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Regeneration Committee - 19 January 2017 
 

Transcript of Item 6 - LLDC Review of Progress and Finances 
 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Now we come to our main item on the agenda, which is to review the progress and 

finances of the London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC).  Can I welcome our guests to the meeting 

and invite them to introduce themselves, please?   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC)):  I am 

David Goldstone.  I am the Chief Executive of the LLDC. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  

Paul Brickell.  I am the Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships at the LLDC.   

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  John Biggs, Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets 

and also ex officio member of the Board of the LLDC. 

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director of LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  

I am Debbie Humphry.  I am an independent researcher, and we did research on the experiences of residents 

moving into East Village. 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Thank you very much.  Let us get our discussion rolling with a series of questions.  I 

will make a start.  The questions are aimed at David Goldstone and Paul Brickell and generally they are about 

updating the finances of LLDC.  Can you give us an update on key  developments with regards to the 

regeneration of the Olympic Park, as well as the surrounding areas, over the last 12 months? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Overall, we are really pleased and we believe that we are 

making very strong progress, both in terms of the impact we are having in the immediate area and in terms of 

the plans in development for long-term regeneration in the wider community.  The Park itself, the heart of the 

area, is becoming well-established now as a major visitor attraction.  It has had over 13 million visitors since it 

reopened less than three years ago.  We are going to be running at over six million visitors a year in the 

immediate future.  From a standing start when it reopened in 2014, that has become a major visitor attraction.  

The venues themselves are increasingly popular.  The London Aquatics Centre has now had 2.5 million visitors 

since it reopened and the other venues are similarly popular.   

 

We obviously have issues around the stadium, which we may well come on to and which we have discussed in 

other Committees, but in terms of establishing itself as a venue for great events and proving itself a fantastic 

venue it has been successful, this year no more than previous.  We had about half a million visitors through in 

2015 when it was reopened in the pause for the works when we hosted the Rugby World Cup and Diamond 

League events.  We now have it fully reopened, hosting West Ham matches, again hosting Diamond League 

athletics, holding its first concert and looking forward next year to hosting the World Athletics Championships 

and a whole series of major concert events as well.  On the Park and the venue side, it is going really well.   

 

The long-term fundamentals around the sustainable regeneration that we are committed to deliver are also 

going really well and we have made good progress.  For example, on the housing side - I am sure we are going 

to talk about the Village - that is fully occupied and a successful community is developing there.  We also have, 

in the last year, homes becoming completed on our first development site at Chobham Manor, next door to the 

Village, and Glasshouse Gardens in the International Quarter now being occupied.  We have started getting the 

second and third housing areas becoming occupied beyond the Village.  East Wick and Sweetwater, our next 



 

 

major housing development, will be on site soon.  It is going through the planning process now.  The progress 

towards our target of 24,000 homes in the area has been really good this year.  Of course, as you know and I 

am sure we will come on to, we are looking at accelerating development and delivery of other housing sites in 

our area.   

 

The jobs and employment side is obviously fundamental to delivering sustainable long-term reaeration for the 

local community.  The development at Here East is going very well in terms of bringing major new employers 

into the area, with a diverse mix of technology, culture, arts and science all coming together.  University 

College London (UCL) are now moving in there with some of their high-tech engineering, alongside BT Sport, 

[Studio] Wayne McGregor’s Random Dance and a major data centre.  It is a fantastic mix there and a major 

employment opportunity for Hackney and the surrounding area.  The International Quarter is also going very 

well in terms of an employment area and their developments, there will be new headquarters for Transport for 

London (TfL), the Financial Conduct Authority and others going forward.  Again, our progress towards 

delivering 40,000 new jobs in the area, the long-term plan, has gone very well.   

