London Plan Working Group

4 January 06

7pm at Bartlett School

Present

Bal Khela, Carolyn Smith, Klairy Roupakia, Les Levidow, Mark Treasure, Michael Edwards, Peter Eversden, Richard Lee, Sofia Roupakia, Teresa Hoskyns, Miraj Ahmed.

1. Revisions to the 2004 London Plan, covering housing, waste and minerals. 

The following points are a first listing of comments and objections, which could be made to the draft housing revisions. We have no comments on minerals or waste (yet).

Richard circulates a one-page paper on comments. (attached as appendix 1). The new Borough targets are changed from the original plan, based on the housing capacity study.

The mayor's proposed revisions on housing are seriously wrong/flawed at a number of levels and we wish to speak on these weaknesses, and to propose alternatives, at the Examination in Public in June 2006.

The revisions are technically weak in their own terms, principally:
i. The revised annual output targets for new dwellings appear to be changed in response to data from the Housing Capacity Study, but not in response to any recent assessments of need. This is particularly alarming in respect of those boroughs where targets have been reduced without any evidence that needs have been reduced.

ii. The revisions appear to pay no attention to the Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) on housing which must have an important bearing, especially on standards of space, play and open space and wider infrastructure.

iii. The revisions focus on section nn of the Plan only, but in fact sections 2, 3b and 4b3 need to be revised both for consistency and to secure (standards?)

iv. The considerations governing need for open-market housing are radically distinct from those governing the need for 'affordable' and especially social-rented housing and expressing affordable housing in percentage terms is therefore a distraction. Targets for affordable and for social-rented housing should be expressed in numerical terms (and below we argue that they should be expressed in bedrooms or in square metres).

The scope of the revision is too narrow.  In particular:
v. The need for social rented housing must depend crucially on the assumptions made about losses from the existing social rented stock through privatisation, notably right-to-buy sales. Data on these sales should be included in the 'evidence base' for the new targets if the latter are to be meaningful, and the forecasting assumptions must be explicit. Otherwise London could be failing to add to the stock at the required pace – or indeed at all.

vi. A dimension is omitted completely: land for traveller residence. This has always been a weak area in planning and the pressures from the Olympic developments appear to be worsening the plight of travellers.

At a more fundamental level the review also fails, principally because:

vii. It fails to deal with the central fact that the present implementation mechanism upon which the plan relies – securing land for social housing through Section 106 agreements and money for construction through a mixture of that instrument, RSL resources and Housing Corporation grant – is failing to deliver.

Discussion centred on what our role should be and whether we should focus on implementing/influencing the plan or challenging it or presenting alternatives? For those wishing to influence the plan, there are many levels at which the proposed housing revisions should be challenged including the following:

1.  Why haven't good targets been met?

2.  How could that be improved?

3.  Scope of the question far too narrow.

4.  This group could be contributing to a better debate and decision process...

5.  Must be rival views of 'sustainability'

6.  And the SPG on housing also requires sections 2 and 3a (which could really make the difference) to be amended. The amendments should have been revised to take account of the changes needed. 4b3 needs 

New targets relate to the capacity study; meanwhile another officer was doing the SPG and the needs study is disregarded too.

Caroline says critique of the Plan is crucial, but not just on the figures. Underpinning assumptions are wrong, i.e. financial logic in housing, how Local Authorities use their powers and how travellers or other communities are being affected i.e. Olympic displacement proposed to site adjoining Barking sewage works.

What is our role on the revisions?

Scope 

Strategic environmental directive – options specified and compared

Multi-level critique essential – root and branch problems, detail problems.

2. London Plan (LP) Review - timetable

Information was circulated on the timetable for the LP review and the Mayor’s Statement of Intent.  The closing date for comments on this process is March 1st and agreed our next meeting should have this as main item.

Sub Regional Development Frameworks (SRDF) discussions – Mayor's office attempt to do outreach via London Civic Forum (LCF) + Planning Aid for London (PAL) really failed with hardly any participants.

Need to challenge this whole methodology. There is an Assembly scrutiny on this and maybe we should fight hard on this.

