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This file contains all the forms known to have been returned by Just Space or its member 
groups, proposing changes either to the topics being discussed ("Matters") or the list of 
organisations provisionally invited to speak on each topic ("Participants") 
 
Mr Robottom & Mr Lavender 
c/o EiP Secretariat 
Committee Room 1 
City Hall 
SE1 2AA 
 
Date: 27 April 2010 
 
Dear Panel Chair and Panel Inspector, 
 
Draft List of Matters and Participants 
 
The Just Space Network would like to formally request a seat at all hearings 
of the London Plan EiP. 
 
Just Space is a network of community and voluntary sector groups, some 
local, others London-wide or federations of local groups.  Our primary 
purpose is to support a diversity of community voices in being represented 
and heard at the London Plan EiP. 
 
For about every matter of discussion, we find there is a predominance of 
public bodies, service providers and those with business and financial 
interests.  In the interest of equity and balance, we consider there should be 
community representation at every matter and a significant increase in the 
numbers of community groups participating.  What we envisage would be 
similar to the arrangement for London Council’s and the Boroughs; a 
standing seat for London Council’s and Just Space Network at each session 
and other seats that enable interested Boroughs and community groups to 
participate. 
 
In case the Panel is not minded to provide Just Space with a standing seat, 
we have identified our priority matters and submitted comment forms 
seeking representation at these hearings.  Of course, these are an addition to 
the invitations we have already received, which we acknowledge with thanks 
and will be taking up. 
 
For each matter, we were unsure how much detail you required.  We opted 
for brevity, on the basis that if necessary you can refer to our original 
submissions which are quite lengthy.  We hope very much we have given 
sufficient reasons for supporting our requests.   
 
Kind regards, 
 
Richard Lee 
On behalf of Just Space Network 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Michael Edwards (on this Matter) 

Email  m.edwards@ucl.ac.uk 

Telephone  07813194401 

Dated  April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 1 and opening seminar. (Days 1+2) 
The proposed seminar is very welcome indeed.  
We think it essential that the seminar is able to explore the degree to 
which the various elements of the "evidence base" are uncontroversial 
matters of 'fact' and which are open to argument, to more convincing 
interpretations or to revision in the light of new evidence. 
 
We have been asking for a debate on equality issues, whether around the 
Integrated Impact Assessment or on specific policies within the Plan.  It is implicit in  
Matter 1 sub-matter a) that the IIA could be considered, but we would like this to be 
explicit within a dedicated sub-matter.   We have made a detailed criticism of the IIA 
which should be considered, and it is our view that equality should be a strategic 
objective of the London Plan in line with the law. 
 
Reasons 
The "evidence base" is a compound of: 
a.  data on the past.  population, jobs, GDP and so on 
b.  implicit and explicit assumptions and theorisations (interpretations) made in 
moving from historical data to diagnosis, projections and forecasts 
c.  professional judgements made in the selection of future trajectories to include in 
the plan 
d.  implicit political priorities which have coloured the whole process.   
The credibility and 'soundness' of the plan will be greater if these issues 
can be debated in a transparent and open way and then the plan 
modified accordingly if the panel is persuaded.  
 
Comment on Participants: 
The draft list of participants includes only Dr David Fell from among the 
many NGOs and community groups who have made representations 
along these lines.  
We wish to see a more catholic set of seminar speakers and had long 
ago suggested to the planning team some names, including Andrew Simms 
(New Economics Foundation), London Citizens (proponents of London Living Wage), 
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Richard Wilkinson or Kate Pickett (authors of “The Spirit Level”) and Tim Jackson. 
In the formal sessions on days 1 and 2 we wish Just Space Network to 
be represented at the table, preferably with other community groups. 
 

cont>> 
Reasons 
The draft list of participants includes only Dr David Fell from among 
those who have made representations along these lines. Our proosal is 
to add a JSN speaker - perhaps Michael Edwards - and possibly other 
NGOs 
 
We have argued in our submissions that the draft plan is seriously 
unsound in its rather complacent assumptions about the tractability of 
the economic and environmental crises which we confront. Its 
orientation is towards recovery towards the status quo ante, rather 
than leading Londoners into the structural changes which will be called 
for to make this a just and sustainable city. 

Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 12.00 
midday on Friday 23 April 2010. 27 April. 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 
  

Respondent Number  161 

Organisation  London 21 

Contact name  Chris Church 

Email  chrischurch@cooptel.net 

Telephone  07710 409590 

Dated  24/4/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 1  
 
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
London 21 referred to this matter in our submission and we would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this further  
 
Reasons 
We stated in our submission that if London is indeed to be the ‘best big city on earth’, then 
London needs to innovate, and that innovation must start at this fundamental level.  
 
Policy 1.1 starts with the word ‘Growth’ and subsequent sections accept this belief that 
growth can be managed indefinitely into the future and that growth is a goal in itself. 
 
 A simple and fundamental change would be to consider the use of the word ‘growth’ in this 
document and to consider where in these policies Londoners and the future of London will 
be better served by focusing not on growth, but on progress or development or long-term 
prosperity that can genuinely be sustained. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  939 

Organisation  Waterloo Community Development Group 

Contact name  Michael Ball 

Email  Michael.ball@wcdg.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 633 9291 

Dated  26/04/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 1 
 
 
Matter 1 (Chapter 1) Vision and Objectives 
 
 
Reasons 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
We would like to participate at the EIP hearing on Matter 1 (Chapter 1) Vision and 
Objectives.  
 
Reasons 
 
The issue is of great importance to us: we made substantial comments on Matter 1 in our 
submission regarding the overall strategy of ‘planning for growth’ (1.45) and the over-
reliance on growth in the Vision to achieve the objectives; an absence of alternative 
strategies; and the likely effect on sustainability and the economy of an unnecessarily and 
unrealistically over-ambitious plan.  
  
The list of proposed participants on this matter is long on local authorities and other statutory 
agencies, but short on community groups, who can provide a different perspective on the 
likely impact on the ground of relatively abstract policy proposals. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2C Policy 2.6 Outer London Vision and Strategy 
 
We would request the following issue be considered as a sub-matter. 
 
“Should there be specific policy reference to Outer London contributing to the 
sustainable development of London?” 
 
Reasons 
The London Plan should promote and support a low carbon economy in Outer London.  
It can do this by enabling as many people as possible who live there to also work there 
(thereby reducing pressure on commuting routes to central London and reducing 
environmental impacts). Further, Outer London needs to be developed in ways that 
access to jobs and key services can be achieved by walking or cycling as much as 
possible, to be supplemented with public transport. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  To provide a more 
representative balance of participants, we request a place for the Just Space Network, 
and wish to strongly support requests from other community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to this 
hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the issues under 
discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its member groups we 
commented:-   
 
We support the policy aim of reducing the need to travel and the explicit linkage with 
promoting outer London areas as employment centres. 
 
A dispersed model of economic development rather than concentrating on a few centres 
will produce more sustainable results, and attention should focus from the most local 
level up to larger centres. 
 
Promoting the development of healthy local services will reduce the need to travel 
between home, work and facilities especially putting jobs closer to homes and 
supporting the concept of sustainable communities.   
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number  2C Policy 2.7 Outer London Economy 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  To provide a 
more representative balance of participants, we request a place for the Just 
Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other community 
groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
There is a need for more equally distributed growth across London 
 
Local employment opportunities should be developed through discussion 
with local communities, rather than ploughing ahead in increasing the 
number of identical large, high-density town / retail centres.    
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  



compilation as at 30 April 2010; page 8 

DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2C Policy 2.8 Outer London Transport 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  To provide a 
more representative balance of participants, we request a place for the Just 
Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other community 
groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
Dependence on the car will need to be addressed. Further facilitation and 
encouragement of car use will make targets harder to achieve. Parking 
standards should not be relaxed 
 
Park-and-ride schemes are inappropriate in London, whether in financial 
or sustainability terms 
 
Outer London needs to be developed in ways that access to jobs and key 
services can be achieved by walking or cycling as much as possible, to be 
supplemented with public transport 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2E Policy 2.10 Central Activities Zone – 
strategic priorities 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a 
place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from 
other community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
We  want to strengthen the safeguards for: 

 Residential neighbourhoods; 
 The distinctive environment and heritage of the CAZ  

 
This protection of residential neighbourhoods in the centre is a valuable new 
element in the Plan.  We note, however, that no such “residential quarters” are 
shown in Map 2.3 and we consider that compromising the attractions of 
residential neighbourhoods should be ruled out for the CAZ as a whole. 
 
We object to the Isle of Dogs only featuring in terms of producing sites for new 
office developments. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2E Policy 2.11 Central Activities Zone – 
Strategic Functions 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
If the policy is to override objections to buildings which because of their 
scale or height harm rather than make a positive contribution to the 
townscape or to the setting of buildings or areas with a heritage 
designation, we would be strongly opposed to this policy. 
 
There is a lack of clarity about what constitutes “the fringe of the CAZ” 
and what is the extent of the “buffer”. 
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 DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2E Policy 2.12 Central Activities Zone – 
predominantly local activities 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
Member groups in central London boroughs report life getting more 
difficult – including loss of local shops, amenities and services, their 
replacement with very expensive ones which are unaffordable; high 
levels of anti-social behaviour and insufficient provision for young people 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  939 

Organisation  Waterloo Community Development Group 

Contact name  Michael Ball 

Email  Michael.ball@wcdg.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 633 9291 

Dated  26/04/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number  2E 
 
Matter 2E – Central Activities Zone 
 
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
We would like to participate at the EIP hearing on Matter 2E – Central Activities Zone 
 
Reasons: 
 
This issue is of great importance to Waterloo: we made substantial comments on Matter 2E 
in our submission regarding: the boundary of the CAZ; the need for more detail and the lack 
of SPD; affordable housing policy in the CAZ and mixed use development; transport policy 
for the CAZ; and retail and town centres including the sequential tests in PPS4.   
  
The list of proposed participants on this matter is long on local authorities, landowners and 
business interests, but short on community groups, who can provide a different perspective 
on the likely impact on the ground of relatively abstract policy proposals.  Currently it is 
proposed to have only one local community group – this is simply inadequate, unbalanced, 
and unfair – although we recognize there are few community groups in the CAZ area with 
the resources to participate in the EIP. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  91 

Organisation  London Tenants Federation  

Contact name  Tejinder Jutley 

Email  info@londontenants.org 

Telephone  020 7874 5464 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number _ 2F Policy 2.14 Areas for regeneration 
 
LTF proposes an additional sub-matter: 
 
Does the policy adequately contribute to addressing poverty and social 
exclusion in London; is there a sufficiently strong evidence base? 
 
Reasons 
 
1.   LTF has grave concerns that many regeneration schemes are failing to 

address social exclusion as noted in some detail in our response to 
consultation on the draft replacement London Plan.  Such schemes tend 
to focus on gentrification, resulting at times in displacement of poorer 
residents; provide little in terms of employment for poorer communities; 
displace local shops and services and replace them with more expensive 
ones, resulting in negative rather than positive impact on the communities 
they are designed to support. Monitoring of regeneration areas generally 
focuses only at average statistics in the geographical area relating for 
example to employment, education and health.  Averages necessarily 
look better as a direct result of increasing numbers of wealthier residents 
who are better educated, earn more and who have better health and 
longer life expectancy than residents from deprived communities.  There 
is generally a failure to monitor benefit or not to those who are socially 
excluded, which would necessarily challenge the evidence base for this 
policy.  

