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REPRESENTATION ON LLDC LOCAL PLAN (PUBLICATION VERSION) 
 
Just Space  
 
6th October 2014  
 
Email  richardlee50@gmail.com 
 
 
Just Space is a London wide network of community and voluntary sector groups 
formed so that local communities can have their views heard on major planning 
policies.  This submission is informed by the input of community groups and 
other interest groups at 2 workshops, organised with London Tenants 
Federation, held on 22 and 29 September 2014. 
 
We consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant and does not meet the duty 
to cooperate.  We also consider the Local Plan is unsound because:- 
 
It has not been positively prepared  
It is not consistent with national and regional policy 
It is not justified  
It is not effective 
 
Our reasons are set out below, together with the changes we propose to make 
the plan sound. 
 
We wish to participate in the oral part of the examination so we can debate 
the changes we are seeking and respond to the points made by others. 
 
 
 
SECTION 3 VISION 
We find the document as a whole difficult to read.  It tries ambitiously to bring 
together in one document the Local Plan strategic policies and sub areas, 
Development Management policies and site allocations.  However, it does not 
clearly set out:- 
 

• How the strategic policies are adding to national and regional policy by 
providing locally distinctive interpretation and standards 

 
• Which policies are to be read as Development Management policies (in 

some sections there is a clear sign posting, in others this is missing) 
 

• Whether the site allocations are providing a brief for new development 
proposals or are confirming development that is already happening on the 
ground. 
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Usually, these documents would be examined separately and whilst we 
acknowledge benefits in a streamlined approach we feel that this document lacks 
coherence.  For example, the strategic policy for a section includes themes 
whose Development Management policy is in a different section of the document. 
 
The duty to cooperate would seem to be particularly important given the  
responsibilities of the LLDC towards areas where, until recently, the Boroughs 
were the planning authority and where the Boroughs retain various 
responsibilities.  However, there is no narrative running through the plan that 
explains this.  Neither is the role of the Mayor of London and the GLA made 
transparent.  For example, the sections of the Plan are not clear about who is 
responsible for implementing the policies. 
 
We would like to put on record how much we have appreciated the LLDC 
planning team’s responsiveness to our requests for them to attend meetings and 
provide information.  However, the consultation events organised by the LLDC 
have often been unhelpful with the “consultation staff” not privy to key 
information. Thus, our experience of the LLDC as a whole is that it has not 
fostered a genuinely inclusive approach to community consultations with 
displacement, unfulfilled promises from the Olympics (and whether indeed LLDC 
takes responsibility for promises made by ODA and LOCOG) and the 
governance of development in the LLDC area (no community or voluntary sector 
representatives on the LLDC Board) presenting a problem at the community 
level.  This raises concerns for us about legal compliance. 
 
 
The Vision (on page 14 of the Plan) is unsound because: 
 

• It does not give expression to key priorities of the London Games 2012 
Legacy -  convergence, community participation and equalities/ social 
inclusion. 

 
• It does not make clear how the needs of the existing population in 2015 

will be met.  For example, there is no reference to local jobs or lifetime 
neighbourhoods. 

 
• The promotion of sustainable development has important gaps and is 

neither integrated nor visionary.  For example, the need to respond to poor 
air quality by use of the waterways for passenger transport and freight. 

 
There has been the promise of long awaited opportunities finally coming to East 
London.  But Community Links has documented in its Social Change Series of 
reports how a sense of excitement has combined with a worry that benefits may 
not be equally felt by all and whether benefits will be actually seen at all (for 
example, the hugely disruptive construction works around transport 
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infrastructure, but will Stratford international rail station ever see a Eurostar train 
and the Crossrail stations being too far away for existing residents to benefit 
from) 
 
The Local Plan must invest in local communities and young people, not only 
buildings and infrastructure.  This is the Olympic Legacy promise.    
 
 
For the Vision to be sound it must include- 
 

• Mention of the Olympic Host Boroughs and the closing of the deprivation 
gap for East London, how the benefits of the Olympic Legacy will reach all 
residents in these Boroughs and the Boroughs key role in the delivery of 
the Local Plan 

 
• The high importance of creating  long term sustainable quality jobs for 

local people and ensuring the diversity of the economic offer 
 

• The successful integration of existing communities, like the Carpenters 
estate and at Bromley by Bow, through measures such as lifetime 
neighbourhoods. 

 
• Commitments to positively improve the social and environmental 

conditions in the area  
 

• Commitment to the same localism and engagement activities as expected 
of any LPA , with a policy on lifetime neighbourhoods, community rights 
and a statement of community involvement. 

 
Many of these points are signposted in London Plan Policy 2.4 and the critical 
2012 Games Strategic Regeneration Framework, but they are not being followed 
through in the Local Plan.  
 
 
SECTION 4: DEVELOPING BUSINESS GROWTH, JOBS AND LIFELONG 
LEARNING 
 
Several businesses included within the surveys undertaken for the LLDC’s local 
economy evidence base report that they were not contacted by the LLDC to 
inform them that the new draft local plan had been published, nor did they 
receive a copy of the consultation document. This suggests that consultation with 
local businesses has been insufficient and inadequate, in relation to the 
requirements of the NPPF to engage with and work with businesses as well as 
more general consultation requirements.  
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STRATEGIC POLICY SP.1: BUILDING A STRONG AND DIVERSE ECONOMY 
 
Strategic Policy 1 is not sound because: 
 
1. To achieve the LLDC’s economic development and convergence aims, it will 

be necessary to build local supply chains in order to connect major 
development to organic growth of existing businesses. This is not mentioned 
in SP.1. Unless new development is linked with local supply chains, new 
investment will not remain in the area. For example, few local businesses 
report that they benefited from the Olympic Games through procurement 
processes (or indeed increased regular business, more commonly reporting 
disruption and/or loss of business)1. The new economics foundation’s work 
on local multipliers shows how inward investment that remains in an area 
generates more value through multiplier effects2. 