3. Proposal for seminars on "planning with communities"

Bal introduced her proposal (appendix 2) for a resource to support people in London in better exercising their rights in relation to planning, and the LP in particular.

Peter comments that this is what the London Forum (of Amenity and Civic Societies) has been trying to do for 18 years but doubts if many people will get interested in wider-than local issues.  He would change the order of priorities to emphasis the local.

Discussion focused on importance of making links between local and bigger levels.

Many people would rather read (e.g. CPRE, PAL etc others) rather than go to meetings. E.g. the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) in every borough should now be listing every organisation, which should be informed/consulted. (SR says no, some boroughs at least have no difficulty in leaving groups out). Demands not just to be listed, but then also to really influence the process, which follows.  

In Southwark some of us are setting up an independent monitoring group on monitoring of implementing the Statement of Community Involvement.

Some people had severe doubts about meetings as the medium of raising awareness on planning issues.

Sofia has listed some practical steps for the funding application (Attached as appendix 3)

Les: could we pilot this idea – to inform people, to test out the content etc, Seems to be quite strong support for this sort of way of starting.  Bal inclined to start with places where people have already expressed a demand/interest, or via Planning Sanity.

Also proposed to ensure that whatever we do should have electronic versions – web pages or pod casts for the many people who can't or don't go to meetings, and because London is so big.

Over the coming years one of the things we are aiming to do is to help mobilise people/groups from across London to be active in relation to the next LP and the process – which went so badly, so undemocratically, last time.

Possibility of using Volunteer support groups money available in Boroughs to fund our proposals.  Marion Larraghy would know more about this.

Lots of scope for exploiting the rhetoric and requirements of the Local Strategic Partnerships system – and Penny K knows a lot about this.

Teresa suggested the London Social Forum should mount a "parallel" process alongside the mayor's office process – with our own alternative "statement of intent", panels etc.

Next steps

Strong support and some pessimism, suggestion that RIGHTS language is a lot stronger and more appealing than the "have your say" language:  this is one of its strengths.

How to move forwards  

This project needs more people working on it – not just Bal. Peter suggested we discuss with forums and PAL.

Agreed to put it on the list with replies to the list.

4. A.O.B.

Agreed to support Teresa’s proposal that an Urban space at ESF Athens should be within the main programme and part of the autonomous spaces.

Next meeting

Wednesday 8th February 2006, 7 p.m. – 9 p.m. at Bartlett.

Appendix 1

HOUSING ALTERATIONS TO THE LONDON PLAN

Summary

The Mayor of London is proposing a large increase in the number of homes built each year.  The existing London Plan targets for new affordable homes and larger family homes are not being met.   Developments are being approved without regard to social infrastructure and sustainability.  The alterations must be part of a more wide-ranging review, if they are to meet the real housing needs of Londoners. 

Purpose of the alterations

The housing alterations only deal with the housing supply section of the London Plan.  However, there is explicit linkage between supply, affordability and mix.

Main changes

· Increases the minimum target for housing provision to 31,090 additional homes per year (up from the current 23,000 homes per year).

· Sets new borough targets, which basis of monitoring up to 2016/17.

· Higher densities to be consistent with sustainable residential quality.

· There is a new paragraph 3.14a, which reads, “The delivery of these targets is dependent on adequate funding for transport infrastructure, social infrastructure and affordable housing.  This funding should ensure that development is sustainable and provides an appropriate mix of provision in terms of type and affordability in accordance with the policies set out in the Plan.  Delivery will also be affected by market forces.  Consequently these targets will be reviewed on a five yearly basis.”

Issues

1. 31,090 additional homes per year is less than the housing need of 35,000 per annum identified by the GLA’s 2004 Housing Requirements Study.

2. Consideration of the borough targets.

3. Consideration of how 3.14a can be delivered.

4. In 2003, there were 24,000 new homes of which only 7,500 were affordable homes.  The 2004 Study suggested that to meet housing need, over 60% (of the 35,000) should be affordable housing, made up of 20,800 social rented and 2,500 intermediate. Clearly, the current level of affordable housing provision – and particularly social rented housing – is not meeting the targets in the London Plan, nor are they meeting identified needs.

