
 
 

 

BNRRN’S CONSULTATION RESPONSE TO 

THE LONDON PLAN 
 

About Black Neighbourhood Renewal & Regeneration Network  
 

BNRRN understands the experience of BAMER communities in terms of 
severe deprivation, social injustice and exclusion. We provide the link and 

enabling tools for BAMER organisations to achieve access to and participate 
in regeneration and renewal initiatives. We offer a platform where BAMER 

organisations can begin building links with other communities within their 

locality. 
 

We provide the link and enabling tools for BAMER organisations to achieve 
access to and participate in regeneration and renewal initiatives, provide a 

platform where BAMER organisations can begin building links with other 
community groups and networks within their locality, as well as with their 

local statutory organisations.  
 

BNRRN works by keeping members up-to-date on developments in social 
policy through policy e-bulletins and briefings. We also broker new 

opportunities and resources for members and other organisations by 
developing equitable and effective partnerships with organisations that have 

a strategic interest in strengthening BAMER communities.  
 

Methodology for this Response  

 
BNRRN is a network of over 1200 members, including both frontline service 

delivery and infrastructure bodies. Alongside grassroots organisations we 
also work with statutory bodies and therefore have a rounded view of the 

issues effecting Londoners. Through our work with BAMER organisations we 
collect evidence which is taken forward to inform London’s key stakeholders. 

BNRRN produced a briefing paper and call for evidence on the London Plan, 
which was sent to our 1200 members.  

 
This consultation has been informed by BNRRN’s role within the Just Space 

Network - a network of community and voluntary sector groups formed 
specifically to get local communities’ views heard on London’s major planning 

strategy. The network involves a number of organisations which we have 
worked closely with, including London Civic Forum, Planning Aid for London, 

Friends of the Earth, Race on the Agenda, MiNet, University College London’s 

Public Engagement Programme, London Gypsy and Traveller Unit, LVSC etc. 
Furthermore, we have also benefited with contributions from the Sante 

Refugee Mental Health Access Project and Southwark Council.  
 



BNRRN welcomes the opportunity to inform and influence the Mayor’s London 

Plan and hopes that the analysis and feedback given will be used within the 
formulation of the final strategy. It is vital to address the needs of BAMER 

communities within the London Plan and we hope that the following 

consultation will highlight attention to the measures needed to address the 
continuing trend of disadvantage in the city. This response has been 

informed by evidence-based research carried out covering various policy 
areas across London. Therefore, the issues brought to the fore are current 

and highlight the efforts made by the BAMER Third Sector in alleviating 
poverty in London.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



BAMER Issues as Identified in Chapter 1 of the London Plan, 

“Context and Strategy”  
 

Below are the specific issues the Mayor has identified as the key issues 

related to BAMER and deprived communities. 
 

Population: BAMER “communities are expected to grow strongly as a result 
of natural growth and continued migration from overseas.” (1.12)  

 By 2031 an additional six London boroughs are likely to have a 
majority population from BAMER groups. 

 The number of people over 60/65 will increase. This is particularly 
significant among the over 90s, as medical advances support increased 

life expectancies.  
 

Poverty: “The incidence of poverty has not fallen […] Deprivation is also 
concentrated among… [BAMER]… and disabled Londoners. […] A quarter of 

working age adults and 41% of children are in poverty after housing costs 
are taken into account.” (1.24) 

 

Housing: “There is a clear link between deprivation and housing. […] with 
people finding it increasingly difficult to move on from social into other forms 

of housing.” (1.28) 
 There were 3.2m households in mid-2007, but by 2031 there will be 

3.99m. There is an urgent requirement to deal with the growing 
housing demand.  

 
Social Infrastructure: “[…] A growing and increasingly diverse population 

will create demand for more social infrastructure.” (1.38) 
 

Olympic Legacy: “The unique status of east London, and the recognition 
arising from association with the Games will be used to effect a positive, 

sustainable and fully accessible economic, social and environmental 
transformation for one of the most diverse, yet deprived, parts of London.” 

