balance sheets and profit forecasts.  They are the entrepreneurs, 
they have the designs, they should be coming up with viable schemes which meet the 
plan, not saying to LAs 'it's not viable to have 20% / 30% social housing so you must 
approve our scheme...'  Our experience is that developers over-pay for land and if the 
planning system were more prescriptive/restrictive then this would deflate these land 
prices and allow more viable schemes  0.52.27. 
 
Chair:  But if more prescriptive policies did depress land prices then that would slow 
down the pace of development rather than increase it because developers wouldn't see 
much benefit in. 
 
Open Shoreditch : I'm not convinced.  Developers all complain about what they have 
to pay for land.  I think developers would welcome having to pay lower prices for sites.  
Building costs are about the same everywhere; it's land costs which inflate the costs of 
development - as well as site constraints. (But in inner London most sites are 
constrained...) So no, I don't believe it would do.  The London Plan says there will be 
600,000 more people coming and so the demand will be there. The market should 
respond to that demand.  At the moment access to affordable finance is the main 
constraint and that's beyond the capacity of the London Plan to resolve. 
 
Chair:  one issue here is density.  Can I put it to the groups who have spoken. It has 
been suggested that rising densities squeeze out other facilities and family housing so 
there is an issue about what the policies should be.  And as densities increase building 
costs go up.  So you get to the point where you are doing higher densities to pay for 
the rising building costs.  It begins to spiral and it might be more efficient to build at a 
lower density!  There is possibly a vicious circle. Are there views from experiences of 
people here, DTA?  First amenity groups, Mr Bach 
56.09 
 
LFCAS: Mike Bach: 
Start again.  I am happy to enter into that debate in due course but what is being said 
is that this section is not fit for purpose.  First of all I should say that we support the 
other groups that are here today. The treatment of Inner London is very disappointing: 
it is literally the poor relation because the 2004 and the 2008 plans, both focused so 
much attention on the CAZ—that's why it was called the "Zone 1 Plan" by many 
people—and it was only after the may 2008 election and the OLC that the attention has 
tuned to outer London. In all of this Inner London has been left behind. the real issues 
are not being tackled, at least not as a vision and strategy.  Not even the London 
Boroughs are here. London Councils doesn't have a vision, Individual boroughs don't - 
or don't want to - and it is left to us to do it. 
 
It needs fleshing out.  A bit like Outer London got.  It's not going to happen. An SPG 
might help.  What we have to do is see if the content of this is fit for purpose.  We have 
looked especially at the concentrations of poor housing, poor people, or long-term 
unemployment, at vacant and unused commercial premises, town centres needing 
regeneration ...  But we have also looked at the positive aspects.  With diverse and 
dense communities of people, dense network of district and local centres, good public 
transport,  But what's needed is a spatial strategy which builds on that and take s 
structural advantage of these areas, strengthen district centres, encourage investment 
in them rather than fostering decentralization of activity.  All that needs a vision and 



strategy.  It needs a strong regeneration strategy.  And it needs a vision.  Now our 
proposal is to try and rise to your challenge when you say "if you want something 
changed, give us it".  But frankly on a Sunday evening, re-writing the London Plan is 
too much of a task.  I don't think it should be our task.  We can say what's wrong.  But 
the GLA should be coming back.  We are all saying what is wrong.   
 
Chair:  What we were trying to avoid is having it all as our task to revise everything. 
 
Bach: Our proposal was to try and rise to your challenge which was that if you. Well on 
this occasion we have tried to do it.  We have tried to take on board everything which 
the GLA has proposed ... and new matters/material we want to put in (referring to the 
multi-colour document).  The GLA could improve on it,, but this s a cockshy to get the 
ball rolling.  We have taken the OL strategy and tried to put an IL location on it.  It's 
the best I could do last night.   
 
i think for the others who have spoken today the answer is YES, IL does need its own 
strategy.   
 
The other thing we have done is go through the document and try to - in a small way 
only - inject some of those things into it.  We don't want them to...2.9 plan to realise it 
- there is a lack of planning.  We  have only added "regenerating town centres" in 
there, but there is a whole list of issues which needs to be reflected in this.  What about 
housing renewal?  This is a starting point.  It's agreed there should be a B.  We are 
proposing also a C:  that there should be a new map for inner London to get some of 
the information across. And that the policies in LDFs should address these issues. 
Please add the subjects you think should be in here, and add them to this cockshy.  
This sounds vague and a bit unfamiliar.  But what everyone is saying here is that the 
developments we are getting are not the ones which are wanted or needed by local 
communities:  they are just the ones which developers are offering us.1.02.59 
 
And it is really up to the boroughs in development management to secure the range of 
facilities which are needed to support those developments, to secure what is needed, to 
have really good checklists of requirements which are not just about securing affordable 
housing but is actually about some of the other things, social infrastructure which we 
shall come to later. 
 