 

The work of Paul [Brickell]’s team - we may well want to come on to this - has also gone well in terms of 

ensuring that local people benefit from those jobs and skills, that the training is there, that the employers are 

identifying which skills will be needed and helping local people be best-placed to get that.  We can go into the 

detail on different venues if it is helpful but around two-thirds of all jobs are going to local people in the 

venues and the Park.  We are working with new employers who will bring future projects such as the new 

Cultural and Education District on what skills they will be needing and what training we can provide local 

people to be well-placed.  We also now have two schools open and two started onsite.  That is a major leap 

forward in our schools programme this year.  We are excited about having those different schools all 

functioning on the Park together.   

 

There are multiple strands.  It is not, as you know, a single-strand regeneration programme.  Overall, in terms 

of delivering integrated regeneration, delivering the housing, the jobs and the new incoming universities that 

will be key to the long-term economic growth in the area, we are making really good progress and we are very 

pleased with how it has gone.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Can we swiftly move on to the issues about the financial viability of LLDC?  

Currently, as I understand, you continue to make operating losses.  Can you update us therefore on the 

financial situation and the viability of some of the Park’s facilities - for example, Orbit - and indeed the issue 

about the stadium?  You might want to mention the Mayor’s review of cost escalation and where we are on 

that. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  There are a number of strands in that.  On the 

organisation’s long-term financial sustainability, the important phrase - I know I keep saying this but it is 

important and has always been the case - is that this is a long-term objective.  It is not something we expected 

to have achieved in the short term and it is not anything we ever anticipated having achieved by now.  The fact 

that there are still subsidies through the Greater London Authority (GLA) budgeting process, which is obviously 

going through at the moment, is not a surprise and not something that is different to what was anticipated.  

The position we believe we are in is that we are on the right trend and the right path to achieve that objective.   

 

In the budgets, as we look forward over future years, our income rises.  Our costs have been falling and will 

continue to fall.  The gap, in terms of the funding we are requiring from the GLA to support the ongoing 

operation, is reducing.  There is a baseline level of funding in GLA projects looking forward of around 

£17 million a year.  The first objective is to make sure that we are sustainably within that.  We expect to get to 

that position in the next four to five years and then, long-term, to keep reducing the requirement with the 



 

 

objective - as you referred to, Chair - of achieving a long-term financially sustainable position where our own 

resources and income support the operation.  That is long-term.  It remains a long-term ambition.   

 

It is probably worth making clear why we believe that is achievable and how that comes about, which is 

because we do anticipate all the incoming partners, whether that is the new businesses, the universities or 

housing, will all contribute to what we call a fixed estate charge.  They contribute to the overall running of the 

Park and venues and help provide, in effect, the funding that enables the Park to be sustainable long-term.  

That is why the gap will continue to narrow.  On that side we are on the right track but we are not, as you say, 

at the point where we are self-sustaining without funding from the GLA.   

 

In relation to the venues, it is a position that has continued to improve and is consistent with what we have 

said in the past.  I may come back to the stadium, as you said in your question, slightly separately.  The 

performance on each of the venues has continued to improve in the sense of reducing the subsidy required.  

Again, the visitor numbers and the usage, which are obviously extremely important as well as the financial 

position, have been really strong.  If I mention the Aquatics Centre first, as the largest venue and the venue 

requiring the most subsidy, we are absolutely delighted with its usage in terms of local community activity, 

school pupils using it and swimming lessons being conducted there.  We have had well over 2 million visitors in 

a little over two years since it reopened.   

 

The financial requirement has to be seen in the context of something we proudly assert, that this world-class 

and iconic facility is priced comparably to other local venues, not priced to reflect the nature of the design and 

the iconic status.  The operating subsidy, again, is coming down.  That is part of the reason why the overall 

requirement is reducing for the total business.  That is coming down.  Once we had our first full year of 

operating information, we could see what was happening in areas such as the utility costs and rates and we 

have brought all of those down.  We continue to push income higher through greater usage and some of the 

charges have gone up, again still comparably with local areas.  All that is helping to push our income higher.  

We are, again, on the right trend.  The usage of the Copper Box has continued to be strong and we are in a 

very small subsidy position on that venue.   