(1.41) 

 The area in and around the Olympic Park is a site of huge potential. It 
has a young, diverse community but is also home to significant areas 

that would benefit from redevelopment.  
 Much of the site itself is contaminated, derelict and abandoned. The 

waterways in the area have suffered from years of neglect: water 
quality is poor and river walls are in a bad condition. 

 
Quality of Life: Various issues are highlighted including “unacceptable 

health inequalities” and the importance of a range of accessible community 
facilities. (1.42) 

 
Planning for Growth: A plan is necessary to deal with a growing 

population, a more diverse population and a changing economy. (1.46) 
 

This consultation response will assess how the Mayor’s policies deals with the 

problems that he identified in chapter 1. The specific areas that the 



consultation will look at are: the Olympic Legacy, improving life chances for 

all, improving economic chances for all and community and social 
infrastructure.  

 

The Olympic Legacy 
Objections to Policy 2.4   

 
“The Olympic investment in east London, and the recognition arising from 

association with the Games should be used to effect a positive, sustainable 
and fully accessible economic, social and environmental transformation for 

one the most diverse and most deprived parts of the capital.” 
 

The main policy the Mayor wants to introduce for the purposes of the 
Olympic Legacy is to ensure that the new facilities to be built in the Olympic 

Park (sports venues, transport infrastructure, new homes, education 
facilities) will be fully integrated and add value to the deprived communities 

in London’s East End.  
 

Essentially, the aim is to support the delivery of viable and sustainable 

legacy uses for the new permanent facilities in the Olympic Park, so that 
future generations can make the most of the developments that the Olympic 

Games have created. The Mayor is also calling for the creation of a high 
quality media and creative industry cluster at Hackney Wick. 

 
However, if a primary aim is to create a positive change for communities in 

East London it is important to discuss whether BAMER communities in East 
London have been consulted about what they want out of the Olympic 

Legacy. There has been limited consultation with London’s voluntary sector 
and opportunity for the sector to input into the legacy of the Games is 

quickly diminishing.  
 

It is important to acknowledge that the five host boroughs have a large 
BAMER population within them and therefore consultation with BAMER 

community groups in these areas is essential if the legacy is to reflect the 

wants of the communities which are hosting the Games. It is necessary to 
engage with BAMER groups regionally so that they can act as a conduit for 

the people within the communities and not to simply rely on local authorities 
to feedback to the ODA (Olympic Delivery Authority).   

 
The fact is that the regeneration/legacy part of the Olympics has not been 

given as much attention as the actual delivery of the Games in the four-week 
period. This is unacceptable as the city won the bid based on its regeneration 

aspirations.  
 

Furthermore, employment should be given to local candidates first before 
selecting outsiders and this will further increase the feeling of community 

involvement. There should also be incentives available to Londoners to 
participate in volunteering for sport initiatives. For instance, funds should be 

set aside for sponsorship of youth sport projects and for disabled people. The 

current employment practices in place regarding the Games are merely 



putting up further barriers to employment within BAMER communities. For 

instance, further resentment is caused as new workers are being called in to 
undertake tasks which could have been accomplished with local workforces.   

 

In terms of the development of housing, the ratio for social to private 
housing was 50:50, but that has recently changed to 30:70. Is the new ratio 

of 30:70 sufficient to deal with the housing problems facing BAMER 
communities in East London?  

 
Clearly this decision has been made to bring into the boroughs private 

money as a resource to improve the area.  But this is a false economy.  Only 
by investing in Social Housing (affordable housing) can people’s lives be 

turned around, including pride in the borough, crime prevention, health 
improvement and youth employment.  By increasing private provision there 

will only be more divisions and selfish motivation.   
 

Where housing is improved and made affordable it increases social cohesion, 
reduces crime, increases health provision uptake, raises aspirations and 

stabilises the economy by providing sustainable futures for employment and 

community activity. With social housing comes community centres, youth 
work projects and local activism, which is an obvious link to the social 

infrastructure sections of the London Plan.  
 

Improving Life Chances for All 
Objections to Policies 2.14, 3.1, 3.3  

 
“Meeting the needs and expanding opportunities for all Londoners – and 

where appropriate, the needs of particular groups and communities – is key 
to tackling the huge issue of inequality across London.” 