5. It is estimated by the 2004 Study that in terms of need 42% of new social housing should have 4 or more bedrooms.  However, delivery is currently at 6%.  There needs to be a much higher level of family provision than is provided by current developments.

6. The social infrastructure should include open spaces, playspace, community centres and religious facilities, as well as public transport, education and health facilities.  There needs to be consideration of what is meant by sustainable.

7. There should be some analysis as to why London Plan targets are not being met at a borough level (in many cases this is due to political decisions which can be tracked by looking at local planning policies).

8. There needs to be more attention to monitoring and implementation of the London Plan targets.  It would be useful if boroughs were set targets for number of affordable homes and number of family homes.

Timetable

20th January (Friday 5 p.m.) - 
 Consultation ends

w/c 6th March  -  


 Preliminary examination in public meeting

12th June to 3rd July –

 Examination in Public

The housing alterations can be downloaded at www.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/sds/lon_plan_changes
Appendix 2
Summary

Proposal: Seminars on Planning with Communities 

This proposal is designed to provide a development and planning resource for ordinary people in London. A series of public meetings have shown that ordinary people in London have not been given access to information on how to deal with negative development and long term planning in the areas in which they live or indeed, how the London plan impacts on their locality. Both domestic and European laws such as the Environmental Impact Assessment and the newly adopted Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive offer some protection from harmful development but information about these laws has not been properly made available to communities. There is a clear failure to make people aware of domestic and European legislation that protects citizens using consumer and human rights. It is vital to plug this gap to provide protection from negative and destructive planning that create social problems and divisions, environmental pollution, sound pollution, over-intensification, ghettoisation of communities, the night-time economy and liberalisation of drinking hours etc. 

The present UK planning system does not give citizens information about their rights so that they can prevent social, financial and environmental harm arising out of harmful development and planning.  This proposal seeks to bridge the gap in relation to the lack of information about the rights to stop harmful development but also lobby to scrutinise planning decisions and make local and national Government accountable for the harmful impact on London communities. 

What is wrong with the current system?

Planning was designed to develop long- and short-term plans to use land for the growth and revitalization of urban, suburban, and rural communities but some plan are now direct causes of social, economic, unsustainability and environmental problems. This leads to alienation and the creation of stress and ghetto zones. 

Examples of negative development harming the social fabric of communities

Isle of Dogs and Canary Wharf – ghettoisation and disregard of existing communities

Kings Cross

Spitalfields – Restaurants, office development and Crossrail

Elephant & Castle – Piecemeal development, community excluded from the process, small businesses evicted without any compensation, private housing development when local need is for social housing.

What are the local and London-wide impacts?

The long-term development proposals for London have been shaped in the ‘London Plan’. This document should cater for London but it operates to protect the growth of the financial district at the expense of smaller and more vibrant economies. 

A major part of the policy to protect the City’s status as the world’s most important financial centre has been centred on office-based high-density development. This development is taking place on what planners now commonly refer to as fringe areas. Canary Wharf is a key indicator that development in fringe areas has little to do with maintaining London’s financial position. The success of Canary Wharf as an alternative to the City of London has shown that large city firms do not necessarily need to be situated near the square mile.  However, this success has been at the expense of the original community. 

The term ‘fringe City areas has become commonplace. The so-called fringe areas bordering the City have been left to carry the burden of high-density developments, which only serve developers and City-based interests. Fringe areas, described as so-called “opportunity areas”, encompass the Mayor’s support for City-led large-scale development City particularly tall office blocks. There has been no attempt to commission an independent report to consider the impact on communities in London. Anecdotal evidence shows that it is being pursued at the expense of existing communities and economies of ‘opportunity areas’. This negative development policy is skewed in favour of creating large numbers of high-density buildings around the periphery of the City of London. The City’s expansion into fringe areas does not mention that the availability of office space has increased year on year. There is presently 15 million square foot of new and refurbished space vacant according to a fourth quarter report by Colliers but the London Plan does not require the City of London planners to accommodate a large proportion of the high-density office blocks despite the high vacancy rates. 