2. There is a brief mention of promoting social enterprise in paragraph 4.4, but 
there are no policies in SP.1 to support this.  

3. There is insufficient focus on existing economic assets in the policy SP.1. 
The LLDC’s local economy evidence base should be summarised; existing 
centres providing valued skills and training for local people should be 
mentioned (e.g. the Building Crafts College, Bromley by Bow Centre and 
Community Links); and wording added to explain how the LLDC’s aims of 
convergence will be achieved through growth of existing economic assets as 
well as new development.  

4. SP.1 does not set out measurable targets relating to whether the LLDC is 
achieving its aims of convergence and economic development.  

 
To ensure SP.1 is sound  
 
1. A new bullet point should be added to SP.1 on building local supply chains 
2. Social enterprise should be mentioned in policy SP1. 
3. Existing economic assets in and around the LLDC area should be given 

more attention in SP1 and supporting text. 
4. Net direct jobs and net local jobs figures should be added to Table 1. An 

estimate for employment growth arising from the growth of businesses 
already occupying existing workspaces and that may be attracted to existing 
workspaces should also be provided.  

 
 

                                                
1	  Interviews	  with	  businesses	  on	  the	  Carpenters	  estate,	  conducted	  during	  2013.	  
2	  http://www.neweconomics.org/press/entry/buying-‐local-‐worth-‐400-‐per-‐cent-‐more	  
http://www.pluggingtheleaks.org/index.htm	  	  
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POLICY B.1: LOCATION AND MAINTENANCE OF EMPLOYMENT USES 
 
B.1 is unsound as it does not go far enough to support efforts to retain 
employment and industrial land.   
 
(a) In particular, the importance of retaining land for ‘dirty’ industries is under 

recognised and should be addressed. The growth of new technology and the 
maker revolution will not only occur in offices, but also in the workshops and 
yards of industrial estates such as those within the LLDC area. More of the 
detail from the LLDC’s local economy evidence base should be discussed 
and reflected in the LLDC’s policies. Currently, the Plan is unsound in this 
regard. 

(b) Recent rates of industrial land release are around three times higher than 
London Plan targets, given high residential land values. Pressure to convert 
employment sites within the LLDC is likely to be very high and targets for 
release likely to be exceeded. Projections on employment land should 
therefore be further strengthened to ensure future development doesn't 
choke off the diverse, thriving and resilient local economy documented in the 
LLDC’s evidence base document. 

(c) Providing an option of significantly increasing job densities within B2/B8 use 
classes B.1 5 (b) will increase the pressure to redevelop existing employment 
spaces, reduce the likelihood that industrial typologies are re-provided and 
make it less likely that existing businesses can be accommodated in new 
developments. The cultural, artistic, new manufacturing and making, and 
food businesses that are celebrated in the LLDC’s local economy evidence 
base require space to work and cannot be accommodated within higher-
density office spaces. 

(d) Policy B.1 lacks definitions for Locally Significant Industrial Sites and Other 
Industrial Locations. 

(e) Policy B.1 fails to highlight the importance of local employment in terms of 
delivering sustainable and lifetime neighbourhoods.  It fails to meet NPPF 
requirements to jointly consider economic, social and environmental aspects 
of sustainable development.  

 
To ensure B.1 is sound 
 
(a) The employment cluster in the Greater Carpenters District should be 

included within Table 2. Existing workspace should remain in employment 
use in order to provide jobs that local people can access, including in light 
industrial uses. This land is currently occupied by businesses that are 
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growing, provide local jobs and training and are valued by local residents. 
There is a need for the sorts of employment that this cluster can provide 
within Sub-Area 3 in addition to the retail jobs at Stratford Metropolitan Town 
Centre if the LLDC is to achieve its aims of convergence.  

(b) Industrial land designations should be strengthened for all industrial sites, 
listed in Table 2 and supporting text should be updated to reflect this.  

(c) The words ‘or significantly increase job densities within B use classes’ should 
be deleted from Policy B.1 5(b) to ensure the policy is effective. 

(d) Definitions should be added for Locally Significant Industrial Sites and Other 
Industrial Locations if Policy B.1 is to be effective. 

(e) Policy B.1 and supporting text should acknowledge the importance of 
retaining local employment sites in terms of delivering lifetime 
neighbourhoods, reducing the need to travel and creating successful 
neighbourhoods. The Plan must make the link between homes and jobs in 
order to deliver its aims in relation to convergence and in order to meet the 
NPPF requirements to jointly consider economic, social and environmental 
aspects of sustainable development.   

 
POLICY B.2: THRIVING TOWN, NEIGHBOURHOOD AND LOCAL CENTRES 
 
Policy B.2 is unsound because 
(a) The need for town centre uses that contribute to the development of local 

economy through is not set out in Policy B.2. Very little investment from new 
town centre developments, such as Stratford Westfield, re-circulates in the 
local area presently. The risk is that the people working in the planned office 
developments in the Stratford Metropolitan Town Centre Extension arrive at 
Stratford station, walk through Westfield shopping centre to their offices, and 
leave without any money entering the local economy.  

(b) The possibility that the planned growth of Stratford Metropolitan Town Centre 
could be at the expense of the vitality of other town centres in surrounding 
boroughs has not been addressed in policy B.2. For example, various town 
centres in Tower Hamlets have been identified for growth and development. 
It is not clear that the LLDC have fulfilled the duty to cooperate with 
surrounding local authorities on this matter, nor the planning policies in the 
London Plan and the NPPF which require positive planning to support town 
centres. 

(c) The potential for adverse impact of the Stratford Town Centre extension 
(Policy B.2) on the existing Stratford Shopping Centre, which provides space 
for local residents to access affordable goods and services, spaces for young 
people to socialise and skateboard, must be addressed.  
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(d) Table 3 (referred to in B.2) does not show how key existing assets in 
Hackney Wick will be integrated within new development.  Community and 
business groups in Hackney Wick and Fish Island report a lack of 
engagement and consultation in plans for a new neighbourhood centre in 
Hackney Wick. 