  
The main policy for improving life chances is that boroughs should work to 

meet the needs of communities and deprived groups, through social 
infrastructure as well as places of religious and cultural importance. 

However, this is not enough to tackle London’s most deprived communities.   

  
In the current plan, one of the Mayor’s six objectives is to promote social 

inclusion, tackling deprivation and discrimination. However, deprivation 
receives comparatively little attention in the draft plan.  It is not mentioned 

in the Mayor’s six objectives.  Objective 1 only hints at it by expressing a 
commitment to tackling “the huge issue of inequality … including … in health 

outcomes”. Though dealing with the economic crisis of 2009 is obviously 
crucial, it is just as vital to work towards closing the poverty gap.  

 
Policy 3.1 and the supporting paragraphs should set out how the Mayor will 

lead a strategic approach to tackling the issues around provision for specific 
groups. A more detailed review of how to tackle youth unemployment and 

crime with a focus on how provision of social infrastructure can be used to 
assist with a programme would be useful.  

 



Although places of worship are discussed as part of social infrastructure they 

have particular issues around the size of the space required, amenity and trip 
generation by cars that need to be taken into account. A London approach to 

provision of places of worship would be useful.  

 
Policy 2.14A is also relevant. We support the approach to understanding and 

planning for inner London and the area immediately around the Central 
Activities Zone. However the guidance for the inner London and regeneration 

areas is not clear. The policy should address those areas that have 
concentrations of deprivation and worklessness with no planned development 

or opportunities for large scale redevelopment.  
 

Further clarity is needed on how the new London plan approach to open up 
employment opportunities, especially to disadvantaged communities and 

strengthening neighbourhoods will work with the approach to regeneration 
areas. Therefore we would suggest that these could be a single framework 

for taking forward regeneration in areas where there will be little 
development as the areas within the inner London zone are so varied. Or this 

could be addressed through additional employment policies. 

 
Yet, though the talk of regeneration is necessary, the London Plan is too 

optimistic with the amount of open space available in the capital. Mention is 
made to address the spatial needs of London’s people, but how will this be 

possible when more houses and offices are needed and are being created?  
 

Added to this is the urgent problem of how the scale of the huge waiting lists 
for housing will be addressed? Almost one million people in London will be on 

waiting lists for social housing by 2010, according to a forecast by the 
National Housing Federation. Housing targets for opportunity areas have 

been reduced, e.g. in Newham and Tower Hamlets, which further worsens 
the situation. Also, the social rented housing target is down from 35% to 

24%. The London Plan should set the number of “affordable homes” needed 
each year as well as the percentage target.  

The evidence shows that the market-led approach which attempts to deliver 

sufficient social-rented homes to meet need, on the back of private 
development, has failed under both Mayors. The most sensible approach to 

addressing housing need (for low cost rented homes) in the capital would be 
to invest extensively in building public (council) homes. 

 
Regarding Policy 3.3, no specific measures are mentioned for tackling 

deprivation in order to allow people to share in the economic success of the 
city. For instance, there is not enough provision for the needs of young 

women, who as a group need places to congregate safely without fear of 
harassment or marginalizing.  They need the opportunity to discuss with 

others in peer groups and have access to trusted adults outside the family; 
resources ring fenced specially for them and managed by them; 

opportunities to engage in extra-curricular activities other than sport & 
religious/cultural activities; and access to legal and other advice at no 

charge. 

 



Voluntary Organisations which cater for the elderly and disabled are seriously 

underfunded and carry out vital support work.  This needs reinforcing and 
sustaining over more than the usual 1 year grant available and which must 

be applied for time and time again.   

 
Voluntary agencies in general over-tasked with fundraising and publicising 

their work when this should be accepted and supported in a pan-London 
effort.  More needs to be done to support small, specialist agencies which 

have been neglected for too long. The Mayor has undermined community 
groups by, for example, removing funds from the Rise Festival. Community 

initiatives need to be given more support for the sake of community 
cohesion.  

 
The Olympic Games has reduced funds available to community groups from 

the Big Lottery and the Mayor needs to rebuild these Charitable Funds.  
Essential services to emerging London communities are being eroded by the 

Mayor’s preferences diverting previously supported communities which now 
find themselves facing family crises, youth unemployment and increasing 

crime waves. Many unsupported agencies which were formerly relied on, are 

now unable to carry on existing with the lack of funding.  
 