The quality of life in urban areas including pollution targets has not been given formal legal protection in the London Plan. Key environmental obligations are contained in the Supplementary Planning Guidelines rather than the Spatial Development Strategy, which has a legal basis. This compromises targets under the Kyoto protocol as well as reducing the quality of urban life for residents in the capital.

Housing development is also being carried out with little regard to existing services and communities. Housing policy ostensibly designed to find affordable housing has been led by developers seeking to maximise profits from luxury homes and little is said of the reason why there are 112,158 empty homes in the London area, (1998 figure) according to the Empty Homes Agency.

Poorer communities have suffered from the impact of housing development policy in London. The term ‘gentrification’ is often used to describe development that results in the arrival of a more affluent class. Mainstream media reports often refer to the arrival of wealthy classes in poor areas as some natural occurrence. However, the affluent classes are merely capitalising on cheaper property than traditionally affluent areas. This market is created by developers seeking to buy large swathes of land and build high-rise development that often conflicts with the character of many areas of London. This development led ‘gentrification’ is nothing more than colonisation as communities. The community loses its sense of history as council’s allow areas to adopt wholly different characters and little attempt is made to disguise the effort to change the demographic. This is done by appealing to those who can afford luxury homes. Gentrification areas are often cleansed of mixed and vibrant communities and instead exposed to a planning process that removes their input and part in the area. The result is that old communities are replaced without any attempt to integrate or retain the old. The sense of character, place and history of the old community and their landmarks are removed and communities become displaced as the other. The new incoming groups are unaware of their role of being used by the developers to usurp the old. The new and old communities often end up living in the homogenised high streets found anywhere in the country. 

What can we do?

Council’s and the London Plan are presently obliged to serve developers and city-based interests to the detriment of communities and social groups. The plan presently concentrates on the financial district in the city while ignoring the collectively larger section of creative industries, small businesses, family businesses, shopkeepers, market and street traders. It is hoped that an alternative planning model can address this balance and empower communities to allow ‘planning’ to take place with Communities rather than for communities. It is hoped that this will balance the present planning system so it also serves communities and residents across the capital.

How will this document help?

The document is a work-in-progress model designed to cover the array of issues affecting residents, communities and social groups across the capital. To begin, this document will formulate a proposal for a series of lectures to help communities achieve direct involvement with planning in their individual areas and London on both a long-term and short-term basis. The model will begin with a series of seminars that can be followed by practical programmes designed to help people find solutions to exiting problems on a collaborative basis. 

The idea is to use seminars as a shared resource for communities and show all that their problems are not isolated and are shared across the capital.

Aims and objectives of Planning With Communities is to provide a programmes that are:

Educational

Informative

Network communities across north, south, east and west of London

Socially inclusive

Non-political but will work with any individuals committed to removing conflicts of interests, destructive development and corruption.

Empowering communities to have a ‘real’ say in the areas in which they live.

Funding 

The proposal does not presently have funding but once we establish a list of communities that could benefit from this project we hope to secure funding so as to allow it continue being an ongoing concern managed by communities not groups.

Seminars

1. What is the London Plan and how does it affect where you live? What is wrong with it and what could an alternative plan offer? Discussion

2. The macro and the micro – What is planning? how council policy affects what happens to you next door and down the road, a ten point guide on how to fight negative development near you? Discussion

3. Council planning over the long-term – how does it work and what does it mean? Explanation of Local Development Frameworks (LDF), Area Action Frameworks (AAF), Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)?  Discussion

4. What can communities do if their views are ignored? Get advice, we tell you who to contact and what to do?

Week 1 Start a campaign – what do you want and what do you fear

Week 2 The law (an overview) – know your rights and get any guarantees in writing

Week 3 Media campaigning – how to get coverage and the dos and don’ts 

Week 4 Politics – if your politicians do not do the best for your community – tell everybody and vote them out

Discussion

5. Housing policy in London

6. European Law – What is an EIA (Environmental Impact Assessments) and SEA (Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive)? Discuss

7. UK Law - Human rights – How can human rights help protect you from negative and destructive planning or development? Discuss

8. Scrutinising Decisions - Making local and national Government accountable for conflicts of interests, corruption and harmful negative development?