i have left some of the chapter alone.  In 2.38 I have tried to tackle the need for local 
open space, to exploit (nice word) walkable communities and support them with 
improved infras and retain and recreate lifetime neighborhoods.  IL still has the density, 
the public transport and many of the amenities which makes all that still possible. 
There's no hope for Outer London:  most of it is too low density, too spread out, to be 
able to achieve that.  But resources are needed to rejuvenate the town centres in 
particular, the strategy needs to have that as a key element.  Frankly, worrying about 
whether to build Brent Cross is not a key issue (apart from trade diversion from our 
centres) and policy should be supporting local centres. 7.1 Mayor wants vibrant 
neighbourhoods that are strong, secure and providing quality of life:  I don't see that 
vision in this section of the Plan, but no evidence that these matters are strategic 
enough for the Mayor to be bothered to mention.  They are crucial and must be 
mentioned. 
 



2.39 is a bit long and I have tried to split it.  To try to focus on the rejuvenation of 
London's town centres - that's where quite a lot of the growth needs to go, rather than 
making people go further afield by making them go to larger centres - and in 2.40 to 
really do "place shaping" ,  to strengthen these neighbourhoods.  It is just a cockshy.  
We would welcome the GLA making further changes.  Their response far I'm happy to 
accept, but it needs more... 
 
Chair Thank you that's very helpful.  Two thoughts for you to contemplate upon.  One 
is the impression from LTF what the policy says what should be avoided, as what should 
be included.  And from the Friday debate on OL, whether there are any particular 
relationships between OL and IL which could be of benefit to the IL environment and 
populations?  Anything which needs expression in policy.     
 
?? DTA 
 
Development Trusts Association:  umbrella for DTs in London. a form of social 
enterprise - bottom up regeneration, community owned and led.  We have some multi-
million pound businesses - the biggest is Coin Street with Oxo Tower - down to smallest 
community bodies running small parks.  A wonderfully exciting part of London life. Its a 
world movement and this government is keen to see it grow.  It would be appropriate 
for the world city  to play a leading role. 
 
We have heard so much about the concerns of poverty in London, and I hope that as 
part of the vision, we would be ambitious about creating the best environment for social 
enterprises to grow.  To that end I would like to see every borough publishing annually 
their own social and community enterprise strategies,  At the moment only 4 boroughs 
have such documents on their web sites.  In 2.39 where we talk about skills , in order 
to develop...must have real investment in community training and enterprise because 
without that it won't flourish. 
 
Chair:  Thank you.  the points you are making are about what the LAs could do, rather 
than what the GLA can require them to do as part of spatial policy.  Is there anything 
you can suggest which could be done through land use, density, arrangement of 
buildings and so on?   
 
DTA:  I'm going to need help on that because I am not a planner.  We talk a lot about 
asset-based working and we do a lot in transferring under-used public buildings into 
community ownership.  Perhaps the Plan can make sure that such community owned 
and run developments come into the mix. 
 
Chair:  do these take a long time to set up or are there groups out there already? 
 
DTA: Good question:  It's a spectrum. 
 
Chair:  PAL? 
 
PAL:  Both the Mayor and Sir Bob Kerslake of HCA have on many occasions referred to 
new funding and delivery mechanisms and in answer partly to your earlier question, if 
you look at a product that failed, but where I showed by the exemplary 2002 process 
which failed for other reasons.  the delivery of regeneration at Elephant and Castle by a 



CLT/CDT. The two types of organisations are not far apart.  There are going to have to 
be new funding and delivery models.  Banks are not blithely lending vast amounts of 
cash....  and the community and voluntary sector is going to have to pick up the baton 
in this race.  I strongly believe  and it's not just housing estates:  if you look at 
Bishopsgate and Brick Lane (Fournier, Fashion, Hanbury Streets) several small firms in 
each house in my childhood - mostly sewing machine businesses  Not one left. They are 
now out in Newberry Park, Ilford....    What I'm trying to advocate is to look positively 
forward and be visionary and realistic and explore new funding and delivery of which 
CDT and CLT are strong... 
 