(e) The LLDC has not fulfilled the duty to cooperate or requirements for 
stakeholder engagement on the proposed new district town centre at 
Bromley by Bow. 

To ensure that the policy is sound:  
(a) Wording should be added to Policy B.2 and supportive text to encourage 

town centre uses that contribute to the development of the local economy 
through local multiplier effects and local supply chains, including with existing 
local businesses. 

(b) Policy B.2 must address the LLDC’s duty to co-operate with surrounding 
boroughs on any adverse impact that might occur on other town centres as a 
result of the planned growth of Stratford Metropolitan Town Centre.  It must 
demonstrate conformity with the London Plan and NPPF which require 
positive planning to support town centres.  

(c) In Table 3, the description of Stratford Town Centre Extension should be 
expanded to include retaining the existing Stratford Shopping Centre, 
acknowledging its importance in terms of meeting the needs of local 
residents.  

(d) The entry in Table 3 for Hackney Wick Neighbourhood Centre should list key 
existing assets in the area and describe how they will be integrated within the 
new development. 

 
POLICY B.3: CREATING VITALITY THROUGH INTERIM USES 
 
Policy B.3 is not sound because:- 
 
(a) Policy B.3 fails to address how temporary interim uses will connect with and 

meet needs of local residents businesses and community groups.  
Experience in Hackney Wick and Fish Island, is that temporary interim uses 
are often disconnected from present – non-temporary – residents, 
businesses and community groups in the area. In the case of the skate-park 
it attracted people into the area from elsewhere – but not from the local area. 
There is concern that rather than addressing aims of convergence interim 
uses may just serve as a marketing and promotional device for development. 

(b) B.3 fails to highlight the importance of cultural and creative industries and 
that the LLDC sees these as part of the local economy long term and not 
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temporary interim use. Such industries are part of the diverse local economy, 
linked with other local businesses through supply chains and embedded in 
local communities. They should not be demoted to temporary, interim status. 
 

To ensure policy B.3 is sound  
 
(a) Policy B.3 and supporting text should be expanded to require that proposals 

for temporary interim uses demonstrate community involvement in the design 
and implementation of the proposals and are part of a long-term strategy for 
the local area.  

(b) Wording should be added to Policy B.3 and supporting text to make clear 
that the LLDC values cultural and creative industries that are part of the local 
economy long-term. 

 

POLICY B.4: PROVIDING LOW-COST AND MANAGED WORKSPACE 
 
Policy B.4 is not sound as it  
 
(a) Policy B.4 does not sufficiently protect affordable workspaces.  Evidence 

from Hackney shows that far more affordable workspace is lost through 
development than delivered through section 106 agreements, and that which 
is delivered is not comparable in terms of affordability or other 
characteristics3. This is also necessary in light of the LLDC’s own aims to 
support a diverse and resilient local economy, in particular artists and 
creative and cultural practitioners. 

(b) The ‘up to 75 per cent of historic market rent for the previous year….’ - policy 
B.4 (4) is too high a ceiling.   

(c) Policy B.4 does not recognise the need for long-term low rents and security 
of tenure in terms of retaining diversity within the local economy. Low rents 
are too often used to attract talent to an area, but then the same people are 
forced to move out as rents are raised a short time later in order to make 
room for higher-rent paying tenants. This is happening in Hackney Wick and 
Fish Island, where artists and cultural practitioners are calling for security of 
tenure in long-term affordable workspace. Committing to provide long-term 
low-cost rents would attract and retain talent in the LLDC area. 

(d) Policy B.4 does not recognise the need for new low-cost workspace to 
facilitate existing businesses growing.   Businesses for example in the 
Greater Carpenters District report a lack of space to grow into. 

                                                
3	  See	  research	  by	  Dr	  Jessica	  Ferm,	  University	  College	  London.	  
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(e) Policy B.4 does not acknowledge the importance of affordable workspace in 
creating lifetime neighbourhoods.  
 

To ensure B.4 is sound  
 
(a) Wording to support retention of existing low-cost workspace in Policy B.4 

should be amended by removing the words ‘where viable and where it 
complements plans for the wider area’.  

(b) The ‘up to 75 per cent of historic market rent for the previous year….’ B.4 (4) 
should be lowered.  

(c) Points 4-7 of Policy B.4 should be expanded to clarify that low-cost provision 
will remain low-cost for the long-term, with long-term tenancies. 

(d) A further bullet point should be added to B.4 clarifying that provision of new 
low-cost workspace will also be supported where it provides space for 
existing industries to grow.  

(e) Policy B.4 and supporting text should acknowledge the importance of 
affordable workspace in creating lifetime neighbourhoods. 
 

POLICY B.5: INCREASING LOCAL ACCESS TO JOBS, SKILLS AND 
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING 
 
Policy B.5 is unsound because:- 
 
(a) There is no target to monitor effectiveness of policy B.5.  If targets are not 

set, the LLDC will be in a weaker position to secure jobs and training for local 
residents from development. It is important to set targets to demonstrate 
evidence of direct benefit to excluded and disadvantaged residents as part of 
convergence aims.   

(b) The meaning of ‘local residents’ is not defined in relation to policy B.5. It is 
reported that few residents in existing communities surrounding the park – 
both from the LLDC area and Growth (Host) boroughs were unable to access 
jobs and apprenticeship schemes associated with the Olympics.   

(c) Policy B.5 and supporting text does not explain how aims of the policy will be 
achieved in practice and is not in conformity with policy 2.4 of the London 
Plan. The importance of connecting employment and training opportunities to 
schools and families and recognition that for local people to benefit this is 
essential is not mentioned.  Policy 2.4 of the London Plan is clear that the 
games and its legacy will promote local economic investment (especially for 
young people) driven by community engagement. Experience at Bromley by 
Bow Centre and of Community Links shows that it is important to get the 
detail right. 
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(d) No mention is made in policy B.5 to lifelong learning, despite this being one 
of the three aims of this Section.  
 