 
2.   There is also an increasing weight of academic evidence (including some 

government commissioned research) which suggests a failure in 
approaches used in regeneration schemes to provide positive impact to 
‘deprived communities’  
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3.   LTF feels there is need to ensure that there is not only an adequate 
evidence-base to support approaches used but also careful monitoring of 
benefit to deprived communities, to support this policy.    

 
LTF has proposed there is need to add in a section relating to process in 
an attempt to reasonably address these concerns in a way that would also 
address the evidenced-based requirements of the policy. 

 
     Add ‘Process of regeneration’  
 

C  Careful analysis will be carried out in all regeneration scheme to 
assess and ensure specific benefit to existing residents of deprived 
communities  

 
Social Impact Assessments will be carried out in all proposed 
regeneration areas, to include an assessment of the likely impact on 
- local social housing and the private rented sector; numbers of 
existing residents likely to be displaced as a result of rent increases; 
homelessness; local small businesses; the community and 
voluntary sector and general social infrastructure 
 
Regeneration schemes will be based on empowering residents of 
deprived communities through training and building bottom up 
democratic and accountable tenants’ and residents organisations to 
ensure improvements are more cost-effective and sustainable.   
 
They will have clarity of process including transparency around 
available funding prior to plans being developed; enabling tenants 
and residents to identifying existing problems as well as priorities in 
terms of solutions within available budgets.    

 
Comment on Participants: 
LTF requests a place at debate on this issue and strongly urges that other 
voluntary sector and community groups are also invited, in order to provide a 
more representative balance of all sectors in the debate on this policy.  
 
Reasons 
LTF is an umbrella organisation bringing together London’s borough-wide council 
tenants federations and organisations.  We have links with tenants’ 
organisations of other tenures and with community and voluntary sector 
organisations.  LTF member organisations collectively have wide grass-root 
experience of regeneration schemes across London and have much to contribute 
in terms of providing evidence of what’s happening on the ground and in testing 
the adequacy of policy 2.14. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  314 

Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 
Associations  

Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 8211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number _ 2F Policy 2.14 Areas for regeneration 
 
 
Re: Participants: 
 
The HFRA proposes that the Wards Corner Community Coalition (Respondent 289) 
be specifically invited to contribute to discussion about regeneration policies, 
including town centre policies. The WCCC are an alliance of traders organisations 
and residents associations opposing inappropriate profit-led regeneration and 
seeking instead community-led regeneration for a major site in Haringey. They will 
bring invaluable evidence to the session. 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
HFRA also supports the following comments by the London Tenants 
Federation (Respondent number 91) 
 
 
LTF proposes an additional sub-matter: 
 
Does the policy adequately contribute to addressing poverty and social 
exclusion in London; is there a sufficiently strong evidence base? 
 
 
Reasons 
 
1.   LTF has grave concerns that many regeneration schemes are failing to 

address social exclusion as noted in some detail in our response to 
consultation on the draft replacement London Plan.  Such schemes tend 
to focus on gentrification, resulting at times in displacement of poorer 
residents; provide little in terms of employment for poorer communities; 
displace local shops and services and replace them with more expensive 
ones, resulting in negative rather than positive impact on the communities 
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they are designed to support. Monitoring of regeneration areas generally 
looks only at average statistics relating for example to employment, 
education and health, which necessarily increase when wealthier 
communities are introduced into poorer ones, but fail to monitor benefit or 
not to those who are socially excluded.   

 
2.   There is also an increasing weight of academic evidence (including some 

government commissioned research) which suggests a failure in 
approaches used in regeneration schemes to provide positive impact to 
‘deprived communities’  
 

3.   LTF feels there is need to ensure that there is not only an adequate 
evidence-base to support approaches used but also careful monitoring of 
benefit to deprived communities, to support this policy.    

 
LTF has proposed there is need to add in a section relating to process in 
an attempt to reasonably address these concerns in a way that would also 
address the evidenced-based requirements of the policy. 

 
     Add ‘Process of regeneration’  
 

C  Careful analysis will be carried out in all regeneration scheme to 
assess and ensure specific benefit to existing residents of deprived 
communities  

 
Social Impact Assessments will be carried out in all proposed 
regeneration areas, to include an assessment of the likely impact on 
- local social housing and the private rented sector; numbers of 
existing residents likely to be displaced as a result of rent increases; 
homelessness; local small businesses; the community and 
voluntary sector and general social infrastructure 
 
Regeneration schemes will be based on empowering residents of 
deprived communities through training and building bottom up 
democratic and accountable tenants’ and residents organisations to 
ensure improvements are more cost-effective and sustainable.   
 
They will have clarity of process including transparency around 
available funding prior to plans being developed; enabling tenants 
and residents to identifying existing problems as well as priorities in 
terms of solutions within available budgets.    

 
Comment on Participants: 
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LTF requests a place at debate on this issue and strongly urge that other 
voluntary sector and community groups are also invited in order to provide a 
more representative balance of all sectors.  
 
Reasons 
 
LTF is an umbrella organisation bringing together London’s borough-wide council 
tenants federations and organisations.  We have links with tenants’ 
organisations of other tenures and with community and voluntary sector 
organisations.  LTF member organisations collectively have wide grass-root 
experience of regeneration schemes across London and have much to contribute 
in terms of providing evidence of what’s happening on the ground and in testing 
the adequacy of policy 2.14. 
 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  



compilation as at 30 April 2010; page 18 

DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2F Policy 2.13 Opportunity Areas and 
Intensification Areas and Annex 1 
Comment on Participants: 

There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a 
place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from 
other community groups to participate.  

Reasons 

Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:- 

• The Opportunity Areas drive towards high density promotes social 
exclusion, providing housing at strategic locations that is unsuitable for 
families.  Development regeneration should be accompanied by a Social 
Impact Assessment and an Environmental Impact Assessment.  

• Opportunity Areas should maximise the provision of social rented 
housing. 

• Development proposals should reduce car dependency and be aligned 
with improved public transport accessibility and capacity 

• Concern about numerous reductions of homes in many Opportunity Areas 
from current Plan 

• Oppose Opportunity Area policy being applied to the Spitalfields / City 
Fringe area as it favours high density, major business centres with 
smaller, high-density housing units, less open and green space, and 
unsuitable for families to remain living in over attention to character and 
the needs of existing residents. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2G Policy 2.15 Town Centres 
 
We request the following issues be considered as sub-matters:- 
 
“Should the Mayor and the Boroughs ensure that new development proposals do not 
pose a threat to the vitality and well-being of smaller and neighbourhood centres” 
 
“Should the London Plan focus more on decentralising and lifetime neighbourhoods and 
less on town centres?” 
 
Reasons 
There should be explicit reference in Policy Section C to the wording in para 2.67 
“boroughs should identify and promote the complementary offers of the smaller centres 
in the network, including neighbourhood centres and local shopping parades” 
 
The London Plan should positively encourage the dispersal of additional comparison 
goods shopping among London’s centres in the interest of shortening trips (especially 
car trips) to such centres. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  To provide a more 
representative balance of participants, we request a place for the Just Space Network, 
and wish to strongly support requests from other community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to this 
hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the issues under 
discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its member groups we 
commented:-   
 
Encourage local authorities to support existing local shops if they are under threat  
Ensure that new development proposals do not pose a threat to the vitality and well-
being of smaller and neighbourhood centres 
Explicitly refer in Section A to the reclassification of town centres that is being brought 
forward through the London Plan. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  938 

Organisation  Save Ealing's Centre 

Contact name  Will French 

Email  willdfrench@btinternet.com 

Telephone  0781 3891051 

Dated  April 26, 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number _ 2G 
 
Policy 2.15 Town Centres 
 
Reasons 
This was one of SEC’s major concerns which we sought to highlight in our comments on the 
draft plan and we want to explain our position more fully at the Examination in Public. 

 

A major question which arose at Ealing’s recent Arcadia public inquiry was the purpose and 
function of town centres like Ealing and how these are to be promoted.  The lack of a 
sufficiently clear policy framework meant many people were unable to discuss the question 
at a time when far reaching decisions about the centre were being taken. In Ealing a de 
facto policy is emerging of comprehensive town centre redevelopment with the introduction 
of vast new housing developments at above ground levels on sites which in the past 
typically housed commercial (B1), entertainment, or public uses (D1 and D2). This process 
alone is likely to lead to a transformation of the function of the centre – eroding it as a 
business centre in favour of one that will become primarily residential. As the replacement 
plan consultation document acknowledges (para 2.64) this problem is always likely to bring 
its own problems through the conflicts that arise with the night time economy which is key to 
the prosperity of centres like Ealing. It will also lead to a loss of the kind of low rent 
accommodation that the small businesses that are vital to maintaining diversity and interest 
in town centres depend on. 

 

But worse than this is that this de facto process will permanently eliminate options for 
meeting the other essential functions that town centres should be providing as centres both 
of the community and the transportation network.  To take Ealing’s example again, over the 
past years there has been a steady loss of cultural, entertainment, sports and leisure uses 
so that the diversity of function which the consultation rightly applauds is disappearing.  This 
process needs to be reversed and town centres must encourage more mixed uses through 
positive planning policies that preserve vital town centre sites for them.  As both the 
population and the economy grow new cultural, leisure and sporting facilities will be needed 
and they should be provided in locations that are most accessible, particularly to people 
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travelling public transport – in other words in town centres like Ealing.   

 

We suggest therefore that Policy 2.15 of the consultation document should be greatly 
strengthened to require Boroughs in their LDFs to work with local stakeholders including 
community groups to identify opportunities for future cultural, entertainment, sports and 
leisure uses that the growth of populations will require in town centres.  Sites need to be 
earmarked and properly protected for these uses.  Protection in the SHLMAA is afforded to 
industry and open space uses and Town Centre functions are so critical to the future of 
London that they need to be extended to them.  

Comment on Participants: 
 
Reasons 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 
  

Respondent Number  938 

Organisation  Save Ealing's Centre 

Contact name  Will French 

Email  willdfrench@btinternet.com 

Telephone  0781 3891051 

Dated  April 26, 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number _ 2G 
 
Policy 6.4 
 
Reasons 
This was one of SEC’s major concerns which we sought to highlight in our comments on the 
draft plan and we want to explain our position more fully at the Examination in Public. 
 
SEC supports the overall strategic approach for transport as indicated in Section 6 of the 
Plan but we believe greater consideration needs to be paid to the transport network in outer 
London.  For too long the emphasis has been on improving radial routes into the Central 
Activities Zone, while the need for orbital movements has been neglected. In the recent past 
this unstrategic approach led to a huge amount of wasted time and energy in the now 
abandoned proposals for the West London Tram and it is a matter of serious 
disappointment that the commitments that were made to reviewing the West London 
priorities at the time WLT was abandoned have not been followed through. Maps 6.1 and 
6.2 indicate that the radial bias in transport planning remains. 
 
Policy 6.4 should support other policies in the plan such as those that relate to investment, 
job creation, addressing social exclusion and new housing development. All these policies 
suggest that in outer London greater weight needs to be paid to strengthening orbital links 
between town centres and not just the main commuting routes into Central London.   
 