 

The Orbit, which we have discussed in this Committee previously, we can now say we have turned around from 

a loss-making venue to one that is generating a surplus.  That is through the introduction of the slide.  I am 

still cautioning and saying that it is early days.  We have been operating for six or seven months so far.  It 

opened at the end of June 2016.  We will not obviously have had a full trading year, but the sales are ahead of 

the business case that we anticipated when we decided to make the investment and the surplus is ahead of our 

budget for this year.  We had around 200,000 visitors as a forecast for the year.  We have had over 

150,000 visitors up until the end of December, which is 50% more than in the whole of the previous year, 

because of the introduction of the slide.  About 80,000 people have used the slide.  We have turned that 

venue around from one requiring significant subsidy to one that is now generating a surplus.   

 

The last part of your question was about the stadium.  As you know, there was a release of information in the 

autumn around the cost of transformation, referring to future operating costs and particular challenges that we 

do have with the seating, which reflected information that we had been planning to put out in the public 

domain.  Just to repeat, the venue has provided itself a really successful venue with all the events that have 

been held and the very large crowds it is attracting, who are being managed and enjoying those events.   

 

We will talk about it, I know, in other contexts, but it is important for this Committee and a regeneration focus 

that it is a major bringer of people to the area.  I mentioned that there were over half a million people in 2015 

when it was not even fully completed or reopened and over half a million in the last few months of 2016.  It 

helps to create that vibrancy and volume of activity in the place that will help attract other businesses, 



 

 

developers and the economic activity that will support long-term regeneration.  The stadium is an absolutely 

key, fundamental part of our regeneration plans for the area and its successful reopening last summer was a 

very important milestone.   

 

As the announcement of the Mayor’s review made clear, nonetheless there are significant challenges.  The 

Mayor announced an investigation.  There are advisers being procured and there is likely to be an 

announcement on that in the very near future, to look into both the reasons for the final costs of the 

transformation being at the level they were and future challenges in terms of operating the venue.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Do you have any idea about the timetable for the review? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It is the Mayor’s review and obviously it is being led and 

conducted from here.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Sure, but from your knowledge. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It is for announcements to be made from City Hall.  It is 

expected that there will be an announcement fairly soon around that.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  You have given us an indication of how well the venues are performing.  It would 

be useful if you can let this Committee have a written note of much more detailed financial and attendance 

figures and so on, how the subsidies are expected to diminish long-term and therefore how the LLDC will 

become more viable financially. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Sure.  It is not all in one place, maybe, but we publish the 

information.  For example, we publish a quarterly performance report that gives visitor information and 

financial information.  Yes, we can certainly provide that, both looking at how the business arrangements have 

progressed and at the projections.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Moving on to housing, which you have already touched upon in your update, can 

you set out the work that you are doing to refresh your housing strategy given the new Mayor’s priorities?  

Particularly, could you focus on how many new houses will be built over the next ten years and how many of 

them are affordable?  Obviously, the affordable unit requirement is much higher than what you had prior to 

the new Mayor’s 50% requirement.  Could you indicate what kind of tenure you are planning or delivering, as 

such? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  There are two halves to the answer to that question.  We 

do have some schemes that I have mentioned specifically in this context and are already well underway and we 

have others that are planned for the future.  We are working closely with the Mayor’s team on this because we 

have to look at our plans afresh and make sure we are aligning ourselves with the new Mayor’s policies and 

priorities.   

 

I mentioned earlier Chobham Manor and East Wick and Sweetwater.  Chobham Manor is onsite.  We will have 

over 100 units completed by March this year and future phases are rolling out.  We have agreed that we are 

not going to reopen what is being developed.  It is obviously contracted for a number of years, all the planning 

permissions are in place and development is proceeding.  Similarly, with East Wick and Sweetwater, the 

contracts were signed about two years ago.  The planning for the first phase is going through the process at 

the moment and we are due to start onsite in the first half of this year.  Those projects are going to proceed as 

planned and we are not reopening what was committed on those.   