To ensure B.5 is sound:  
 
(a) Targets should be set for the proportion of construction and end-user jobs for 

local residents and for the numbers of local residents participating in skills 
and employment training initiatives in policy B.5. 

(b) The meaning of ‘local residents’ for the purposes of policy B.5 should be 
defined.  

(c) Policy B.5 must promote local economic investment driven by community 
engagement and set out how this will be achieved (in conformity with London 
Plan policy 2.4).  This should include employment and training opportunities 
being connected to schools and families.    

(d) A new paragraph should be added to Policy B.5 to set out how the LLDC’s 
aims in relation to lifelong learning will be secured through development 
proposals in relation to jobs and training. Supporting text should discuss the 
evidence base and explain the rationale for the LLDC’s policies. 

 

POLICY B.6: HIGHER EDUCATION, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
Policy B.6 is not sound because: 
 
(a) Policy B.6 does not provide sufficient detail or clarity to ensure local people 

benefit from any new higher education, research and development 
institutions locating within the LLDC area. Experience from new university 
campus developments in other areas, for example Colombia University in 
New York, suggests that existing communities are more often displaced from 
their homes, workspaces and community facilities by such schemes, rather 
than benefiting from them. The LLDC has the opportunity to do things 
differently, requiring potential universities to work in collaboration with 
communities to define and meet their needs and aspirations. 

(b) Policy B.6 fails to provide strategic links between higher education, research 
and development opportunities and schools and families.   

(c) No mention is made to lifelong learning in policy B.6, despite this being one 
of the three aims of this Section.  
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For policy B.6 to be sound:  
 
(a) The policy and supporting text should require proposals to set out clear 

pathways for how local residents will be able to access the education, 
training and opportunities they will provide, including bursaries for local 
people. 

(b) Strategic links should be made in Policy B.6 connecting higher education, 
research and development opportunities to schools and families and in 
recognition that for local people to benefit, schools and families must be 
involved from the beginning. 

(c) A new paragraph should be added to Policy B.6 to set out how the LLDC’s 
aims in relation to lifelong learning will be secured through development 
proposals in relation to higher education, research and development. 
Supporting text should discuss the evidence base and explain the rationale 
for the LLDC’s policies. 

 

SECTION 5 – PROVIDING HOUSING AND NEIGHBOURHOODS  
 
Strategic Policy SP.2 
 
The policy is not sound because:- 
a)  the number of affordable homes set does not reflect a proportionate amount 
of the London Plan FALP target for affordable homes in London.  This is 
particularly important given (i) the relatively high levels of homes to be delivered 
in the LLDC area (ii) the 2013 Greater London SHMA highlights a backlog of 
need for affordable homes at 106,598 and (iii) need for ‘affordable’ housing is 
particularly high in the Growth Boroughs where income levels are below the 
London average and indices of multiple deprivation are high.  Delivering homes 
that meet need in terms of affordability is crucial if convergence is to be 
adequately addresses. 

 
b) It does not address the need to maintain the range of tenures needed in the 
LLDC area to meet evidenced need. The concern is that without ‘social-rented’ 
being specified particularly in terms of safeguarding existing homes much gross 
affordable homes will not emerge as net gain.  
 
The cost of affordable rent and intermediate homes are beyond the income range 
of most households in need of affordable homes in this part of London and failure 
to protect existing social rented homes could adversely impact on convergence.  
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This is an issue that was highlighted in large numbers of responses to the 
previous draft Local Plan consultation.  

For SP.2 to be sound  
(a) the annual affordable housing target should be at least 595 pa; an LLDC 

proportionate target of the London Plan FALP target of 17,000 pa.  
(b) SP.2 (4) should say ‘safeguarding of existing residential units 

(particularly social rented)  
	  

Policy H2: Delivering affordable housing 
Policy H2 is not sound as it does not have an up-to-date evidence base.  This 
may have an adverse impact on low income households and convergence.  The 
policy depends on the notion that households eligible for social-rented homes 
would be able to access affordable-rent homes covered by housing benefit.  No 
evidence has been provided to support this particularly for large bedroom sized 
homes. There is no breakdown of the numbers of households that might be able 
to afford capped or ‘discounted’ affordable rents without access to benefits, 
compared to social rented homes. There is no assessment of the potential 
adverse impact of affordable rents compared to social rents in attempts to 
achieve convergence – particularly in terms of (i) the potential for households not 
to be dependent on benefits, or (ii) potential increases in the levels of in-work 
poverty (for which there is already some evidence).  There is no evidence of the 
number of households that were previously renting private accommodation that 
have now to move outside the borough to facilitate their rent covered by local 
housing allowance. 

 
For policy H2 to be sound the evidence base on the affordability of affordable-
rent homes, particularly of larger sized dwellings in the LLDC area, must be up to 
date. It must assess the affordability of affordable rent homes and the potential 
adverse impact on achieving convergence in the LLDC area.  A target date for 
achieving this should be set in the Local Plan.  
 
Policy H3 Meeting accommodation needs of the older person 

To make this policy sound,  

• There should be a target for specialist housing for the older person, 
derived from a needs assessment that ensures an integrated approach to 
health and housing.  Simple adaptations and conversions together with 
preventative services, so that older people can remain in their home with a 
good quality of life, need to be included in the assessment of need and 
delivery of services. 
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• Specialist housing should include other communities that presently exist at 
the edge of the LLDC area, such as those living on the waterways  

• Specialist housing should also include reference to co-housing and 
self/custom-build schemes.  

• The local plan should acknowledge that in the context of a diverse 
population alternative housing models can fulfil needs that are otherwise 
unfulfilled by the traditional housing market. 