In some parts of the capital over the past 20 years significant investment in orbital routes 
has been made.  South London for instance has the Croydon Tram, and in East London 
there have been major developments involving the East London Line, the DLR and the East 
London Transit.  But in North and West London, there has been little progress and if 
anything, the situation seems to be deteriorating with the disappointing failure to take 
opportunities to improve the service on the Greenford Overground Line. In Ealing, residents 
who live in the north of the Borough and work in the south have a serious journey to work 
problem. Journey times can be so long as to be a deterrence for some jobseekers for whom 
a commute into Central London is a better prospect. For many Ealing folk it is easier to get 
to a major attraction at Wembley, just a short distance outside the Borough by going via 
Central London. 
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Ideas exist for addressing this situation - one suggestion has been the North West London 
Light Rail which would link Brent Cross to Park Royal with extensions to Ealing Broadway 
and Wembley Stadium, another is the West London Tube which would link centres such as 
Brent Cross, Wembley, Ealing, Richmond and Kingston.  If these or any others can be be 
viable they could dramatically reduce journey times, relieve traffic congestion and open the 
West London labour market. The London Plan needs to commit to examining them. 
Comment on Participants: 
 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  939 

Organisation  Waterloo Community Development Group 

Contact name  Michael Ball 

Email  Michael.ball@wcdg.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 633 9291 

Dated  27/04/10 

 
Comment on Matter number  2G 
Matters 2G – Town Centres  
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
We would like to participate at the EIP hearing on Matter 2G – Town Centres 
 
Reasons: 
 
This issue is of great importance to residential communities within the CAZ (and on the 
periphery just outside the CAZ), since there is a fundamental tension between the role of 
central London as a town centre (or series of closely connected town centres) serving a 
regional catchment area, and the need for local town centres serving residential communities 
in central London. This issue raises particular concerns in Waterloo (whose town centre has 
to meet the needs of 100m+ annual commuter footfall and 16m+ visitors annually as well as 
8,000 local residents),  which previous strategic and local planning policies have never 
effectively addressed.   We made comments on Matter 2G in our submission, raising 
concerns that policy 2.15 does not appear to be in conformity with PPS4, with no reference 
to the sequential test or discouraging retail or leisure outside town centres within the CAZ; 
shortcomings in Map 2.6 and Annex 2;  and the absence of a policy for Inner London 
equivalent to 2.16 (which deals with outer London town centres).  
 
The list of proposed participants on this matter contains only local authorities and land-
owning and retail interests, and has no community groups whatsoever. WCDG works closely 
with local businesses and was instrumental in establishing a Business Improvement District 
around Waterloo’s district centre.  Our experience in this is that the needs of local 
communities and residents can be all too easily overlooked or misinterpreted when 
considering town centre issues, in favour of business interests.  For these reasons the absence 
of community groups at the hearing on this Matter is unwise, unbalanced, and unfair. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  939 

Organisation  Waterloo Community Development Group 

Contact name  Michael Ball 

Email  Michael.ball@wcdg.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 633 9291 

Dated  26/04/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number  2I 
Matter 2I – Green Infrastructure 
 
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
We would like to participate at the EIP hearing on Matter 2I – Green Infrastructure 
 
Reasons: 
 
This issue is of great importance to Waterloo, which has been an area defined as deficient in 
open space since at least the 1943 Abercrombie Plan. We made comments on Matter 2I in 
our submission regarding the protection of open spaces; resisting the net loss of open space; 
the need for local authorities to observe guidance when producing open space strategies; and 
the need for a reference to MOL at the strategic level. As well as our planning services, 
WCDG has experience of delivering and managing new open space and establishing local 
Trusts for that purpose.  
 
The list of proposed participants on this matter is relatively short and has no community 
groups whatsoever. Our experience in this field is that the details of open space policy at the 
strategic level have had major (sometimes unintended) impacts on local policy and on the 
protection of open space at a neighbourhood level. For these reasons the absence of 
community groups at the hearing on this Matter is inadequate, unbalanced, and unfair. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 
Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2I Policy 2.18 Green Infrastructure 
 
We would like the following issues to be considered as sub-matters:-  
 
“Should this policy mention the Thames as the largest strategic open space in 
London?” 
 
“Are the references and actions on biodiversity in policy 2.18 sufficient to meet 
the requirements of the Habitats Regulations Assessment?” 
 
Reasons 
The Thames performs a range of multi-functions and there should be reference 
in policy 2.18 to the Blue Ribbon Network policies. 
 
There are no policies in the London Plan to improve the carrying capacity of the 
green network and the long-term management of natural habitats and wildlife. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  We request 
a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from 
other community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
It is very important to have a multi-functional green infrastructure, which gives 
emphasis to biodiversity, local food production, health and well being  
 
There should be a definition of open space which extends to the green spaces 
on social housing estates – tenants' back gardens – and Policy 2.18 should be 
linked with Policy 7.18. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  72 

Organisation  Royal London Society for the Blind 

Contact name  Richard Greenwood 

Email  richard.greenwood@rlsb.org.uk 

Telephone  07990530545 

Dated  26th April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2I – 2.18 Green Infrastructure - Week 2, 
8th July 2010  14.00 
 
Reasons - I would like to Participate because I on behalf of the Royal London 
Society for the Blind made comments on this issue in our submission and wish to 
participate at the hearing.   
The Royal London Society for the Blind believes that there needs to be more 
representation from community and voluntary sector organisations at this hearing 
session 
The issue is important to the Royal London Society for the Blind because the 
comments from our Draft London Plan Response identified the need to feel safe 
when getting about or enjoying at leisure the Capital’s many facilities.  To this end 
we ask that there should be a moratorium on ‘shared surface spaces’ where the 
pedestrian route ways and vehicle/cycle access paths merge.  Pavements, foot 
paths, underpasses, need to be well contrasted with defined usage areas.  Planning 
should reduce vehicle and cycle intimidation.  This would have advantages not just 
for Blind and Partly Sighted Londoners but for London’s children, those pushing 
prams and push chairs, for older Londoners and for those who find it harder to get 
about. 
These open accessible places are desirable to BPS Londoners and visitors as much 
as to the general population. 
 
 
Comment on Participants:  
 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  314 

Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 
Associations 

Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 8211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 2I – Green Infrastructure    
Policy 2.18 The network of open and natural spaces, and Map 2.8 
 

Reasons 
 
Green spaces are crucial to the well being of all Londoners. The need to protect 
existing spaces from development and to address the deficiency of all types of 
green space throughout London is a very high priority among Londoners 
generally and among local community groups in particular. 
 
HFRA in our submission of Jan 2010 flagged up green space issues as part of 
the essential social infrastructure needed for sustainable communities and we 
can provide direct evidence on these matters. 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
There are no community groups so far scheduled to take part in this session. 
The only voluntary sector organisation scheduled is Natural England.  
 
The HFRA have consistently taken up these issues, including helping formulate 
Haringey’s Open Space Standards policies which now pertain to all development 
in the borough.  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  938 

Organisation  Save Ealing's Centre 

Contact name  Will French 

Email  willdfrench@btinternet.com 

Telephone  0781 3891051 

Dated  April 26, 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number  3 
Policy 3.17 – 3.20 
Reasons 
This was one of SEC’s major concerns which we sought to highlight in our comments on the 
draft plan and we want to explain our position more fully at the Examination in Public.  
 
Of course SEC supports the thoughts behind these policies.  It is a very longstanding 
principle of good planning practice that balanced communities are essential for good 
planning. Our concern is that Policies 3.17 to 3.20 will remain honoured more in the breach 
than in the observance.  The London Plan contemplates that London will grow by more than 
1 million people over the next 20 years, and yet the resources to support these newcomers 
are not increasing at a similar rate.   While great pressures are to be placed on local 
Authorities to deliver on the numbers of new homes that have been targeted for them, far 
less attention will be paid to providing the new schools, and health facilities, police and open 
spaces that they need to ensure an acceptable quality of life. 
 
Policy 3.17 needs to be greatly strengthened to affirm that provision of necessary social 
infrastructure must be part and parcel of the new homes that are to be built.  It is not 
acceptable to expect these services to catch up in due course. Housing development must 
be accompanied by delivery plans that demonstrate how health and education facilities will 
keep up with rising populations, and if they cannot the new housing development should not 
be permitted to proceed.  Similarly, sport facilities and open space provision needs to be 
more carefully planned.  It cannot be right, as is the practice in Ealing, to identify the same 
area of already intensively utilised public open space as the open space provision that 
residents in several different multi-storey blocks will be expected to use for recreation.    
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 
  

Respondent Number  939 

Organisation  Waterloo Community Development Group 

Contact name  Michael Ball 

Email  Michael.ball@wcdg.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 633 9291 

Dated  26/04/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number  3G 
 
Matter 3G: Mixed Communities and Affordable Housing  
 
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
We would like to participate at the EIP hearing on Matter 3G: Mixed Communities and 
Affordable Housing  
 
Reasons: 
 
This issue is of great importance to Waterloo: WCDG formed in 1972 around this issue, and 
it has been core to our work ever since. We have helped establish around a dozen local 
housing co-ops, a housing Community Development Trust, and have campaigned on 
planning policy on this matter. We made substantial comments on Matter 3G in our 
submission regarding the need for and constraints in achieving mixed and balanced 
communities in Policy 3.10; on the threshold of intermediate housing within the definition of 
affordable housing (3.11); on the current pitfalls when negotiating an element of affordable 
housing in private developments (Policy 3.13); and on the need for a different approach 
when calculating the element of affordable housing (Policy 3.4). 
  
The list of proposed participants on this matter contains no local community groups or local 
tenants organizations, who, in our experience, have been the key to cajoling local authorities 
to improve the policy and delivery of affordable housing. It is inappropriate to consider the 
matter of mixed communities while excluding local community groups wishing to contribute 
to the discussion.  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 
  

Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3A Policy 3.1 Ensuring equal life chances 
for all 
 
We would like the following issue to be considered as a sub-matter:- 
“Does Policy 3.1 succeed in encouraging planning that adequately meets the 
needs of all individuals and all groups of people, and should Policy 3.1 be 
considered a cross-cutting policy throughout the Plan?” 
 
Reasons 
In order to meet the objective of “ensuring equal life chances for all” the focus 
should be on the particular needs of excluded groups and communities, as the 
key to tackling the huge issues of inequality across London.  
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
The plan should include targets relating to the specific inequalities faced by the 
6 equality target groups. 
 
The policy needs to be more specific – as the “lead” policy it should make 
specific reference to access to social infrastructure especially in section A of this 
policy. This is particularly important because of the history of poor spatial 
planning by social infrastructure providers. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  91 

Organisation  London Tenants Federation  

Contact name  Tejinder Jutley 

Email  info@londontenants.org 

Telephone  020 7874 5464 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3A Policy 3.2 Addressing health 
inequalities 
 

Reasons 
 

Comment on Participants: 
 
LTF is very disappointed that it has not been invited to debate on this matter 
and requests the panel reconsider this.    
 
Reasons 
 
1.   LTF feels that the policy lacks clear areas of focus in terms of addressing some key 

evidence-based issues that might be accurately monitored at the local and regional 
level.   

 
2.   There is mention of regeneration providing opportunities of improving health, but in our 

experience, measuring of any improvements tends to be focused on geographical 
areas rather than on specific studies of those suffering inequalities (including health) at 
the beginning or end of any such scheme.  Most regeneration schemes are focused on 
moving middle class people, who generally have better health and higher levels of life 
expectancy, into poorer / deprived areas, sometimes involving displacement.  As a 
result, average and overall statistics on health and life expectancy show improvements, 
but evidence is generally not sought of any resultant reduction in the inequalities 
experienced by poorer sections of the community in those areas (that is, the people 
that the schemes are designed to support).      

 
3.    Housing is a key issue upon with some tangible health inequality issues might be 

addressed. Housing targets are not simply a technical issue of addressing numbers and 
units; homelessness and overcrowding have evidenced detrimental impact on the 
health of people of all ages, but particularly relating to children and older people.  This 
at the very least should be acknowledged in policy 3.2.  We feel progress in addressing 
these issues should be set out in the annual monitoring report of the London Plan.    