Law Centres have been in crisis due to Government changes in the way Legal 
Aid is funded.  A review is promised but meanwhile the pan-London strategy 

could support Law Centres in crisis and facing closure.   
 

Lastly, the Mayor’s new definition of equality is for those groups that enjoy 
legal protection against discrimination, but also for other groups who may 

face discrimination and disadvantage. However, it is doubtful whether the 
new definition of equality cited by the Mayor will help in the creation of fairer 

policies which will work to develop greater equality of opportunities in London 
for all disadvantaged groups.   

 
The definition of equality which existed before was drawn up under extensive 

consultation.  To change it signifies a lack of consideration for the 

preparation made in the past.  It will cause division and inequality whereas 
the plans provided before were widely accepted as correct and all 

encompassing.  The Mayor may be well advised to spend a week with a 
disabled person under his new rules. 

 
Improving Economic Chances for All 

Objections to Policies 4.12, 4.56, 4.58, 4.61   
 

“To co-ordinate the range of initiatives necessary to improve employment 
opportunities for Londoners, to remove barriers to employment and 

progression and to tackle low participation in the labour market.” 
 

The Mayor wishes to co-ordinate the range of initiatives necessary to 
improve employment opportunities for Londoners. He plans to do this by 

supporting local employment, skills development and training opportunities. 

Since recent statistics show that some areas of London (such as Tower 



Hamlets) have communities where up to 50% of the Black population is 

unemployed, and the Mayor even acknowledges that members of the BAMER 
community are twice as likely to be unemployed as people from White 

groups (Policy 4.56), the London Plan does not contain detailed strategies 

which specifically tackle BAMER unemployment. Unacceptable figures have 
persisted for the last 35 years, and unless radical action is taken inequality 

(in terms of employability) will remain for approximately another 60 years.  
 

The pursuit of economic growth without properly considering the 
consequences for disadvantaged groups is not working.  There is a 

concentration of poverty in BAMER populations but economic policies focus 
on industries which are not populated by BAMER.   

 
The Mayor states two ways specifically to deal with unemployment (Policy 

4.58): i). to build on London’s strengths in regards to as skilled workforce 
and a substantial knowledge base ii). tackling significant labour market 

barriers such as the cost of childcare, and labour market discrimination. 
However, members of the BAMER community face barriers when trying to 

enter the skilled workforce, and there are no specific policies identified in 

preventing labour market discrimination.  
 

It is therefore important to support those agencies specialising in issues of 
BAMER employment; there is expertise available so that there is no need to 

look for it but just to supply the resources needed. 
 

Policy 4.61 states that a number of ways exist whereby planning can help 
remove barriers to employment, including: providing for business start-up 

units and providing for training facilities in new developments. One of the 
Mayor’s solutions to unemployment is to provide local training and skills 

development.  
 

However, there should be more resources available so that BAMER voluntary 
groups can design, administer and deliver these initiatives in a culturally 

appropriate way. The mayor needs to recognise the role of BAMER 

community groups in identifying needs and delivering services. Through 
working with BAMER organisations, not only local authorities but also 

regional bodies, such as the Greater London Authority, will have a better 
understanding of gaps in service issues effecting BAMER communities and 

how BAMER groups can contribute more effectively towards the Mayor’s 
vision for London. Without this input identified gaps in the London Plan 

cannot be addressed. Though local initiatives have begun but need support 
at Ministerial and Mayoral level. The problem remains that public funds are 

failing to reach and empower BAMER communities, but they have the ability 
and desire to deliver employment programmes in their communities.  

 
Communities and Social Infrastructure 

Objections to Policies 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.10, 3.17, 7.1, 7.5, 7.6 
 

The Mayor states that London requires additional and enhanced social 

infrastructure provision to meet the needs of its growing and diverse 



population. One way for this to be delivered is for local authorities and 

partnership bodies (such as the Local Strategic Partnership) to work better 
with local community groups.  