 
Policy H4 Providing student accommodation 
The policy is unsound because: 
There are no parameters for determining what constitutes affordable student 
housing provision.   Whereas, according to NUS research, academic institutions 
charge rents of between £88 - £155 per week for a 38 week year, private sector 
providers like Unite are charging an average of £280 per week for a 52 week 
year. 
 
The policy goal is to avoid over concentration of student housing, but there is no 
guidance as to what this might mean. 
 
To make the policy sound the following changes are needed: 

• Affordable student housing to be defined within the context of average 
student incomes and the rents provided by London universities. 

 

• A threshold for the maximum amount of student purpose build 
accommodation that is permitted in a neighbourhood as a proportion of 
total housing or as a proportion of total floorspace. 

 
Policy H5 Location of Gypsy and Traveller Accomodation 
 
We support the representation of London Gypsy and Traveller Unit, a 
member of Just Space.  In summary, we support their argument that  
 

• The Statement of Community Involvement has not been followed 
since the LLDC has not made efforts to approach members of the 
Gypsy and Traveller community, and their support organizations, to 
take part in the consultation and have a chance to shape and input 
into the needs assessment and the site allocations. 
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• The Duty to Cooperate has has not been met since the LLDC has 
not worked effectively with the other neighbouring boroughs, 
particularly Newham, to understand the needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers living in very close proximity to the LLDC area. The 
Parkway Crescent site in Newham is located right on the border of 
the LLDC..  This is particularly important given the Legacy promise 
that these travellers who were displaced would be able to move back 
within the Olympic Park. 

 
• The objectively assessed needs arising from the Parkway Crescent 

site in Newham have been ignored.  It is unsound to only take 
account of travellers needs in Hackney. 

 
• The Local Plan site allocation SA 1.9 cannot meet the identified need 

for 19 new pitches (as stated in paragraph 5.25)..  To be sound, 
studies need to be carried out on the following sites in cooperation 
with the relevant Borough with a view to these also being designated 
for traveller sites:- 

 
31-41 White Post Lane and 90 White Post Lane 
  
Land at Bartrip Street/Wick Road (Bartrip Street North) 
  
Chapman Road Depot Site:  

 
 
Policy H6 Houses in Multiple Occupation 
The policy is unsound because 
The considerable need for lower cost private rented housing is not stated and 
there is no protection against replacement by new build housing which helps 
meet local housing supply targets but is not affordable housing and particularly is 
not social rented housing. 
 
To make the policy sound:- 

• The importance of HMO’s in meeting housing need should be included 
within the policy  

• The role of affordable housing within this policy needs to be clarified. 
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Policy H7 Large scale investment in the private rented sector 
The policy is unsound because: 
It provides little support for encouraging large scale investors (institutional 
investors) to improve standards in the private rented sector, though longer 
tenancies, decent housing standards (for example better space standards) and 
capped rent increases. 
 
For the policy to be sound, 

• it needs to provide positive and practical support for the contribution of the 
private rented sector in meeting overall housing needs, including the need 
for affordable, decent and secure housing.  

 
POLICY COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE INCLUDING SCHOOLS  
 
This is not sound because: 
 
(a) It fails to provide policy relating to the need and delivery of locally based 

healthcare facilities.  Significant health care issues – as required by London 
Plan policy 3.17 have not been addressed.  This is important because of the 
health inequalities in this part to London.  The LLDC also has a duty to co-
operate with the surrounding planning authorities on this issue. 

(b) It fails to address life-long educational needs. This is important in terms of 
addressing issues of poverty and convergence.  

 
To be sound, the ‘community infrastructure including schools’ section  
a) should provide a policy with clear and measurable targets relating to 
healthcare facilities in co-operation with the surrounding planning authorities.  It 
should set out a table of existing and planned health care facilities.   
b) should provide a policy section on life-long educational requirements – or 
amend Policy CI.2: Providing for and bringing forward new schools to more 
widely cover educational needs for all ages within the LLDC area.  
 

Policy CI.1: Providing new and retaining existing community infrastructure 
Policy CI.1 is unsound it fails to set strategic policy for the delivery of the full 
range of social and community infrastructure that will maximise opportunities for 
community diversity, inclusion, cohesion and contribute to people’s sense of 
place, safety and security at all stages of their lives.  
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To be sound CI.1 should make reference to Lifetime Neighbourhoods – 
specifying that ‘developments should be designed so that the layout, tenure and 
uses interface with surrounding land, and improve people’s access to social and 
community infrastructure’.  The policy should promote development of local 
shops and services which also provide local community based places where 
diverse communities engaging with one another. It should also more proactively 
promote delivery of multi-purpose community venues that would bring together a 
range of new and existing communities for educational, health, social and 
decision-making purposes.  The policy should refer to provision of youth facilities.   
 
 
Policy CI.2: Planning for and bringing forward new schools 
 
Policy CI.2 is unsound. It fails to protect existing schools. This is essential in 
terms of making best use of public funding, supporting and protecting existing 
communities and minimising embodied carbon emissions.   

 
To be sound CI.2 should resist the loss of existing schools.  Conditions for any 
demolition should demonstrated that (i) the existing school is unable (through 
expansion) to accommodate identified needs for places or, (ii) is structurally 
unsound or (ii) having carried out full social, environmental and economic impact 
assessments, that refurbishment would not be a better option.  
 
 
SECTION 6 CREATING A HIGH QUALITY BUILT AND NATURAL 
ENVIRONMENT 
 
Policy BN2 Creating distinctive waterway environments 
 
This policy is unsound because:- 
Uses and activities are not clearly defined and controlled to ensure they do not 
disrupt other uses.  For example, recreational activity and commercial activity 
can sometimes have unwelcome impacts. 
 
The policy is not sufficient to protect public access to all parts of the waterways.  
2 years after the Olympics, there are still stretches of the waterways where 
access is restricted.  
 
There is no mention of safeguarded wharves and weak support for freight 
transport. 
 