 
4.   Also in relation to housing and health, there is a massive gap relating to the needs of 
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older people.  London has a growing elderly population (particularly of those who live in 
social rented housing). LTF’s response to consultation made reference to a recent 
Chartered Institute of Housing’s report ‘Housing, health and care’ which we feel should 
be of note at the EiP.   

 
We have proposed (in response to the consultation on the draft replacement London 
Plan) that the Mayor commission a comprehensive study to assess the needs for 
sheltered and supportive housing in order that findings can be addressed in spatial 
strategies regionally and locally.  Such an analysis could not only draw from local 
authorities and PCT data but should also include and involve voluntary sector 
organisations including tenants associations, to provide a clear overall picture of needs 
for specific types of sheltered or supportive housing to meet this very important and 
specific health inequality and ensure that any progress on addressing it is adequately 
monitored.   

 
5.   LTF is also concerned that in some areas, housing that was previously designed 

specifically for elderly residents is now being used for general housing needs purposes. 
 
6.   LTF is an umbrella organisation bringing together London’s borough-wide council tenant 

federations and organisations and representing hundreds of thousands of local 
authority council tenants in London.  The vast majority of council tenants are from 
London’s most deprived communities and large numbers suffer specific inequalities 
relating to poverty; including those relating to health and life expectancy.   

 
7.   LTF has direct evidence which it feels it should be able to bring to the debate; for 

example of the conditions of isolated elderly people who live on council estates and 
whose families have had to move away from the areas they have grown up in, in order 
to find housing that they can afford.  Many are often frightened to leave their homes, 
don’t claim all the benefits that they are entitled to, suffer fuel poverty, poor diet, have 
inadequate housing and lack the social care and support they need, which should be 
addressed in the London Plan.   

 
8.   Through its links with ‘Homeless Link’, LTF is also aware of the huge number of older 

homeless single men who have worked all their lives in insecure employment, have 
lived in insecure private housing, who don’t have pensions and who can no longer 
afford to live in private housing.  LTF members could provide more detailed evidence of 
this at the EiP. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 
  

Respondent Number  314 

Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 
Associations 

Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 8211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3A Policy 3.2 Addressing health 
inequalities 
 
 
HFRA supports the following comments of the London Tenants 
Federation (Respondent number 91) 
 
 
LTF feels that the policy lacks clear areas of focus in terms of addressing some 
key evidence-based issues that might be accurately monitored at the local and 
national level.   
 

Failure to address this leaves a policy that lacks a sufficiently substantial 
evidence-base upon which its success or otherwise might be measured.   
 

Reasons 
 
1.  There is mention of regeneration providing opportunities of improving 

health, but in our experience, measuring any improvements to tend to be 
focused on geographical areas rather than on specific studies of those 
suffering inequalities (including health) at the beginning or end of any 
such scheme.  Most regeneration schemes are focused on moving middle 
class people, who generally have better health and higher levels of life 
expectancy, into poorer / deprived areas, sometimes involving 
displacement.  As a result, average and overall statistics on health and life 
expectancy show improvements, but evidence is generally not sought of 
any resultant reduction in the inequalities experienced by poorer sections 
of the community in those areas (that is to the people the schemes are 
designed to support).      

 

2.    Housing is a key issue upon with some tangible health inequality issues 
might be addressed. Housing targets are not simply a technical issue of 
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addressing numbers and units; homelessness and overcrowding have 
evidenced detrimental impact on the health of people of all ages, but 
particularly children and older people.  This at the very least should be 
acknowledged in policy 3.2 and progress in addressing these issues 
should be set out in the annual monitoring report of the London Plan.    

 

3.   Also in relation to housing and health there is a massive gap relating to 
the needs of older people.  London has a growing elderly population 
(particularly of those who live in social rented housing). LTF’s response to 
consultation made reference to a recent Chartered Institute of Housing’s 
report ‘Housing, health and care’ which we feel should be of note at the 
EiP.   

 

We have proposed (in response to the consultation on the draft 
replacement London Plan) that the Mayor commission a comprehensive 
study to assess the needs for sheltered and supportive housing in order 
that findings can be addressed in spatial strategies regionally and locally.  
Such an analysis could not only draw from local authorities and PCT data 
but should also include and involve voluntary sector organisations 
including tenants associations, to provide a clear overall picture of needs 
for specific types of sheltered or supportive housing to meet this very 
important and specific health inequality and ensure that any progress on 
addressing it is adequately monitored.   

 

4.   LTF members are also concerned that in some areas, housing that was 
previously designed specifically for elderly residents is now being used for 
general housing needs purposes.  

 

LTF would be able to make very positive contributions to the debate on 
this issue as well as providing grass-roots evidence from across London 
relating to the matters of discussion about policy 3.2. 

 
Comment on Participants: 
 
LTF is very disappointed that it has not been invited to debate on this matter 
and requests the panel reconsider this.    
 
Reasons 
 
The LTF is an umbrella organisation bringing together London’s borough-wide 
council tenant federations and organisations and representing hundreds of 
thousands of local authority council tenants in London.  The vast majority of 
council tenants are from London’s most deprived communities and large 
numbers suffer specific inequalities relating to poverty; including those 
relating to health and life expectancy.   
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LTF has direct evidence which it feels it should be able to bring to the debate; 
for example of the conditions of isolated elderly people who live on council 
estates and whose families have had to move away from the areas they have 
grown up in, in order to find housing that they can afford.  Many are often 
frightened to leave their homes, don’t claim all the benefits that they are 
entitled to, suffer fuel poverty, poor diet, have inadequate housing and lack 
the social care and support they need, which should be addressed in the 
London Plan.   
 

Through its links with ‘Homeless Link’, LTF is also aware of the huge number 
of older homeless single men who have worked all their lives in insecure 
employment, have lived in insecure private housing, who don’t have pensions 
and who can no longer afford to live in private housing.  LTF members could 
provide more detailed evidence of this at the EiP.  

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number  3B Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  To provide a 
more representative balance of participants, we request a place for the Just 
Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other community 
groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
We consider that the SHMA figure of 32,600 is an underestimate of need 
and that there will remain a gap between capacity and requirement. The 
housing target is well below midpoint (38,900) in the NHPAU 33,100- 
44,700 range. Housing waiting lists are steadily increasing, and the 
London Plan’s aspirations do not fulfill the need nor address the scale of 
the problem and are not aligned with the evidence base. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  91 

Organisation  London Tenants Federation  

Contact name  Tejinder Jutley 

Email  info@londontenants.org 

Telephone  020 7874 5464 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3B Policy 3.3 Housing Targets 
 

Reasons 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
No community or voluntary sector organisations have been invited to contribute 
to the debate on this matter / policy.  As the only London wide-wide social 
tenants organisation to have made a submission to the draft replacement 
London Plan, which includes comment on this issue, LTF members feel it would 
be remiss of the panel not to invite LTF representatives to contribute to the 
debate at the EiP.   
 
We feel there is need for wider representation of the community and voluntary 
sector to be involved, in order that representatives of those whose are suffering 
as a result of their housing needs not being met, may have an opportunity to 
contribute their evidence during the debate on this highly significant London 
Plan policy.   
 
Reasons 
 
1.   LTF has commented in its response to consultation on the draft replacement 

London Plan on the detrimental impact of the changing demographics in London 
and the provision of housing for wealthier sections of London’s communities at 
the expense of the majority who can only afford social rented housing.   

 
2.   LTF is concerned that the proposed targets do not sufficiently address existing 

housing need in London – adding to previous year on year failures to meet a 
growing housing need.  The numbers of households on housing waiting lists in 
London is constantly growing. 

 
3.   Annual monitoring reports of the London plan consistently provide evidence of 
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the failure of a policy that suggests sufficient social housing can be produced on 
the back of the private sector.  The policy would appear to demonstrate a 
dominance by the developers over what is produced and a keenness by the 
decision-makers to socially engineer the movement of wealthier communities 
into London at the expense of existing and new poorer households who are in 
desperate housing need.   

 
4.   LTF members are not only very much aware of the statistical failures, but also 

have direct empirical evidence from social housing estates across London of the 
detrimental impact on low income households.  LTF feels that bringing its 
evidence in the debate on these matters would facilitate a necessary and 
important community voice within the debate.    

 
  

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  314 

Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 
Associations 

Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 8211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3B Policy 3.3 Housing Targets 
 

Reasons 
 
 
 
The HFRA supports the following comments of the London Tenants 
Federation (Respondent 91): 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
No community or voluntary sector organisations have been invited to contribute 
to the debate on this matter / policy.  As the only London wide-wide social 
tenants organisation to have made a submission to the draft replacement 
London Plan, which includes comment on this issue, LTF members feel it would 
be remiss of the panel not to invite LTF representatives to contribute to the 
debate at the EiP.   
 
We feel there is need for wider representation of the community and voluntary 
sector to be involved, in order that representatives of those whose are suffering 
as a result of their housing needs not being met, may have an opportunity to 
contribute their evidence during the debate on this highly significant London 
Plan policy.   
 
Reasons 
 
1.   LTF has commented in its response to consultation on the draft replacement 

London Plan on the detrimental impact of the changing demographics in London 
and the provision of housing for wealthier sections of London’s communities at 
the expense of the majority who can only afford social rented housing.   

 
2.   LTF is concerned that the proposed targets do not sufficiently address existing 
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housing need in London – adding to previous year on year failures to meet a 
growing housing need.  The numbers of households on housing waiting lists in 
London is constantly growing. 

 
3.   Annual monitoring reports of the London plan consistently provides evidence of 

the failure of a policy that suggests sufficient social housing can be produced on 
the back of the private sector.  This would appear to demonstrate a dominance 
by the developers over what is produced and a keenness by the decision-
makers to socially engineer the movement of wealthier communities into London 
at the expense of existing and new poorer households who are in desperate 
housing need.   

 
4.   LTF members are not only very much aware of the statistical failures, but also 

have direct empirical evidence from social housing estates across London of the 
detrimental impact on low income households.  LTF feels that bringing its 
evidence in the debate on these matters would facilitate a necessary and 
important community voice within the debate.    

 
  

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3D Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing 
developments 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
Applying minimum space standards to all tenures in new development 
(and not just affordable housing) is welcome and needs to be enforced.  
We consider housing amenity space should be protected in the same way 
as the policy to protect back gardens, because “housing amenity space is 
the back gardens of inner London”. 

 
We propose that the policy against infill development when it comes to 
back gardens should be applied equally to green space within housing 
estates. 
 
We consider the meaning and implications of “a presumption against 
development on back gardens where this can be locally justified” to be 
unclear. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  78 

Organisation  Age Concern London 

Contact name  Gordon Deuchars 

Email  gdeuchars@aclondon.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 820 6777 

Dated   

 
Comment on Matter Number 3D  
 
ACL considers that issues of making housing suitable and accessible for people 
of all ages are of vital importance in this Matter and we consider that there is a 
need for more community representation in the hearing, in particular 
representing the needs of older people. 
 
Reasons 
 
In our submission we pointed out in particular that: 
 
ACL considers the requirement that “all new housing is built to Lifetime Homes standards” an extremely 
welcome and important feature which absolutely needs to be retained in the final Plan. 
 
ACL considers that the requirement on wheelchair accessibility needs to be strengthened: in other words all 
new housing should be easily adaptable for wheelchair users, with for example minimum door width standard 
increased to 900 mm in all new build housing. At least 10% of all new housing should provide wheelchair 
specific facilities such as ramps, wider doors, lower fittings and fixtures etc. 
 
If only 10% of new housing is to be either wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable, this would imply that 90% 
will be inaccessible and not easily adaptable. 
 
