Kennington Oval and Vauxhall Forum Representations on the Draft
London Plan
1 This is a representation in response to the Mayor’s Consultation on the
Draft London Plan 2017, prior to examination in public, and made on behalf
of the Kennington, Oval and Vauxhall Forum (KOVF). These representations
propose changes to the proposed plan, and we ask to be given the
opportunity to appear before and be heard by the person carrying out the
examination.
Who we are
2 KOVF is a neighbourhood forum, recognised and funded by the London
Borough of Lambeth as a non-political umbrella group bringing together local
community organisations, businesses and residents, in the North Lambeth
area between Lambeth Road, Kennington Park Road, Camberwell New Road,
Harleyford Road and the river Thames [essentially the two Lambeth Wards of
Prince’s and Oval, plus a small area of Bishop’s Ward]. KOVF holds public
meetings for everyone in the community about proposals for its area and
enables member organisations to act together for the benefit of the
community. Expressing Forum views about the local environment, amenity,
public safety and local services, it provides the Council, health services,
police and other public bodies with an opportunity to engage, listen and
involve the local community. KOVF and its area are also designated as a
neighbourhood forum/area for neighbourhood planning purposes, and a
neighbourhood plan is about to be exposed for Regulation 14 consultation.
The context of our area and concerns is set out at Annex 1.
Housekeeping
3 This representation is made by David Boardman, a member of the KOVF
Board, on behalf of KOVF. The KOVF address is 34 Hornby House, Clayton
St, London SE11 5DA, and notification is requested of submission of the
plan for examination, the publication of the inspector’s recommendations
and adoption of the Plan to that address and to the following email
addresses: boarfam@btinternet.com and forumkov@gmail.com .
The IIA and impact appraisal
4 We do not think the IIA process has been adequately conducted, being
deficient in public consultation at the crucial options stage, leaving only
officially sanctioned options to be appraised and subsequently consulted on.
This is inconsistent with UK guidelines laid down by the courts for sound
consultation. Furthermore, we do not consider the IIA has adequately met
the requirement of Regulation 12(2)(b) and Schedule 2 para 8 of the
Environment Assessment Regulations (SI 2004 No 1633) to outline the
reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with, and evaluate their effects
on the environment. We have in mind particularly the population growth
assumptions embodied in the SHMA, referred to below, which has major
implications for the housing targets and their environmental impact.

5 Nor is there any formal declaration on the record that the Mayor has met
his duty under Sections 41(4) and 342(2) Greater London Authority Act
1999 to have regard, in revising the spatial development strategy (the
London Plan) of the need (among other matters) to ensure the strategy is
consistent with his other relevant strategies (transport, Economic
development, health inequalities, London housing, London Environment and
culture strategies and the Police and Crime Plan) and to the desirability of
promoting and encouraging the use of the River Thames safely, in particular
for the provision of passenger transport services and the transportation of
freight. (GLA 1999 Act, as amended, as it has effect by virtue of the Police
Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011).
6 Accordingly, we think the London Plan process should be paused while the
IIA is rectified, compliance with the Section 342(2) duty is demonstrated,
and any reasonable alternative assumptions are tested.
The population growth assumption
7 The Draft London Plan (hereafter DLP) starts with assumptions about the
population growth of London. Based on the GLA 2016 central forecast,
London will grow from 8,799,000 in 2016 to 9,732,400 in 2026, an
increase of 933,400, of which growth 38% is in Inner London and 62% is in
Outer London. [2021-2031 855,700]. What the DLP itself does not tell you
(though other documents do) is that this growth is almost entirely
ascribable to net international migration, which comes in, over a ten year
period, as between 926,000 and 1,032,000, depending on which past 5, 10
or 15 year average you feed into the forecast.
8 In the past, London has received about 50% of UK net international
migration (ONS averages). At a time when future immigration levels are a
matter of significant uncertainty, given Brexit, it is naïve to apply only status
quo assumptions, and the DLP is deficient in not at least glancing at a
Scenario B with significantly less international migration driven growth over
the next few decades. We note from para 3.97 of the SHMA that this
omission is the result of a conscious choice. We recognise that this year’s
international immigrant may be next year’s domestic emigrant to the rest of
the UK, but an alternative international migration assumption, say at an
average of 50,000 a year should be appraised.
9 It is in any event clear that we should, in considering 10 year housing
supply be it to 2026 or some later date, be considering the accumulated
backlog of recognised and existing housing need, identified in the SHMA, set
alongside the housing need of a decade of conjectured international
migration driven growth.
10 The 10 year housing targets for the London Boroughs are 649,350 in
aggregate. In the past, Inner London, with its high existing PTAL levels, has
been allocated through the SHLA