To make the policy sound the following changes are required: 
 

• So as to give a clear direction to development proposals affecting the 
waterways the wording must be “required to” rather than the weaker 
“expecting”. 
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• Positive support for public access; “prevent disruption” and “improve 

access as appropriate” are not sufficient. 
 

• There should be a target for freight transport by the waterways in 
connection with major developments. 

 
• There should be reference to maintaining and enhancing the biodiversity 

of the waterways; “improving ecological potential “ is not sufficient. 
 
 
 
Policy BN6 and BN7 Open Space 
 
This policy is unsound because:- 
Local open space is not well defined.  It is unclear why this policy is restricted to 
1 category of open space, called Local Open Space, when all categories of open 
space need protection, improvement and adding to. 
 
It is unhelpful to have urban greening and food growing within a different section 
of the Local Plan; they should be part of or follow on from the open space policy. 
 
There is no mention of the importance of open space for well being and for 
community empowerment in shaping their area.  The empowered communities 
principle needs to be adopted into the Local Plan. 
 
Figure 15 is unclear – though the dots are colour coded green, there is no 
information about whether these will be green or hard surfaces.  The latter need 
to be kept to a minimum to reduce local flooding caused by surface run off during 
heavy rain; this has been a real problem in parts of the LLDC area. 
 
The Policy does not take account of local distinctiveness and character.  There is 
no knitting together of local spaces.  For example as described in the Carpenters 
Community Plan 
 
 
To make the policy sound the following changes are required: 
 

• “Will provide…” to replace “will be expected to consider”. 
 

• A quantitative target for the amount of open space that development 
proposals should provide. For example, 10 sqm of open space per person, 
equivalent to 1 hectare per 100,000 people. 

 
• Clear qualitative standards are also required. 
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• Green space should be embedded and run throughout the whole LLDC 
area.  with green links providing easily accessible walking routes and 
routes for wildlife. 

 
• Allotments, community gardens and small useable sites for food growing, 

including green roofs all need policy support as part of open space.  There 
should be a commitment to increase the space available for food growing 
and strong protection of existing food growing space.  An amount of 
allotment / food growing space to be provided based on the size of the 
development. 

 
• All new development should provide green open space, including habitat 

for wildlife with native vegetation, to provide for a more sustainable area. 
 
 
Policy BN 8 Maximising opportunities for play 
 
The policy is unsound because: 

• The policy does not identify areas which lack children’s play space 
• It provides only a limited list of possibilities for play space, completely 

ignoring the needs of teenagers 
• It does not address the affordability of the play space 
• The LLDC has not produced a Play Strategy and in the absence of a 

stategy has not cooperated with the Boroughs to assess needs and agree 
appropriate standards 

 
For the policy to be sound 

• There should be a figure which maps existing play space according to 
different typologies 

• A list of possible youth facilities should be included, such as youth clubs, 
skate parks, ice skating and roller skating links. 

 
 
Policy BN10  Proposals for tall buildings 
 
This policy is unsound because:- 
All new and developing centres are specified as appropriate for tall buildings.   
This assumes that tall buildings are an essential part of regeneration, and 
weakens the implementation of the criteria in the preceding part of the policy. 
There is no clear guidance on the height of the tall buildings. 
 
To make the policy sound the following changes are required: 
 

• There will be a full analysis of the refurbishment option for existing 
buildings, including existing tall buildings, before these locations are put 
forward for demolition and replacement by new taller buildings 
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• Locations for tall buildings need to be more specific and justified. 

 
 
Policy BN 11 Noise and Air Quality 
 
This policy is unsound because: 
Not enough is being done in the Local Plan to address the problem of air quality 
being in breach of EU limits for nitrogen dioxide and PM10 and to reduce air 
pollution, nor to deal with the challenges for air quality posed by population 
increase. 
 
It lacks clear policies to reduce and control noise, not merely manage it. 
 
To make the policy sound the following changes are required: 

• Development proposals should be at least air quality neutral and not lead 
to further deterioration of existing poor air quality. 

 
• There needs to be clarity about the noise problems the policy is trying to 

reduce.  For example, aircraft noise from City Airport and noise from the 
night time economy are unwanted noise with severe impacts.   

 
 

 
SECTION 7: SECURING THE INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT GROWTH  
 
Policy IN.2: Planning for waste 
 

Policy IN.2 is not sound.  In planning terms the LLDC has a responsibility to 
address how it will deal with waste within its boundaries and should specifically 
set out how it will co-operate with the surrounding boroughs on waste.  There is 
clearly a link between policy IN.2 and policies in Section 8.  There are 
possibilities of delivering innovative waste self-sufficiency measures that could / 
should be referred to in this policy.  

 
Policy T6: Facilitating local connectivity is not sound. It does not address the 
transport needs of older and / or disable people and those with young children.  It 
also does not set out measurable targets for achievements that might be 
monitored. This is particularly important for the Carpenters estate, where the 
Carpenters Road has been closed for too long and bus links to access shops and 
services are a long time in being delivered. 
  
To be sound policy T6 should give equal priority (along with pedestrians and 
cyclists) to locally connecting public transport – specifically for older and / or 
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disabled people and those with young children. It should reference a clear (and 
publicly accessible) timetable for improved connectivity across the LLDC area.  
 
 
Policy T10: Using the waterways for transport 
Policy T10 is not sound.  It does not say how it using the waterways for 
passenger and freight transport and leisure uses will be encourage and 
supported by the LLDC.   Sections of the waterways have been closed off by 
barriers since 2010 and there is no clarity on whether roaming rights will be 
restored to the sections of the River Lea that are currently closed off.  

 

To be sound, policy T10 should say how the LLDC will deliver the policy.  It could 
for example: 

• carry out analyses with surrounding boroughs, local businesses and canal 
user groups on what kind of freight and leisure transport might be 
possible or viable 

• work to achieve a timetable for section of the waterways that have been 
closed off to be opened 

• co-ordinate  experimental uses of the waterways and  
• promote the use of existing tour bus stops for more regular transport 

usage.  