In our view it is particularly important to affirm the need to include the 
Lifetime Homes standard since the Panel’s question (b) re Policy 3.5 calls into 
question whether Lifetime Homes standards should be included in the Plan. 
From our point of view deletion of the Lifetime Homes objective would 
undermine the largest potential benefit of the Plan for older people. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
Based on the above considerations we request a place for Age Concern London 
in the hearing on this Matter. 
 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  314 

Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 
Associations 

Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 8211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3D Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing 
developments and table 3.3 
 
 
HFRA supports the London Tenants Federation (Respondent number 91) 
submission as set out below: 
 
 
LTF proposes an additional sub-matter – 
 

‘Does the proposal relating to ‘back-gardens’ adequately protect those 
[back-gardens] owned or used by all sections of the community or 
residing all tenures of housing?’ 
 

Reasons 
 

1.   LTF took part in discussion during the Further Alterations to the London 
Plan relating to proposed protection of suburban gardens and supports 
the proposal in the draft replacement London Plan that ‘boroughs may in 
their LDF’s introduce a presumption against development on back 
gardens’.   

 

LTF is however slightly concerned that in practice this might be applied 
only to private back gardens and feels there is a need also to specifically 
include in text the public / communal gardens on social housing estates, 
which provide valuable green and hard leisure surfaces particularly in 
central and inner London; to ensure the policy is applied equally and 
provide equal benefit to all sections of the community and tenures.   
 

2.   In its response to consultation, LTF proposed the following addition to 
section A of policy 3.5  

 

Strategic and LDF preparation 
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A   Housing developments should be of the highest quality internally, 
externally and in relation to their context and to the wider environment, taking 
account of strategic policies in this Plan to protect and enhance London’s 
residential environment and attractiveness as a place to live.  Boroughs (may 
– delete) should in their LDF’s introduce a presumption against development 
on back gardens, including the collective gardens (green and play 
spaces on housing estates) (delete ‘where this can be locally justified’ 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
 
Reasons 
 
  

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  91 
Organisation  London Tenants Federation  
Contact name  Tejinder Jutley 

Email  info@londontenants.org 

Telephone  020 7874 5464 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3D Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing 
developments and table 3.3 
 
LTF proposes an additional sub-matter – 
‘Does the proposal relating to ‘back-gardens’ adequately protect those 
[back-gardens] owned or used by all sections of the community or 
residing all tenures of housing?’ 
 
Reasons 
1.   LTF took part in discussion during the Further Alterations to the London Plan relating to 

proposed protection of suburban gardens and supports the proposal in the draft 
replacement London Plan that ‘boroughs may in their LDF’s introduce a presumption 
against development on back gardens’.   

 
LTF is however slightly concerned that in practice this might be applied only to private 
back gardens and feels there is a need also to specifically include in text the public / 
communal gardens on social housing estates, which provide valuable green and hard 
leisure surfaces particularly in central and inner London; to ensure the policy is applied 
equally and provides equal benefit to all sections of the community and tenures.   
 

2.   In its response to consultation, LTF proposed the following addition to section A of 
policy 3.5  

 
Strategic and LDF preparation 
 

A   Housing developments should be of the highest quality internally, externally and in 
relation to their context and to the wider environment, taking account of strategic policies in 
this Plan to protect and enhance London’s residential environment and attractiveness as a 
place to live.  Boroughs (may – delete) should in their LDF’s introduce a presumption 
against development on back gardens, including the collective gardens (green and play 
spaces on housing estates) (delete ‘where this can be locally justified’ 
 
Comment on Participants: 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3E Policy 3.8 Housing Choice 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
The policy is weak on protecting and enhancing housing for the older 
person. 
 
The London Plan should provide the strategic lead whereby local 
authorities and their PCT partners develop capital investment plans on a 
pan-London ad/or a sub-regional basis. This will help to ensure that new 
care homes and extra care housing are located where the need is rather 
than where land is cheapest.  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  78 
Organisation  Age Concern London 

Contact name  Gordon Deuchars 

Email  gdeuchars@aclondon.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 820 6777 

Dated   

 
Comment on Matter Number 3E  
 
ACL considers that issues of making housing suitable and accessible for 
people of all ages are of vital importance in this Matter and we consider 
that there is a need for more community representation in the hearing, 
in particular representing the needs of older people. 
 
Reasons 
In our submission we pointed out in particular that: 
ACL considers the requirement that “all new housing is built to Lifetime Homes standards” 
an extremely welcome and important feature which absolutely needs to be retained in the 
final Plan. 
 
ACL considers that the requirement on wheelchair accessibility needs to be strengthened: in 
other words all new housing should be easily adaptable for wheelchair users, with for 
example minimum door width standard increased to 900 mm in all new build housing. At 
least 10% of all new housing should provide wheelchair specific facilities such as ramps, 
wider doors, lower fittings and fixtures etc. 
 
If only 10% of new housing is to be either wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable, this 
would imply that 90% will be inaccessible and not easily adaptable. 
 
In our view it is particularly important to affirm the need to include the 
Lifetime Homes standard since the Panel’s question (b) re Policy 3.5 
calls into question whether Lifetime Homes standards should be 
included in the Plan. From our point of view deletion of the Lifetime 
Homes objective would undermine the largest potential benefit of the 
Plan for older people. 
 
On the other hand, if the Panel’s question (d) to Policy 3.8 implies that 
the Plan should make more specific recommendations on supported 
housing for older people and others, we would welcome this emphasis 
and would like the opportunity to make some comments on this point. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3F Policy 3.9 Gypsies and Travellers 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session, other than 
Gypsy and Traveller groups.  To provide a more representative balance of 
participants, we request a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to 
strongly support requests from other community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
The proper target should include the urgent needs of housed travellers to 
move onto pitches, as evidenced by the Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (GTAA). 
 
The Minor Alteration flies in the face of policy 3.1 (Ensuring Equal life 
chances for all).  We strongly disagree with para 4 of the supporting 
documentation to the alteration which implies that the target reduction 
will 'bring Londoners together' and so fulfill 3.1.  The members of the 
Just Space Network are very supportive of provision being based on 
robust needs assessments. 
 
We would argue that a neighbourhood that excludes Gypsies and 
Travellers is not genuinely sustainable in any proper planning sense of 
the word. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3G Policies 3.11-3.14 Affordable Housing 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
Intermediate homes aim to provide an affordable alternative, but we 
would raise questions about how affordable they really are.  We disagree 
with the new higher threshold of £72,000 household income to qualify for 
intermediate units. 
 
Student housing shouldn’t be included as part of what is counted as 
affordable housing. 
 
With reference to the SHMA, the Mayor should increase not decrease, the 
target for new affordable homes to be delivered by boroughs and  
increase, not decrease, the targets for social housing (for rent) within the 
affordable homes target 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  91 

Organisation  London Tenants Federation  

Contact name  Tejinder Jutley 

Email  info@londontenants.org 

Telephone  020 7874 5464 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3G Policy 3.12 Affordable housing targets 
 

Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
No community based organisation has been invited to contribute to the debate 
on this matter / policy.  As the only London-wide social tenants organisation to 
have made a submission to the draft replacement London Plan, which includes 
comment on this issue, LTF members feel it would be remiss of the panel not to 
invite LTF representatives to contribute to the debate at the EiP.   
 
We feel there is need for wider representation of the community and voluntary 
sector to be involved, particularly so that representatives of those whose are 
suffering as a result of their housing needs not being met, may have an 
opportunity to contribute their direct evidence during the debate on this highly 
significant London Plan policy.   
 
Reasons 
1 .   LTF wishes to provide evidence from the communities we represent as well and 

to make reference to statistics and academic research to highlight our concerns 
about this policy – including -    

 
       (a)  the general failure of the targets to address evidenced need in respect of 

social rented housing and thereby failing to address equality of opportunity for 
London’s low income households   

 
       (b) the lack of evidence to support the proposed targets for intermediate 

housing 
 
       (c) that forcing more low incomes households into owning a home is at the very 

least foolish in the current economic climate.   
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 2.     LTF proposes the following changes underlined and highlighted in bold to 
policy 3.12 to address our concerns.  

 
Strategic  

 
A  a. The Mayor (delete ‘will’) the boroughs, the Homes and Communities 
Agency and other relevant partners (delete ‘should’) will seek to maximise 
affordable housing provision and seek an average of at least (delete ‘13,200’) 
19,560 more affordable homes per year in London over the term of this Plan 
and within this seek to ensure that (delete ‘60%’) 80% of such homes are 
social rented and (delete 40%) 20% is intermediate housing.  That priority 
should be accorded to provision of affordable family housing.   

 
LDF preparation 

 
B  Boroughs (delete ‘should’) will set an overall target in LDFs for the amount 
of affordable housing provision needed over the plan period in their area and 
separate targets for social rented and intermediate housing and reflect the 
strategic priority accorded to provision of affordable family housing.  

  
C  LDF affordable housing targets should take account of  

 
a. current and future housing targets requirements identified in line with 

Policies 3.8. 3.11 and 3.12 
b. the strategic targets and priority accorded to affordable family housing set 

out in section A above  
c. the approach the	  approach	  to	  coordinating	  provision	  and	  targets	  to	  meet	  the	  

range	  of	  strategic,	  sub-regional	  and	  local	  affordable	  housing	  needs	  in	  London	  
set out	  in	  Policy	  3.8,	  paragraphs	  3.58–3.60	  and	  Supplementary	  Planning	  
Guidance 

d. Delete	  ‘the	  need	  to	  promote	  mixed	  and	  balanced	  communities’	  (see	  Policy	  3.10)	  
– and replace with ‘the need to address chronic and evidenced 
housing need in London and create sustainable communities’. 

e. Capacity to accommodate development including potential sources of 
supply outlined in para 3.60 

f. The viability of future development, taking into account future resources 
as far as possible.  

 
D  Affordable housing targets should be expressed in both absolute and in 
percentage terms in light of local circumstances, reflecting the borough’s 
contribution towards meeting strategic affordable housing targets in light of the 
framework set by the Plan and guidance in SPG, and providing a robust basis for 
implementing these targets through the development control process.  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  314 
Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 

Associations 
Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 78211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3G Policy 3.12 Affordable housing targets 
Reasons 
 
 
HFRA supports the following comments of the London Tenants 
Federation (Respondent number 91): 
 
Comment on Participants: 
No community based organisation has been invited to contribute to the debate 
on this matter / policy.  As the only London wide-wide social tenants 
organisation to have made a submission to the draft replacement London Plan, 
which includes comment on this issue, LTF members feel it would be remiss of 
the panel not to invite LTF representatives to contribute to the debate at the 
EiP.   
 
We feel there is need for wider representation of the community and voluntary 
sector to be involved, particularly so that representatives of those whose are 
suffering as a result of their housing needs not being met may have an 
opportunity to contribute their direct evidence during the debate on this highly 
significant London Plan policy.   
 
Reasons 
1 .   LTF wishes to provide evidence from the communities we represent as well and 

to make reference to statistics and academic research to highlight our concerns 
about this policy – including -    

 
       (a)  the general failure of the targets to address evidenced need in respect of 

social rented housing and thereby failing to address equality of opportunity for 
London’s low income households   

 
       (b) lack of evidence to support targets for intermediate housing 
 
       (c) that forcing more people on low incomes into owning a home is foolish at the 

very least in the current economic climate. .  
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 2.     LTF proposes the following changes underlined and highlighted in bold to 

policy 3.12 to address our concerns.  
 