 

The Mayor identifies the importance of planning for high quality social 
infrastructure alongside the development of housing, but there are no solid 

policy points behind this.  
 

There is much written of the need for people and communities to work 
together (Policy 3.4), but what measures are in place to enable this to 

happen? Policies 3.5 and 3.6 suggest that community needs are to be met by 
boroughs, but how effective are the bodies that are currently in place?  

 
BNRRN membership covers the 33 London boroughs, and we have found that 

most of our members have little or no engagement with their local decision-
making bodies. The London Plan should include strategies on how to better 

engage with local communities, since if local communities are not being 
engaged then it will be impossible to know what is needed in the local area. 

It is therefore essential to use second-tier organisations that communicate 

regularly with BAMER VCS groups to gain a better and more thorough 
understanding of policy issues and needs at a local level.  

 
Local community groups do not necessarily know about LSPs (Local Strategic 

Partnerships) and even if they did, it is hard for them to engage in such 
bodies. Instead, community engagement strategies must be developed to 

ensure that the needs of local communities are listened to and addressed. 
Improvements can only be made through information from the community-

level and from community groups communicating what the issues are that 
people face on the ground. Once residents are able to identify problems 

within their communities, they will be in a better position to take ownership 
of the decision-making process as they lobby local councils for necessary 

change. The Mayor should focus on why borough councils and communities 
are not working effectively together as well as the usefulness of existing 

partnership networks before thinking about new ways for borough councils 

and communities to engage.  
 

The Mayor wants the creation of “lifetime neighbourhoods”, where people 
have access to green spaces, transport links and where such neighbourhoods 

should also provide a “character” that is easy to understand and relate to. 
This means that new developments should contribute to people’s sense of 

place, safety and security.  
 

The idea of creating a “character” for each neighbourhood is only possible if 
resources are made available. It is possible, for example, to see the 

“Hackney character” at the annual Rise Festival, where Legal Rights groups 
are on display and can reach maximum public exposure.  Hackney already 

has a big character and I think what the Mayor lacks is the vision to see it!  
Migration has made Hackney vibrant, attractive and full of colour, and 

therefore the borough has “character” if people are willing to take the time to 

see what is there. The only further “character” needed is financial support for 



its specialist, non-statutory agencies. The Mayor will help boroughs with the 

creation of “lifetime neighbourhoods”, where people have access to green 
spaces and transport links. But this again requires boroughs working with 

local groups (Policies 7.5, 7.6) which has proved to be difficult in the past.    

 
Conclusion  

 
The Mayor has identified issues effecting BAMER and deprived communities 

in chapter 1 of his London Plan. However, the policies which he details to 
deal with the stated problems are not sufficient to tackle poverty, deal with 

worklessness or make neighbourhoods more cohesive.  
 

That is not to say that the Mayor’s intentions are not good, indeed many of 
his ambitions are commendable. But as it stands, the policy details are not 

thoroughly thought out and need to be strengthened. The plan needs to be 
more detailed on how each of the objectives it lists will be met, and this will 

require further consultation with relevant community groups.  
 

The Mayor’s role to improve services, specifically encouraging social inclusion 

and reducing worklessness, will involve the BAME Third Sector. However, 
there is no direct reference to this fact within the draft plan. The significance 

of this fact should not be lost on the Mayor, since by the year 2028, eight of 
London’s 33 boroughs will have a majority BAME population. It is hoped that 

revisions to the draft plan will acknowledge the importance of greater 
partnership work with BAMER Third Sector organisations, which they need to 

be better funded and utilised in the effort to close the poverty gap in London. 
 

Through better partnership work with second-tier organisations which work 
closely with local voluntary groups, it will be possible to receive information 

about local needs from communities themselves, and this bottom-up 
approach is required for more effective community engagement. In this way, 

local needs can be better understood and culturally-specific services can be 
devised in order to deal with the needs which have been identified.  

 

BNRRN welcomes the opportunity to give feedback and we hope that our 
recommendations will be considered and incorporated into the final 

document.   
 

For more information, please contact Abdus Shuman (Policy Officer) on 0208 
9813003 or shuman@bnrrn.org.uk 

Please see our website www.bnrrn.org.uk   
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