 
 
SECTION 8 CREATING A SUSTAINABLE PLACE TO LIVE AND WORK  
 
Strategic Policy SP.5 is not sound.  
(a) It fails to set out the relationship between places to live and work in.  In the 

past there was a clear relationship - many of the existing / older homes 
were built adjacent to places of work, such as on the Carpenters Estate.  
The creation of lifetime neighbourhoods and supporting local economy 
policies could support redressing a balance – particularly to benefit low 
income households.   

(b) it does not set out specifically how the LLDC will achieve convergence 
within its boundaries and how it will co-operate with the Growth Boroughs to 
ensure improved and sustainable futures for those whose life chances are 
lower are lower than the average in London in measurable terms.  The 
policy suggests ensuring development contributes to the health and well-
being of those living in the area, but not how this might be measured. 

(c) Its focus, as with many of the Plan’s policies, is on new development and 
does not fully consider policy relating to existing homes and infrastructure. 
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To ensure SP.5 is sound, it should  
(a) add ‘Ensuring that development supports the creation of lifetime 

neighbourhoods, a strong local economy and local jobs to - reduce the 
need to travel, transport costs and levels of air pollution’.  

(b)  the policy should note that it will monitor a targeted number of existing 
residents of different ages over a time frame consistent with the lifetime of 
the LLDC covering a wide range of health and well-being issues to assess 
the impact of the Legacy on their life changes and that of their families.  

(c) each mention of development should also say, ‘including refurbishment’ – 
to make clear that (i) the area is not just seen as a clean sheet for new 
development or that it might be assumed that existing might be torn down 
and replaced and (ii) to make clear that the aim is to ensure sustainable 
and healthy living across new and existing neighbourhoods within the 
LLDC area.  It is clear certainly in terms of embodied carbon (increasingly 
important in targets to reduce carbon emissions) that refurbishment is 
preferable to demolition and rebuild.  
 

Policy S.2: Energy in new development 
 
(a) Policy S.2 is not sound.  It is increasingly recognised that in order that UK 

Government’s pledged reductions in carbon emissions are met (80% by 
2050) the carbon emitted during the whole life-cycle of buildings, including 
that emitted during the processes of manufacturing, delivery to site, 
construction process, maintenance and refurbishment, waste processing, 
demolition and recycling (embodied carbon) needs to be reduced particularly 
as operational carbon is reduced through policy and building regulations.  
Embodied carbon emissions are as important, if not more important, than 
operational carbon emissions, because the amount used to make a building 
can be as high as 65% especially as operational load is reducing. Despite 
the high levels of new development proposed in the LLDC area, no mention 
is made in this policy of reducing embodied carbon emissions.  
 
For policy S.2 to be sound it needs to recognise the high levels of embodied 
carbon emissions in demolition and rebuilding; should require measurement 
of embodied carbon emissions in new developments (which should include 
demolition of any existing buildings) and a target set for reducing embodied 
carbon emissions.   
 

(b) Policy S.2 is not sound.  There is wide variance between estimated and 
actual energy performance and consumption in new buildings – which is not 
addressed in the policy. 
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For policy S.2 to be sound, it should require an analysis of actual emissions 
one year and three years post construction as well as an estimation of 
unregulated emissions for development being provided before use.  
 

Policy S.3 is not sound as it does not appear to give equal focus on existing 
homes in terms of connection with existing combined heat and power energy 
networks. This is something that was highlighted in the Carpenters Community 
Plan.  
 
To be sound, policy S.3  should actively encourage the connection of existing 
homes and workplaces as well as new developments to combined heat at power 
systems in the LLDC area - to widen benefit.  
 
 
 
 
SUB AREA 1 – HACKNEY WICK AND FISH ISLAND  

The policies and site allocations are unsound because:- 

• The Vision and Policy 1.1 do not stress the importance of retaining the 
existing and vibrant cultural and artistic practices, which have given the 
area the character it is known for. 

• Most of the site allocations do not have designations for affordable 
workspace 

• There is no policy to promote affordable workspace, the workplace 
typologies that are significant locally and their place within the existing 
social fabric.  

• The building height of 20 metres is the top end of the existing range and 
making Hackney Wick neighbourhood centre a suitable location for tall 
buildings will undermine existing employment uses north and south of 
Hackney Wick station. 
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SUB AREA 2 NORTH STRATFORD AND ETON MANOR 
 
Policies 2.1 – 2.4 and site allocations SA 2.1, SA 2.2 and SA 2.3 are 
unsound because they do not:- 
 

• Provide the housing choice promised pre-Olympic Games.  There should 
be provision of a community land trust and other types of small scale 
affordable housing. 

 
• Integrate well with the surrounding low rise housing estates in Waltham 

Forest and respond to their social conditions.  For example, poor health 
indicators and low educational and skills attainment. 

 
• Make clear how many tall buildings there will be above the proposed 

building heights, and at what height. 
 

• Provide for retention or relocation of existing employment uses.  For 
example, the loss of local jobs at Leyton Road North and the Chobham 
Farm site. 

 
• Specify what community facilities will be delivered.  For example, the 

Legacy Communities Scheme for the Chobham Manor site.  
 

• Respond to the very poor air quality on the A12 and Leyton Road. 
 

• East Village, a new Local Centre, has too much retail.  It should have a 
wider mix of uses with specific reference to a lifetime neighbourhood.  The 
retail offer needs to be diverse, with small, independent shops and 
affordable workspace. 

 
 
Workshops held in the Chobham Manor area found the young people from either 
side of Leyton High Road have difficulty with new names for neighbourhoods that 
don’t foster collective identity. As families would be using common facilities inside 
and outside the QE2 Park, this handicaps collective bridge building between new 
and old communities. 
 
On the edge of the LLDC area, often community has been caught between the 
LLDC and Local Authorities. For example, monies allocated for many shop-fronts 
on the Waltham Forest boundary were held up for a considerable time and 
required local campaigning to unlock. 
 