Strategic  
 

A  a. The Mayor (delete ‘will’) the boroughs, the Homes and Communities 
Agency and other relevant partners (delete ‘should’) will seek to maximise 
affordable housing provision and seek an average of at least (delete ‘13,200’) 
19,560 more affordable homes per year in London over the term of this Plan 
and within this seek to ensure that (delete ‘60%’) 80% of such homes are 
social rented and (delete 40%) 20% is intermediate housing.  That priority 
should be accorded to provision of affordable family housing.   

 
LDF preparation 

 
B  Boroughs (delete ‘should’) will set an overall target in LDFs for the amount 
of affordable housing provision needed over the plan period in their area and 
separate targets for social rented and intermediate housing and reflect the 
strategic priority accorded to provision of affordable family housing.  

  
C  LDF affordable housing targets should take account of  

 
g. current and future housing targets requirements identified in line with 

Policies 3.8. 3.11 and 3.12 
h. the strategic targets and priority accorded to affordable family housing set 

out in section A above  
i. the approach the	  approach	  to	  coordinating	  provision	  and	  targets	  to	  meet	  the	  

range	  of	  strategic,	  sub-regional	  and	  local	  affordable	  housing	  needs	  in	  London	  
set out	  in	  Policy	  3.8,	  paragraphs	  3.58–3.60	  and	  Supplementary	  Planning	  
Guidance 

j. Delete	  ‘the	  need	  to	  promote	  mixed	  and	  balanced	  communities’	  (see	  Policy	  3.10)	  
– and replace with ‘the need to address chronic and evidenced 
housing need in London and create sustainable communities’. 

k. Capacity to accommodate development including potential sources of 
supply outlined in para 3.60 

l. The viability of future development, taking into account future resources 
as far as possible.  

 
D  Affordable housing targets should be expressed in both absolute and in 
percentage terms in light of local circumstances, reflecting the borough’s 
contribution towards meeting strategic affordable housing targets in light of the 
framework set by the Plan and guidance in SPG, and providing a robust basis for 
implementing these targets through the development control process.  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3I Policies 3.17-3.20 Social Infrastructure 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
We propose Policy 3.17F is strengthened to give the commitment to a Social 
infrastructure SPG.  

 
The Policy should state that the Social Infrastructure SPG will: 

a) Identify new ways for communities to access funds to improve social 
infrastructure 
b) Invest in enabling local people to have real involvement in local 
planning decisions, including assessment of social infrastructure needs. 

 
Social Impact Assessments should be prepared for all major 
developments and of masterplans for Opportunity Areas to ensure 
infrastructure and impact will be satisfactory. The issue of premises 
needed by the voluntary and community sector rated a whole policy in 
the last London Plan (policy 3A.19) and deserves a policy bullet of its own 
 
We support specific provision for places of worship (see submission) 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  78 

Organisation  Age Concern London 

Contact name  Gordon Deuchars 

Email  gdeuchars@aclondon.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 820 6777 

Dated  26 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 3I  
 
Given the major importance of social infrastructure and local health 
(and social care) facilities to older people (who are the major adult 
users of NHS services) we consider that there should be more 
community participation in discussion on this Matter and in particular 
that older people’s concerns need to be represented. 
 
Reasons 
 
In ACL’s representation we emphasized the importance of this area to 
older people and in particular asked for the definition to include social 
care services (which would not be automatically included under 
“healthcare facilities” as they are not provided by the NHS) 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
For the reasons indicated above, we ask that Age Concern London 
should be added to the list of participants for Matter 3I 
 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  72 

Organisation  Royal London Society for the Blind 

Contact name  Richard Greenwood 

Email  richard.greenwood@rlsb.org.uk  

Telephone  07990530545 

Dated  26th April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number _  4.E – 4.10 Employment 
 
Reasons – the Royal London Society for the Blind made comments on this issue in 
our submission and wish to participate at the hearing 
The Royal London Society for the Blind believes that there should be an increase in 
the number of representation from voluntary and community groups at this hearing 
session 
The issue is important to the Royal London Society for the Blind because if you are 
a Blind or Partially Sighted Londoner you may well be living in a polarised society 
experiencing unequal employment opportunities mainly due to none or considerably 
lower level qualifications than your non-disabled or blind friends.  If you are a Blind 
or Partially Sighted Londoner you will likely to have had considerably longer periods 
of economic inactivity, have had less exposure to the world of work with fewer work 
placements, with a lower level of work skills, and with in such an employment 
market you are further disadvantaged by the fact that most ‘new’ London jobs 
require a higher level of educational attainment and occupational skills and current 
ICT familiarisation.  Furthermore Blind Londoners are on the whole less likely to find 
employment in retail and the hospitality sectors for obvious reasons.  With a 
reducing and restricting manufacturing base, office-based and/or customer focussed 
call centre or direct facing employment will become the main opportunity.   
The Royal London Society for the Blind believes that there should be minimum 
service expectations throughout London that work effectively to maximise the added 
value of various funding streams.  The aim of such interventions must be to ensure 
that Blind and Partially Sighted Londoners attain or retain such skills and 
confidence.  There needs to be opportunities to learn skills leading to independence, 
available providers of employment assistance and opportunities to learn mobility 
skills in each borough.    
The e-government agenda for London enabling access to a variety of services 
including GLA, DLA, London Borough services, health services, e-commerce 
requires accessibility to as many Londoners to the extent that is possible.  For Blind 
Londoners this requires minimum sight accessibility to allow for the use of enabling 
technology.  GLA with London Borough must work with BPS organisations to ensure 
all public sights have minimum access standards.  Many BPS Londoners currently 
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do not have sufficient ICT skills or access to the web from home with sufficient 
platforms to support effective technology access.   
London should ensure that there is an inter-agency plan to roll out access to training 
and the available use of equipment to facilitate access to e-government 
For Blind Londoners to be able to benefit from the growth in higher level jobs many 
will need to develop skills of independent living, travel and vocational skills.  Each 
London sub region should identify how London Boroughs, DWP, contracted 
agencies delivering back-to-work programmes and the voluntary sector will 
collaborate to deliver transitional programmes that secure employment for all 
Londoners including for those who have a considerable journey to travel in order 
that they can be presented to employers successfully. 
Most boroughs have at least one community centre that should be equipped with an 
ICT training room.  This should have access to screen readers and scanners.  
Training in using access technology particularly on programmes displaying as web 
pages should be advertised by boroughs and available during the day for those 
seeking employment and as evening classes for those seeking to update their ICT 
access technology enabling skills so that they can retain their employment in a fast 
changing environment 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
 
 
Reasons 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 
Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 4F Policy 4.9 (Small Shops) 
Comment on Participants: 

There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we 
request a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support 
requests from other community groups to participate.  

Reasons 

Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will 
bring to this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and 
knowledge of the issues under discussion.  The submissions of Just Space 
and its member groups commented on the need to strengthen this policy 
to protect vital part of London’s retail life and benefits afforded by small 
local independent shops. These submissions commented on: 

• The need for the existing low rent units to be replaced at the same 
rent levels. (Para 4.50) 

• The need to tie policy implementation to planning obligations – 
affordable shop units should be secured, small shops lost through 
development should be required to be replaced on- or off-site, and 
levies should be provided to support small shops to offset the 
impact of new major store(s). 

• The need for this policy to also apply to large housing schemes also 
where local provision is inadequate; and be extended to apply to 
other use and ownership types (e.g., small offices, ‘community 
owned’ and/or ‘voluntary sector’ units). 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 
Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 5A Policy 5.2 Minimising CO2 Emissions  
Comment on Participants: 

There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we 
request a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support 
requests from other community groups to participate.  

Reasons 

Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will 
bring to this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and 
knowledge of the issues under discussion.  For example, in the 
submissions of Just Space and its member groups we commented:-   

• We propose that the Mayor adopts current yearly emission targets 
(4% annual target in 2008 Plan) and a commitment to revise 
targets according to new science and the latest Government advice. 
Interim targets are necessary for monitoring purposes.  

• It needs to be clear that all sectors will need to play their part, and 
whether each sector is expected to make cuts of 60%, or whether 
sectors will have different targets. The transport sector is currently 
expected, according to TfL in the Assembly and GLA draft MTS, to 
only achieve about a 10% cut in CO2 by 2025, which will need to 
be improved on considerably, or other sectors will have to make 
deeper cuts to compensate. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  161 

Organisation  London 21 

Contact name  Chris Church 

Email  chrischurch@cooptel.net 

Telephone  07710 409590 

Dated  24/4/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number  5.4 
 
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
 
London 21 referred to this matter in our submission and we would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this further 
 
 
 
Reasons 
 
Retrofitting should explicitly link to deprivation goals within the Plan and ensure that the 
hardest-to-heat homes where fuel poverty is often highest are clearly tackled, and identify 
ways in which all parts of the private rented sector can be included in this work. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 5B Policy 5.5 Decentralised energy 
networks 
 
We request that the following issue is included as a sub-matter:- 
 
“Should there be policy reference to the potential of decentralised heat and 
energy networks to improve energy use in poorer communities?” 
 
Reasons 
At the moment there are huge differences (and inequalities) in the ways that 
Londoners access and pay for heating, light etc.  The London Plan sets out two 
key areas, 5.4 (Retrofitting) and 5.5 (Decentralised Energy Networks) where 
there is huge potential to improve energy use in poorer communities. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is disproportionate representation from community groups at this session.  
To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
There is no assessment of the feasibility of introducing such systems into 
existing buildings. 
 
The idea that such Networks should be ‘prioritised’ ‘where feasible’ is 
insufficient.  Clear targets, especially in high density areas, can and should be 
set. 

  



compilation as at 30 April 2010; page 63 

DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  161 

Organisation  London 21 

Contact name  Chris Church 

Email  chrischurch@cooptel.net 

Telephone  07710 409590 

Dated  24/4/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number _ 5.5 and following 
 
Reasons 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
 
London 21 referred to this matter in our submission and we would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this further: we believe that there 
continue to be significant omissions and short-falls 
 
 
Reasons  We welcome the references in this Plan to low carbon economy and examples of 
green industries, and to cuts in carbon dioxide emissions by 60% (below 1990 levels) by 
2025 (Policy 5.1). But we are concerned that the ways set out in this Plan will not be 
adequate to achieve that goal.  This is a key areras for the engagement of local organisations 
and social enterprises. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 5B Policy 5.7 Renewable Energy 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is a lack of representation from community groups at this session.  To 
provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
Policy 5.7 on renewable energy should include the 20% figure for 
reduction of CO2 by the production of on-site renewable energy. 
 
Policy 5.7 also gives too little importance to ground and air sourced heat 
pumps which are relatively easy to fit to existing buildings.  
 
There is only minimal encouragement (5.7 C) for Boroughs to include this 
Policy in LDFs. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 
Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 5C Policy 5.10 Urban Greening  
Comment on Participants: 

There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we 
request a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support 
requests from other community groups to participate.  

Reasons 

Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will 
bring to this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and 
knowledge of the issues under discussion.  For example, in the 
submissions of Just Space and its member groups we commented on the 
need to: 

• Increase the amount of surface area greened in the CAZ from 5% 
by 2030 as stated in the London Plan to 10% as substantiated in 
the research evidence base in paragraph 5.52. 

• Create strategic policy to protect existing trees from new 
development to help combat rising temperatures, counter the 
urban heat island effect and improve air quality. 

• Provide stronger encouragement of Boroughs to implement these 
Policies. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 
Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 5E Policy 5.17 Waste Capacity  
Comment on Participants 

There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we 
request a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support 
requests from other community groups to participate.  

Reasons 

Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will 
bring to this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and 
knowledge of the issues under discussion. Our network has submitted 
comments on this policy to the following effect: 

• Support for smaller local waste sites whereas the London Plan opts 
for larger sites (para 5.80). 