LTF: Coming back to density where higher density can squeeze out open space and 
recreation space and family housing. The LTF believes that the Mayor can do something 
about this by requiring that dense housing must have the facilities which families 
require, not the facilities which the "churn" populations require like their bistro, leisure 
centre or gated park where no family is seen or heard.  The Mayor could then address 
these issues, and land values too.  the whole process has been driven by the chance to 
buy property and then sell it on at prices which - like in the Bankside case we quote in 
our evidence - ordinary people will be squeezed out.  the Mayor has the chance to say 
no more of that kind of high density schemes will be allowed  .....  The other thing is 
the need for more planning control over small scale development.  Given the 
importance of lifetime neighborhoods and localities which planners must pay attention 
to.  Must enable people to live here in different phases of their life.  Small scale 
developments are important.  The balance between developments which are all for sale 
and those which have a proportion of housing for rent where we need a much larger 
percent of social housing to rent.  Otherwise we'll go the way of some of those 
European cities where poorer people have been pushed right out of the central city to 
the edge. 
1.19.13 
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14:00 Matter 2E – Central Activities Zone 
Policy 2.10 Central Activities Zone - strategic priorities 
 
a) In the light of GOL Circular 1/2008 and PPS4, is the approach to 
commercial development, especially office development, in CAZ too 
restrictive? 
b) Should reference be made to the importance of promoting walking, 
cycling and public transport in CAZ to reduce congestion? 
c) Would it be appropriate to differentiate between parts of CAZ so that 
office development is less acceptable in some than in others? 
d) Should the CAZ Diagram (Map 2.3) identify residential quarters? 
e) Should the northern part of the Isle of Dogs be fully recognized as part 
of CAZ, subject to the same policy regime (including for energy 
networks) and shown geographically as such on the CAZ Diagram? 
f) Is there a case for also extending CAZ into the Wapping and Limehouse 
parts of Tower Hamlets? 
g) Should there be recognition of complementary relationships between 
CAZ and other parts of London and the opportunities within both to 
contribute to social, economic and environmental objectives? 
 
Proposed Participants 
 
Mayor/GLA [2 seats] 
GOL (01) 
London Councils (03) 
LB Camden (09) 
City of London Corporation (10) 
LB Islington (22) 
LB Lambeth (25) 
LB Southwark (31) 
LB Tower Hamlets (33) 
LB Waltham Forest (34) 
Westminster City Council (36) 
Transport for London (37) 
London Development Agency (38) 
Westminster Property Association (117) 
London First (171) 
Canary Wharf Group (416) 
Wood Wharf (417) 
Crown Estates (432) 
Hammerson UK Plc (436) 
John Lewis Partnership (457) 
Charlotte Street Association (813) 
 
Policy 2.11 Central Activities Zone - strategic functions 
 
h) Does the policy give a sufficiently clear steer on priorities, actions and 
balances for LDF preparation? 
i) Is there sufficient flexibility in the policy to ensure that policy 
promoting mixed use schemes, especially affordable housing, does not 



restrain development unduly? 
j) Is it appropriate in clause Ab for the policy to refer to heritage 
designations as a potential restraint? 
k) Is the use of “swaps” and “credits” (paragraph 2.42) likely to lead to 
new housing provision migrating to areas outside CAZ to the detriment 
of its mixed use character and local communities? 
l) Is there unease between policy 2.11 and policy 4.2Ab bullet 2 and 
policy 4.3Aa? 
m) Should the “Square Mile” be recognized in the policy and on the CAZ 
Diagram (Map 2.3) as a strategically important financial and business 
services quarter? 
n) Is it sufficiently clear what and where the “CAZ frontages” are, and 
should there be a retail strategy within CAZ? 
o) Should there be specific recognition of the importance of identifying, 
enhancing and expanding tourism development to meet strategic and 
local demand? 
p) Should there be specific policy reference to factors essential to support 
strategic functions, such as infrastructure for servicing and delivery and 
public realm improvements? 
q) Should there be a clear dispensation for mixed use development in the 
northern part of the Isle of Dogs? 
 
Proposed Participants 
 
Mayor/GLA [2 seats] 
GOL (01) 
London Councils (03) 
LB Camden (09) 
City of London Corporation (10) 
LB Islington (22) 
LB Lambeth (25) 
LB Southwark (31) 
LB Tower Hamlets (33) 
LB Waltham Forest (34) 
Westminster City Council (36) 
Transport for London (37) 
London Development Agency (38) 
Westminster Property Association (117) 
British Retail Consortium (125) 
London First (171) 
Canary Wharf Group (416) 
Wood Wharf (417) 
Crown Estates (432) 
Merlin Entertainment Group (442) 
John Lewis Partnership (457) 
Charlotte Street Association (813) 
 
Policy 2.12 Central Activities Zone - predominantly local activities 
 
r) Is there too strong an emphasis on local activities or conversely, are 



local activities appropriately regarded in the policy as potentially 
compromising CAZ strategic functions? 
s) Is the reference to SPG in paragraph 2.51 appropriate? 
 
Proposed Participants 
 
Mayor/GLA [2 seats] 
GOL (01) 
London Councils (03) 
LB Camden (09) 
LB Islington (22) 
LB Waltham Forest (34) 
Westminster City Council (36) 
Transport for London (37) 
London Development Agency (38) 
Crown Estates (432) 
Hammerson UK Plc (436) 
Charlotte Street Association (813) 
 
	  

	  