process a larger share of such targets than warranted by its demographic
growth (eg the FALP allocated half its housing allocations to Inner London,
which accounted for only one third of the expected population growth). The
DLP, perhaps with greater emphasis in the SHLA process on reasonably
expected PTAL growth from transport improvements, strikes a better
balance – 43% Inner London and 57% Outer London (OPDC assigned to
Outer, LLDC to Inner) cf population forecast growth of 38% Inner and 62%
Outer.
11 Table 11 of the SHMA identifies the backlog housing need (net backlog
plus tenure backlog combined) as 282,846 low cost rent and 30,349
intermediate, which if satisfied would release 146,512 market dwellings back
to the market, in rounded terms 313 thousand “affordable” tenures,
releasing 147 thousand back to market. Including this backlog, the SHMA
finds a need for affordable housing over the longer term to 2041 to amount
to 65% of new build each year, but would spread elimination of the backlog
over 25 years, longer than previous plans envisaged. In rule of thumb terms,
933,400 people can be accommodated in 389 thousand dwellings, at a
London average of 2.4 persons per household (SHMA methodology would
produce more exact numbers).. It follows that a 10 year supply of 649,350
dwellings is capable of liquidating the housing backlog over 10 years,
providing for the assumed growth and still leaving something over (313 plus
389 less 147 equals 555), PROVIDED the nettle is grasped of affordable
housing %age.
12 In our view, liquidating the housing backlog over 25 years (as the SHMA
tries weakly to justify at para 6.15) is just kicking the can down the road.
Consistently with NPPF para we think a 65% affordable target should be
brought in now, not dithered about in 2021, with a 90% low cost rent/10%
intermediate split. As an incentive to developers, the viability-study-avoiding
“Fast track”, proving so attractive to our developers (to judge from KOV
experience), should forthwith be amended to allow, for the next ten years,
fast track (without viability study) to developments providing 50%
affordable housing, with a 90% low cost rent/10% intermediate split, which
if vigorously implemented over 10 years would significantly ease London’s
current housing crisis. This approach should be reviewed in the light of
results, in time for any refinement of the policy to be brought in after that
first 10 years of application. Policies GG4B and H5 H6 and H7 should
be amended accordingly.
The built form of GoodGrowth
13 The DLP is notable in removing many of the constraints on tall buildings,
in the name of intensification and maximising use of land, to facilitate the
increased housing targets. Faith is put instead in the “Design approach”. We
have already seen the effects of such an approach in Vauxhall, where
developers in the Opportunity Area have broadly set aside development plan
or OAPF requirements as to height, density, employment floor space

retention and affordable housing obligations, while bringing forward tall
towers all declared to be of impeccable design. Here are the results:

14 Overshadowing will be a major area of contention under the DLP, with its
remarks that most development will be denser than its neighbours (even in
Conservation Areas?), and willingness to see extensions of blocks of flats
upwards, even while existing occupiers continue to live in the building site
that it will become. In our area we have seen a number of developments,
some with admirable features, trying to justify major adverse impacts on
neighbours’ sunlight and daylight as “only to be expected in an urban area”.
This argument has had short shrift from the inspectorate. As regards
sunlight and daylight, at present the DLP shows more consideration for
ducks and the operators of solar panels than it does for resident Londoners