• A tougher stance is needed on waste recycling. 56% of municipal 
waste goes to landfill sites (para 5.67) mostly outside of London 
(hence travel distance). We propose policy to manage as much of 
London’s waste in London as possible and to ban sending waste to 
landfill that can be reused, recycled or composted. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 6A Policy 6.1 Strategic Approaches to 
Transport 
 
We request the following issues be included as sub-matters:- 
 
“Should the links between barriers to equality of opportunity and transport 
infrastructure be made in Policy 6.1?” 
 
“Does Policy 6.1 include policies or proposals that actively seek to deliver 
significant change in modal split or a significant change in CO2 emissions? 
 
Reasons 
Better cross-London bus routes and fare structures allowing “trip chaining” 
(performing a number of separate trips throughout the day to fulfill work, caring 
and family support roles), investment in step-free access at tube stations and 
safer public transport have been identified as significant needs by Just Space 
member organisations.  
 
The Western Extension and emission charges have not been introduced.  What 
measures are proposed and will they have a significant impact? 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is a lack of representation from community groups at this session.  To 
provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a place for 
the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other 
community groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 



compilation as at 30 April 2010; page 68 

Despite transport’s problem with the shortfall in meeting its share of the 60% 
cut in CO2 by 2025 needed and the difficulties in meeting air quality legal limits, 
the opportunity for road traffic reduction targets has been missed from the 
London Plan – they are only there as a Key Performance Indicator (KPI)- see LP 
table 8.1, KPI 15 
 
It should clearly be stated how the principle of reducing the need to travel is to 
be implemented, for example, promoting greater proximity of jobs and housing 
and more local workforces  homeworking, teleconferencing, setting up 
workstations at outer London transport hubs.  
 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  856 

Organisation  King's Coss Railway Lands Group 

Contact name  Michael Edwards 

Email  info@kxrlg.org.uk 

Telephone  07813194401 

Dated  April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number _ 6B  (Policy 6.2 m) 
Handling of HS2 stations proposed for Euston (and Old Oak Common) 
 
Reasons 
In our submssion we have argued that the proposed station 
redevelopment at Euston must be subject to detailed and full local 
participation before plans are finalised. 
 
The issue has developed further since the DRLP was issued because 
HS2 has published detailed plans.  The London Plan must not simply 
assimilate these proposals without evaluation of alternatives, including 
(but not necessarily limited to) (a) terminating most trains at Old Oak 
to reduce the need for additional land take at Euston (b) running HS2 
tracks below ground into a multi-level Euston to avoid displacement of 
hosuing, parks and other surface uses. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
In the absence of any other local organisations making representations 
on these issues, we consider that KXRLG (with its 20-year experiece os 
such matters at King's Cross St Pancras) should be participants in this 
discussion.  The issue was raised in our January submission. 
 
Reasons 
Otherwise there will be absolutely no community representation on this 
crucial and, effectively, new issue. 
 
The Panel will be the best judge of whether this request should be met 
by inluding us in the strategic (6a) or application (6b) session. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 6B Policy 6.3 & 6.4 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
There is no representation from community groups at this session.  To provide a 
more representative balance of participants, we request a place for the Just 
Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from other community 
groups to participate. 
 
Reasons 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-   
 
We seek the reversal of the decision to defer a number of plans for step-free 
access at tube stations, i.e. to make the tube more accessible. We have 
concerns that the £5bn proposed savings/cuts in the transport budget will have 
significant implications for the improvements needed in public transport. 
 
We object to a single London terminal for HS2 at “Euston, King’s Cross and St 
Pancras”. We urge the Mayor to take the lead in ensuring that the local 
communities in areas of London potentially affected by terminals and works be 
centrally involved in deliberations about these matters from the outset 
 

 



compilation as at 30 April 2010; page 71 

DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  856 

Organisation  King's Cross Railway Lands Group 

Contact name  Michael Edwards 

Email  info@kxrlg.org.uk 

Telephone  07813194401 

Dated  April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number _  6B j (afternoon session) 
We have made Strong representations about the failure to secure 
pedestrian, cycle and wheelchair access through King's Cross station 
and sub-matter j on access to the underground could and should be 
amended to permit discussion of these matters. 
 
 
Reasons 
There is a severe danger that major stations become severe barriers to 
these forms of movement, with discriminatory effect and probably 
safety hazard associated.   
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
Please include KXRLG as participants on this.  We would also want to 
speak up for prioritising step-free access to surface and underground 
stations generally. 
 
Reasons 
There appear to be no community or user-group representatives in the 
draft list of participants as yet.  This is a serious omission. 
 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 12.00 
midday on Friday 23 April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  4448 

Organisation  Bexley LA21 natural environment focus 
group 

Contact name  Jeremy Cotton 

Email  grayplace52@hotmail.com 

Telephone  020-8310-8644 

Dated  27th April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 6B_  
 
We would wish to be included in discussion in both sessions on Day 15 
(8/9/10) as our comments are relevant to questions raised in response 
to the Mayor’s draft plan – our comments were limited as the questions 
have arisen in response to the draft plan – and there is no other 
participant listed from our side of the argument: even L.B.Bexley is 
excluded from the morning session. 
 
Reasons: Policy 6.1 topics a), f), g) and h), and Policy 6.2 topics j), k) 
and l) are directly addressed by our original submission, but we see no 
scheduled participant able to represent our position – even London 
Borough of Bexley is excluded, while L.B.s Greenwich and Barking & 
Dagenham, who we would expect to argue the opposite case, are 
included. In our absence the discussion will be entirely one-sided. 
 
In the afternoon session Policies 6.2 and 6.3 topic g) is directly 
addressed by our submission, but here L.B.Bexley is allowed to attend, 
and will probably take a similar position to Bexley LA 21 NEFG. 
 
N.B. My apologies for a late submission and for using a different email 
address, but Dr. Gray, my vice-chair and usual collaborator, has only 
just got back from America and is unable to spare the time. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
We would prefer more space for L.B. Bexley compared to L.B.s with 
opposite opinions. 
 
Reasons. L.B. Bexley and L.B.s Greenwich, Newham and Barking & 
Dagenham have very different positions on a number of Transport 
issues, as evidenced at the 2005-6 Thames Gateway Bridge Public 
Inquiry. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  78 

Organisation  Age Concern London 

Contact name  Gordon Deuchars 

Email  gdeuchars@aclondon.org.uk 

Telephone  0207 820 6777 

Dated  26 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 6B  
 
Given the major importance of accessible transport for older people and 
disabled people we consider that there should be more community 
participation in discussion on this Matter and in particular that older 
people’s concerns need to be represented. 
 
Reasons 
We think that the Panel’s question (j) on whether there should be 
increased commitment to securing step free access to the Underground 
is a very important one. As indicated in our response to the draft 
replacement Plan, our view is clearly that there should be an increased 
commitment in this area. The GLA has estimated there are some 
530,000 disabled people aged 60 or over in London and accessible 
transport including step-free access to the Underground would mean a 
huge increase in quality of life for many. 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
For the reasons indicated above, we ask that Age Concern London 
should be added to the list of participants for Matter 6B. 
 
We would also be very glad to see representation of organizations 
representing disabled people, and other community groups, in this 
session. 
 
Reasons 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 
Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 7A Policy 7.1 Building London's 
Neighbourhoods and Communities  
 
Request for seminar 
We would like to request a seminar at the start of this hearing, as lifetime 
neighbourhoods is a relatively new concept and the EiP will benefit from the 
dissemination of recent and current research.  The seminar could provide an 
explanation of the definitions of neighbourhood, lifetime homes and lifetime 
neighbourhoods, the checklist for age friendly neighbourhoods, the guidance for 
planners on lifetime neighbourhoods soon to be completed by CLG.  Suggested 
speakers are Karen Croucher CLG, Andy Shipley, Commissioner for a 
Sustainable London, Help the Aged/Age Concern. 
 
We would like the following issues to be considered as sub-matters:-   
 
“Is there an adequate definition of Lifetime Neighbourhoods?” 
 
“”Is there sufficient provision of targets and standards for implementation? 
 
Reasons 
 
The current definition of “Lifetime Neighbourhoods” in the London Plan should 
be expanded beyond a design-based concept.  
 
The policy lacks targets and standards (e.g., local needs indexes) for delivery 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we request a 
place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support requests from 
other community groups to participate.  
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Reasons 
 
Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will bring to 
this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and knowledge of the 
issues under discussion.  For example, in the submissions of Just Space and its 
member groups we commented:-  
 

• There is strong support for the concept of lifetime neighbourhoods, but 
there needs to be a more precise definition adopted in the policy and 
glossary that takes into account: localism, economic aspects, an 
assessment of local deficiencies/needs, the need for key facilities and 
services to be within walking distance, local economies and shops, 
community empowerment and affordability.  

 
• Implementation will require standards and targets/requirements to be 

set, and joined up policies on deprived communities, housing, streets, 
transport, etc. (including reference to Policy 3.17 Social Infrastructure) 

 
• Implementation should also provide financial support for specialist, non-

statutory agencies that are best positioned to highlight existing 
“character” in neighbourhoods. 

 
• The policy should provide for the minimisation of privatisation of public 

space and protect garden and open space in more detail. 
 

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  91 

Organisation  London Tenants Federation  

Contact name  Tejinder Jutley 

Email  info@londontenants.org 

Telephone  020 7874 5464 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 7A –STRATEGY Policy 7.1 Building 
London’s neighbourhoods and communities  
 

Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
LTF requests attendance at debate on this matter / policy and would like to see 
further voluntary and community sector groups also invited.  
 
Reasons 
 
1.  The LTF sees this policy and its link to a definition of ‘Lifetime 

Neighbourhoods’ as extremely important in its potential to ensure that 
jobs, services, social infrastructure and green spaces are equally 
accessible (spatially) to all members of society.   
 
However, there is a need for greater clarity and focus in both Policy 7.1 
and in the definition of a Lifetime Neighbourhood, to ensure that this 
occurs.  LTF has proposed in its response to consultation specific 
changes to the policy and attached LTF members own definition of a 
Lifetime Neighbourhood.  This definition is also supported by the Just 
Space Planning Network. 

 
2.   People’s experience of their neighbourhoods and their ability to access 

services and green space outside their neighbourhood depends greatly 
on their income levels.  Those on low incomes, particularly households 
who are not working, who have children, are elderly or disabled tend to 
spend a great deal of their local area, because they don’t have the money 
or ability to travel far or often outside their areas.   

 
As an example, many children from deprived communities have little 
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experience of areas outside their immediate community.  Studies have 
shown that poorer working class children in London are likely to have 
intimate knowledge of the streets, short cut and alleyway in their locality, 
while having little experience outside that, while wealthier middle class 
children are more likely to have intimate knowledge of the London tube 
map.   
 

3.   LTF members’ knowledge and experience on the ground should be used 
positively in debate on this matter at the EiP, particularly in terms of 
testing that the policy might result in positive and equal impact for all 
sections of the community.    

 
  

  
Please complete a separate form for each Matter or sub-matter. Please 
email the completed form to the Panel Secretariat no later than 5 p.m. on 
Tuesday 27th April 2010.  
 

eip.secretary@london.gov.uk  
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  314 

Organisation  Haringey Federation of Residents 
Associations 

Contact name  Dave Morris 

Email  info@haringeyresidents.org 

Telephone  020 8211 0916 

Dated  27.04.10 

 
Comment on Matter Number 7A –STRATEGY Policy 7.1 Building 
London’s neighbourhoods and communities  
 

Reasons 
 
 
The HFRA applies to participate in our own right in this session. In one 
sense most of our submission in January 2010 relates to lifetime 
neighbourhoods and the social infrastructure that needs to be protected 
and created to ensure sustainable communities. 
 