9. Community lobbying – how to be heard and how to influence development policies that are determined by Council’s and national Government? Discussion

10. How to make planners know that the local community are the experts on how to live locally? Who can help, what you can do?

11. List of participants and friends of Planning With Communities

Appendix 3
Funding Application Tips

Proposal: Seminars on Planning with Communities

Aims and Objectives

This section on the proposal should be separated into two. Aims should describe the change the project intends to bring about. Objectives are the activities carried out in order to achieve the project’s aims. 

In addition it’s important to be clear about where the money will come from in order to use appropriate language (most funders do not fund political activities).

Clear timescales are important and decide what size funding we’re after, small scale or large scale funding (above £5K).

Some general rules in applying for funds

The Group - As well as needing a group with set rules (if not constituted), management committee of at least 3 people, you also need a bank account, accounts (or income/expenditure projections for new groups), and a good track record (unless seeking start-up funding).

The Project – Need a clear outline of what you want to do, proof that the project is needed and wanted by the target group (clarity of target group), costings (a rough figure to research funders, an accurate budget to make applications), ideas of how to monitor & evaluate it’s success.

Funding streams
I’m not clear whether we’re asking the Green Party to be the funder of this project or whether they will help us get funding through the ESF. If it is the latter, it might be worth considering the following points.

European Funding – This comes through the European Social Fund and it does fund capacity building activities for communities. I think the particular project might fit under Urban II (ERDF), which is to provide support for urban areas in crisis or under Objective 3. Pros: staff and running costs can be paid for - Grassroots & Community led projects are encouraged - tackles social problems - innovation encouraged - working with other projects in Europe is possible. Cons: Only organisations can apply, Not individuals – You may need match funding – Projects must usually benefit people of working age – some funds are only available in certain areas – developing and applying for your project can take a long time, start early! – paperwork, record keeping and management can be time consuming – some funds are only paid in arrears.

Outreach Work

· Email all London CVSs with the programme of lectures/seminars and ask them to cascade information to their membership to promote the lectures/seminars. This in itself is not enough and would need further telephone/face-to-face/visit work, which requires time and resources.

· Visit all 32 London boroughs’ websites and identify community groups and then contact them. Again this is time/labour intensive.

· So far I have done some Internet searches and there is a huge number of community groups, which we could start targeting. However, this would take a lot of contact work in order to build links.

· From my work I have got an extensive database of community groups, but are all situated in Southwark. Maybe, for now we could concentrate to groups we already have links with, since we don’t have a dedicated person doing contact work. Below is a list of some areas that are facing large scale development.

London Boroughs - Major developments

· Greenwich Waterfront

· Kings Cross

· Southwark

· Hackney

· Forest Gate

· Stratford

· Paddington Waterside

· Newham - Capital East development (£4.4 million redevelopment project in London’s Docklands by property developers Barratt Homes) 

· Lewisham - Thurston Road Industrial Estate (A comprehensive redevelopment to provide a mixed use building comprising retail (incl garden centre), live/work units, residential accommodation and car parking together with associated highway works, plant and servicing.

· Future Stratford - http://www.futurestratford.com/
This is a database of organisations that are based, or have an interest in, the Stratford area. It includes community, cultural and educational facilities, health facilities, places of worship, environmental organisations, developers, regeneration agencies and housing organisations.

· Contact community groups within the Opportunity Areas as identified in the London Plan

London Bridge
Waterloo
Vauxhall/Nine Elms/Battersea
E&C.

Elsewhere

King’s Cross


Paddington.

Areas for Intensification include:

Farringdon/Smithfield

Holborn
Euston

Tottenham Court Road

Victoria
Arsenal/Holloway

Mill Hill East


Colindale
Haringey Heartlands/Wood Green.

North London Opportunity areas:
Barnet, the industrial areas of the Upper Lee Valley and around the North Circular Road, Tottenham Hale and Cricklewood/Brent Cross.

Some of London’s most-deprived wards extend up the Lee Valley into North London and include eastern Haringey (particularly Tottenham), south-east Enfield (Edmonton) and Waltham Forest (Leyton). 