(see DLP policies D4F no reference to sunlight and daylight of
neighbouring properties, D8C2 g) and D8C3a) solar generation and
enjoyment of water spaces around tall buildings).
15 Policy 7.6 Architecture of the existing London Plan provides as follows:
“7.6B D Buildings and structures should not cause unacceptable harm to the
amenity of surrounding land and buildings, particularly residential buildings, in
relation to privacy, overshadowing, wind and microclimate. This is particularly
important for tall buildings.”
This sentiment has been omitted from the DLP, and we think it should be
reinstated in the Design policies.
David Boardman
KOVF
2 March 2018

Annex 1
Our KOV area straddles the CAZ and Congestion Charge boundaries, and
contains as its western riverside borderlands, stretching from Vauxhall up
along the Albert Embankment, the northern part of the Vauxhall Nine Elms
Battersea Opportunity Area. KOV residents are now gradually coming to
terms with being treated as part of [South] Central London.
The recent intense decade of development in the Opportunity Area, (now
rebadged “Nine Elms on the South Bank” for promotional reasons, to the
irritation of the indigenous population), was triggered by approval by
Ministers in 2005 of the 180m tall St George Tower, contrary to the advice
of Lambeth Council and the Planning Inspector, who expressed concern that,
cumulatively, the indiscriminate scattering of very tall buildings across the
skyline would be likely to cause visual harm to the Westminster World
Heritage Site.
The cumulative subsequent development of successive tall residential towers
(“the Vauxhall Cluster”) has indeed become a byword for seemingly
ungovernable urban sprawl, albeit upwards, rather than outwards, with
developments regularly breaching development plan “guidance” as regards
some or all of height, density, and retention of employment floorspace, while
providing little mitigating public open space, and justifying “under plan”
levels of affordable housing by confidential economic viability studies, never
exposed to public scrutiny.

We have areas of significant social deprivation and joblessness, interspersed
with Victorian and Neo-Georgian conservation areas, long the haunt of
economical MPs within the Division Bell area. Apart from Vauxhall, where a
small CAZ frontage is struggling to be born, our retail centres are threatened
by edge of centre approved Tesco’s (3, in the case of Kennington!) over and
above the current challenges of retail decline. And despite the need for jobs
that our jobseekers can do, developers seek to eat away at our Locally
Significant Industrial sites, for residential development, even given
Lambeth’s “Restricted Transfer” status under the current London Plan.
The St George Tower itself is now exposed as the poster child for high
status, low occupancy residential property, predominantly owned and kept
vacant by foreign investment interests. At a residential density of 0.3
persons per dwelling, it emphasises the inefficiency of “iconic” tall towers at
servicing demographic demand for accommodation. And the detested
Vauxhall Gyratory, which gave the area a “harsh, traffic dominated”
character, and made Vauxhall just a “secondary” office location, in the eyes
of the professional property community, is only now being tackled by TfL,
whose plans have attracted significant local controversy, while being linked
to the development of an even taller set of towers, once again breaching
OAPF development guidance.
But the upside of this intense burst of development, with new uses and
occupiers springing up, has been a quickening of external interest in the area
as a whole, and in particular in Vauxhall. With the benefit of an outward
looking Business Improvement District, Vauxhall One, whose 5 year mandate
has been renewed by its constituent businesses, business now has a much
more coherent voice, and its efforts have leveraged in significant extra funds
to improve the public realm. The residential developments have spruced up
at least their surroundings, with a promised cinema and swimming pool to
come. Since the adoption of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charging
schedule by Lambeth Council in April 2014, developers are beginning to pay
much more realistic sums to mitigate the impact of their developments in
terms of improvements to infrastructure, and the 25% local component of
CIL, earmarked for spending in the KOV area, is estimated at about £15
million over the next decade,
The pressure of development is now moving eastward towards the
decommissioned Oval Gasholder sites, whose size allows for more
comprehensive and balanced development than has proved possible so far
with the piecemeal development of smaller sites in the Opportunity Area. So
our vision for the rest of the KOV area is to build on the positives and learn
from the mistakes, implemented through a Neighbourhood Plan .