In particular, as we had raised at the previous EiP (and included in our Jan 2010 
statement), the HFRA is concerned about the reliance on S106 payments, 
instead of actual planning gains. We are extremely worried that councils 
are becoming increasingly dependent on section 106 contributions to 
maintain ongoing basic services to our communities - in terms of the 
community facilities and amenities that are essential to sustaining 
communities - rather than as any actual planning gain to mitigate the 
effects of development. We are worried both about the lack of funding for 
social and community infrastructure, and that section 106 is a powerful 
incentive for Councils and others to accept and support otherwise 
unacceptable planning proposals. Further, in the current economic 
climate, it is clear that even this inadequate mitigation facility is being 
undermined by developers and Councils often agreeing that part or all of 
the s106 stipulations for a proposed development be waived. This is 
unsustainable and benefits only the developers rather than the affected 
local communities. 
 
We also apply for 2 questions on this to be included: 

1. How can the concept of ‘Lifetime Neighbourhoods’ be enshrined in 
the policies effectively so it can be enforced? 

2. Are s106 payments effective in ensuring actual planning gain to 
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an affected community? 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
The HFRA also supports the following comments of the London Tenants 
Federation (Respondent number 91) 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
LTF requests attendance at debate on this matter / policy and would like to see 
further voluntary and community sector groups also invited.  
 
Reasons 
1.  The LTF sees this policy and its link to a definition of ‘Lifetime 

Neighbourhoods’ as extremely important in its potential to ensure that 
jobs, services, social infrastructure and green spaces are equally 
accessible (spatially) to all members of society.   
 
However, there is a need for greater clarity and focus in both Policy 7.1 
and in the definition of a Lifetime Neighbourhood, to ensure that this 
occurs.  LTF has proposed in its response to consultation specific 
changes to the policy and attached LTF members own definition of a 
Lifetime Neighbourhood, which is also supported by other members of the 
Just Space Planning Network. 

 
2.   People’s experience of their neighbourhoods and their ability to access 

services and green space outside their neighbourhood depends greatly 
on their income levels.  Those on low incomes, particularly households 
who are not working, who have children, are elderly or disabled tend to 
spend a great deal of their local area, because they don’t have the money 
or ability to travel far or often outside their areas.   

 
As an example, many children from deprived communities have little 
experience of areas outside their immediate community.  Studies have 
shown that poorer working class children in London are likely to have 
intimate knowledge of the streets, short cut and alleyway in their locality, 
while having little experience outside that, while wealthier middle class 
children are more likely to have intimate knowledge of the London tube 
map.   
 

3.   LTF members’ knowledge and experience on the ground should be used 
positively in debate on this matter at the EiP, particularly in terms of 
testing that the policy might result in positive and equal impact for all 
sections of the community.    
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  Richardlee50@googlemail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 
Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 7B Policy 7.5 Public Realm  
 
We would like the following issues to be considered as sub-matters:- 
 
“Is an adequately holistic view of the public realm taken?” 
 
“Does this policy address inequalities of provision?” 
 
Reasons 
 
The public realm is joined up with numerous other objectives, e.g. social, 
health, sustainability. 
 
Ideas about moving towards inclusive environments (Policy 7.2) refer 
primarily to new developments and will be inadequate to tackle 
underlying inequalities. 
 
Comment on Participants: 

There is a disproportionate representation from community groups at this 
session.  To provide a more representative balance of participants, we 
request a place for the Just Space Network, and wish to strongly support 
requests from other community groups to participate.  

Reasons 

Just Space as a network of community and voluntary sector groups will 
bring to this hearing a diversity of voices with direct experience and 
knowledge of the issues under discussion.  For example, in the 
submissions of Just Space and its member groups we commented:-  

• We propose this section should contain policies for creating a 
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sustainable public realm which meets social and health objectives 
recognising, for example, the needs of children for play. 

• Include reference to the national older people’s housing strategy, 
which highlights features of a suitable neighbourhood for older 
people to live in (transport, design, facilities) 

• Include reference to the impact of traffic which many consider to be 
the main factor influencing the quality of the public realm.   

• Provide strategic targets to assess existing inequalities of provision 
and develop an integrated programme to progressively minimise 
these inequalities, with suitable indicators to track that progress. 

• Include specific recognition that the public realm is also, in many 
areas, a part of the historic environment. 
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MATTER 7J MAINLY   WATERWAYS 
 
Regents Network non-representation 
As you heard at the Preliminary Meeting on 30 March 2010, there were 
concerns raised about the draft list of participants being 'top heavy'.  It 
was explained that some participants considered that there was not 
sufficient involvement of the community representatives. 
 
I also voiced a similar point of view (although my comments were not 
recorded in the meeting notes), and agreed with other participants. 
 
This is certainly the case in Matter 7J - Waterways, with which Regents 
Network is significantly involved, as there are 23 authorities against only 
6 representatives of the community, and the Regents Network is not included 
as one of the participants. 
 
I consider that Regents Network should be included, firstly to redress the 
imbalance in the participants that have been selected.  Secondly, as the 
Regents Network is closely involved with waterway matters throughout London 
on a daily basis, it is one of the key representatives of a wide range of 
waterway users and issues.  Thirdly, the main focus of the Regents Network 
is on London's canal network, and this important part of the Blue Ribbon 
Network is significantly under-represented in the EiP. 
 
In addition, and fourthly, I am making arrangements for other waterways 
groups to have the opportunity to be involved by 'hot seating' with Regents 
Network.  This will include organisations such as the Inland Waterways 
Association (IWA) and National Association of Boat Owners (NABO) which are 
key canal orientated national organisations.  Their contribution will be 
invaluable. 
 
I will also be making arrangements for 'hot seating' with organisations such 
as the Commercial Boat Operators Association (CBOA) who will be able to deal 
with the water freight issues, which have effectively got a zero 
representation at the EiP. 
 
As I am a member of the London Waterways Commission, the waterways 
advisory 
body to the Mayor, I will also be drawing in the Chair of the LWC, and 
members of the Commission. 
 
Please can you arrange for Regents Network to be added to the list of 
participants for Matter 7J - Waterways. 
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Time devoted to the Blue Ribbon Network 
It is not clear from the Draft List of Matters and Participants how much 
time will be given to Waterways on Day 21.  It is only stated that the 
morning session begins at 9.30am, but no afternoon session is indicated. 
 
It is essential that London's waterways are given as much time in the EiP as 
possible in order to do justice to the Blue Ribbon Network which "has an 
essential role in delivering the key elements of the Mayor's vision of an 
exemplary, sustainable world city" (London Plan, Para 4.140).  In spite of 
the important role of the waterways they are too often sidelined, 
particularly in strategic and planning terms.  The EiP must ensure that it 
does not follow this trend, and that the waterways are give the full 
attention that they are due. 
Note: The above quote is from the current London Plan and has been omitted 
from the draft Replacement London Plan, as have the Blue Ribbon Network 
Principles, and this I consider is part of the sidelining process of the 
waterways that I hope the EiP will firmly redress. 
 
Please can you arrange for the Matter 7J - Waterways to have a full day 
allocated in the EiP. 
 
Waterways throughout the London Plan 
London's waterways, particularly the Thames, one of the most famous rivers 
in the world, play an important part in many aspects of the life of 
Londoners - transport, open space, flooding, development and regeneration, 
carbon emissions, green infrastructure, heritage, ecology, leisure, waste 
issues, etc.  The Thames not only flows right through the centre of our 
capital, it also plays a central role in Londoners everyday lives.  The same 
applies to the canals, including the Lee Navigation, which have a wide 
ranging involvement with the communities and areas that they run through. 
 
For that reason, I consider that the Blue Ribbon Network plays an integral 
part in many other sections of the EiP, and not only Matter 7J - Waterways. 
This should be recognised by having a waterway participant in several other 
matters (listed below).  I suggest the way in which this should be carried 
out is to include the Regents Network in all the matters listed below, and 
for the Regents Network to 'hot seat' with a range of waterways groups and 
organisations who will represent the expertise and knowledge of particular 
issues. 
 
Additional participation in Matters 
Please can you add Regents Network as a participant in the following Matters 
which have a waterways relevance or involvement: 
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Matter 2A               Policy 2.4 The 2012 Games and their Legacy 
Matter 2F               Policy 2.16 Strategic outer London development 
centres 
Matter 2I               Policy 2.18 Green Infrastructure 
Matter 4D               Policy 4.5 London's Visitor Infrastructure 
Matter 5A               Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation 
                       Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions 
Matter 5B               Policy 5.8 Innovative energy technologies 
                       Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling 
Matter 5D               Policy 5.12 Flood risk management 
                       Policy 5.14 Water quality and sewerage 
infrastructure 
Matter 5E               Policy 5.16 Waste self-sufficiency 
                       Policy 5.17 Waste capacity 
                       Policy 5.18 Construction waste 
                       Policy 5.20 Aggregates 
Matter 6A       Transport 
Matter 6B       Application of the strategy 
Matter 6E       Traffic management, congestion and road capacity 
Matter 7B               Policy 7.6 Architecture 
Matter 7C       Heritage issues 
Matter 7F       Biodiversity and nature conservation 
Matter 7H       High Building and View Management 
Matter 7I       Green belt and Open Space 
Matter 7J       Waterways (as requested above) 
Matter 3D               Policy 3.7 Large residential developments 
 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Del Benner 
Regents Network and 
a member of the London Waterways Commission 
 
Tel: 020 7267 7105 
secretary@regentsnetwork.org 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  161 

Organisation  London 21 

Contact name  Chris Church 

Email  chrischurch@cooptel.net 

Telephone  07710 409590 

Dated  24/4/10 

 
Comment on Matter Number _8.1 and following  
 
 
 
Reasons 
 
Comment on Participants: 
 
London 21 referred to this matter in our submission and we would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this further  
 
Reasons 
We note that the Plan talks in 8.1 of “commitment to engagement with all groups and 
individuals concerned with planning for London” including “Voluntary and Community 
Sector Groups” and we note Table 8.2 – Indicative Actions.  There are many areas where 
Third Sector  / VCS engagement will be important in delivering these but there is in many 
palces no reference to any role for the sector. 
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DRAFT REPLACEMENT LONDON PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
Comments on the Draft List of Matters and Participants 

  
Respondent Number  291 

Organisation  Just Space Network 

Contact name  Richard Lee 

Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 

Telephone  020 7701 0125 

Dated  27 April 2010 

 
Comment on Matter Number 8A, 8B and 8C Implementation, Monitoring 
and Review 
 
We would like the following to be considered as a sub-matter to matter 8A, 
Policy 8.1: 
 
“Is there a need for explicit reference to the voluntary and community sector 
and its sub-sectors?” 
 
Reasons 
 
It is disappointing that the implementation plan has no mention of BAME 
communities or the BAME third sector.  This is particularly important as under 
the Social Infrastructure section there is a clear statement of the third sector 
intended involvement in developing ‘skills, training, services and community 
empowerment.   The BAME third sector has an essential role in delivering 
appropriate and accessible services and meeting the unmet needs of BAME 
communities.  This is not recognised as part of the implementation plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment on Participants: 
When the Panel reduce the number of participants for these hearings, we 
consider it important to retain the 4 seats allocated to the voluntary and 
community sector.  To not do so will lead to an imbalance in the representation. 
 

 End of compilation 