None of the 20 locals who attended the workshop could ever afford to live in the 
new Chobham Manor village and the amenities being provided there felt out of 
their reach too. 
 



 24 

SUB AREA 3 CENTRAL STRATFORD AND SOUTHERN QUEEN ELIZABETH 
OLYMPIC PARK 
 
Policy 3.1 is not sound.  There is risk that development of more expensive retail 
and leisure facilities which may not be accessible to lower income households 
that currently access existing High Street shops, the older shopping centre and 
market stall areas has not been addressed in the policy.  Very little of the 
investment in new town centre development, such as Stratford Westfield 
recirculates in the local area.  There is risk that people working in the planned 
office developments in the Stratford Metropolitan Town Centre Extension arrive 
at Stratford station, walk through Westfield shopping centre to their offices, and 
leave without any money entering the local economy. This could create greater 
polarisation and divisions rather than genuinely supporting aims of convergence 
through improving the life changes of low income households in the area.  

 
To ensure policy 3.1 is sound, the policy should require not only enhanced 
character, town scape and function, but also that  
• accessibility to existing low income households be maintained;  
• support will be provided for existing businesses (in terms of affordable 

workspaces for new business and existing local businesses looking to grow)  
• development will facilitate money entering the local economy 
• the policy should support better connections between the high street and 

existing businesses and communities adjacent to the high street 
• it should set out how benefit and any adverse impact to the local economy 

and local communities will be measured and monitored.   
 
Policy 3.1 is not sound as it does not address how it will minimise increased 
exposure to exiting poor air quality.  It does not specify that development should 
be at least ‘air quality neutral’ and not lead to further deterioration of existing poor 
air quality on Stratford High Street. 
 
To be sound 3.1 should highlight the current poor air-quality of Stratford High 
Street, set out how the LLDC will minimise this and require that developments do 
not lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality.  
 
Policy 3.2 Improving connections around Central Stratford is unsound because.   
• It does not fully recognise the possibility of important of enhancement, 

refurbishment and retrofitting of existing build environment.   
• It does not provide time-scales for improvement in connectivity,  
• It does not specify the need to work with local communities as well as 

‘partners’.   
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To be sound policy 3.2  
• Should support refurbishments and retrofitting of the existing build 

environment.   
• A time frame should be developed setting out when improvements are to 

occur and prioritising need of young families, elderly and disabled people.   
• Specify that the LLDC will work with the local community as well as partners 

to promote improved connectivity and public realm improvements.  
 
Site allocation SA3.4: Greater Carpenters District 
This site allocation is unsound.  The Greater Carpenter’s district is already a 
mixed use area, comprising the Newham council owned Carpenters Estate, a 
relatively large number of new homes of mixed tenure, active businesses and 
social and community infrastructure. In 2013, the majority of residents of the 
Carpenters Estate, many local businesses and other stakeholders in the area 
collaborated in developing a Community Plan.   
The Carpenters Community Plan highlighted the strength of the existing diverse 
local community, the neighbourhood’s good access to transport, green and play 
spaces and community infrastructure.  It highlighted that the community felt 
under threat from top down plans.  It presented a vision for community-led and 
sustainable improvement that would build on the solidarity of the community and 
provide benefit to the health and well-being of young and old.  It sets out a vision 
for existing homes to be refurbished, local amenities and businesses to be 
retained and revived; links with the surrounding community, transport, shops and 
other social and community facilities to be improved and the community 
strengthened through community ownership of homes and community facilities.  
The Carpenters Community Plan said the community would investigate 
developing a neighbourhood plan.   Progress has been made in moving towards 
development of a neighbourhood forum and defining the neighbourhood 
boundaries; the Greater Carpenters District.  Discussions have been held with 
the LLDC and Locality is supporting in terms of getting to the stage of 
designation.  The Community Plan identified need for a new entrance to Stratford 
Regional Station and improved connections to neighbouring areas; however the 
redevelopment set out in SA3.4 is neither required nor desirable.    
The LLDC has already made it clear that to meet its housing targets 
redevelopment of the Carpenters Estate is not necessary. 
 
Policy 2.4 of the London Plan highlights that the Games and their Legacy will 
sustain existing stable communities and promote local economic investment to 
create job opportunities (especially for young people), driven by community 
engagement.  There is potential for this to occur and for the Greater Carpenters 
District to be a model example of this.   
 
To be sound, the Greater Carpenters District should be removed from the Plan 
as a site allocation.  Planning policies are required for the area, but the most 
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appropriate way for the detail of this to occur is through careful and sensitive 
refurbishment and building on the businesses community and community 
infrastructure that are already there.  This can be achieved through LLDC Local 
Plan policies and finer grain detail through the development of a Neighbourhood 
Plan.     
 
 
SUB AREA 4 - BROMLEY BY BOW  
 
The policies and site allocations are unsound because: 
  
They do not consider the Impacts on existing retail centres outside of the LLDC 
area.  For example, the impact of the proposed District Centre designation on the 
existing Bromley by Bow High Street.  
 
They do not provide connectivity with the existing communities and businesses. 
 
It is unclear how linkages will be delivered. 
 
 
To make the policies and allocations sound, the following changes are 
needed: 
 

• Building heights should be sensitively designed along the canal/ river 
areas. 

 
• The site allocations should recognise the need for traffic calming along the 

Blackwall Tunnel Approach Road; a key issue for improving connections  
 

• New development should integrate with the local community by providing 
workspace for different uses. 

 
 
SECTION 14 DELIVERY AND IMPLEMENTATION 
 
This section is unsound because:- 
  

• No targets are identified in most of the monitoring criteria. 
 

• Open Space/ Biodiversity improvements aren’t measured.  The target is to 
maintain what it is like at the moment. 

 
• There is no monitoring of impacts outside of the LLDC area e.g. on the 

existing Bromley by Bow neighbourhood.. 
 
 