 

 

 

Where we can change our approach to align more closely with the Mayor’s priorities is in relation to the future 

development sites that are not already contracted and committed.  There are two main sites, two large sites, 

one at Pudding Mill Lane and one at Rick Roberts Way, where we are working with the Mayor’s team to both 

accelerate and deliver earlier, to respond to the priority to bring more housing into play and to make it 

available sooner, and to increase the affordability provisions in accordance with the new Mayor’s policies.  That 

is what we are working on now with those two sites to align them with the new Mayor’s policies.  That will be 

on the affordability and on the mix of tenures within the affordable part as those policies become clearer.   

 

It is worth saying - we had this discussion in the Budget and Performance Committee recently - that the 

housing we are developing in future is assumed to generate the receipts that enable us to repay the 

borrowings that funded the capital investment we have been making on the stadium, on housing, on the 

universities and all the other aspects of our programmes going forward.  There is some work we are doing, 

working closely with both the housing policy team and the finance team in the GLA, to make sure that we take 

into account the financial consequences of accelerating and of more affordable housing as well as meeting the 

policy objectives, and that we hit the right mix of acceleration, affordability, tenure and financial impact.  That 

is work that is still going on.  I cannot give you a definite answer today as to the aggregate of the programme 

in terms of units, time and affordable housing until we have completed that work.  That is work that is still 

going on.   

 

Can I just add one more point?  Beyond those two, we have other sites.  We have a market plan in place in 

Hackney Wick for the Hackney Wick Central area, which will bring in about 850 new homes.  We are a relatively 

small landowner but we are bringing the plans together for that.  We have also been accelerating the 

infrastructure that will enable and support the new housing to come in, such as the new schools, all within the 

context of the overall ambition of 24,000 new homes.   

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  I know I am not timetabled to say anything 

until later on but I thought I could add two things that might be helpful.  The first one is, partly in my role as 

an LLDC Board member but also as a Borough Leader, just to remind the Committee that, as David [Goldstone 

CBE] said, there is indebtedness and there is a memorandum to repay the National Lottery for some of the 

money they put into the Olympic Games.  There is, certainly at Board level - I do not think the officers of the 

LLDC can say this – a will to say that if we could find a way of being forgiven some of that indebtedness by the 

National Lottery, that would allow more of the value of the land to be recycled into regeneration.  It would 

provide for more affordable housing and allow other things to happen.  That is just to jog your memory.  You 

may remember this from the past, when we spoke about the Olympics in different roles. 

 

The other thing I thought I would throw in will maybe come up later on as well.  I am on both sides of the 

fence.  Obviously as a Borough Leader I am very keen to see things like housing, environmental opportunities 

and quality of life or regeneration-type things for the residents I represent.  As a regeneration body the LLDC 

obviously has another remit, which is about achieving economic outcomes.  The way of describing that, I 

suppose, is that I have sat on one or two of these Boards in the past.  If you are a quango, or a ‘GLAngo’, as I 

like to call the LLDC, then your job is to lever investment.  It is a lot more focused on economic regeneration 

than on housing and social objectives, as a local borough member might want it to be.  There is a tension in 

that relationship that means that they might be more inclined to provide jobs and regeneration of a 

longer-term type, whereas as a Council Leader I might be more inclined to provide investments that secure 

shorter-term benefits for my residents.  That does not have to be in conflict but it is an interesting point.   

 



 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  I will bring in colleagues but, John, you are talking about something I thought I 

would ask you.  As the local leader, what is your take on the role that LLDC is playing in terms of its legacy and 

regeneration vision and the work they are doing, as well as the issues about financial viability? 

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  Inevitably there is going to be a tension in the 

relationship but it is basically a constructive relationship.  We recognise - I think this is true of all the boroughs 

- that the LLDC has a particular remit and is there to carry out that remit.  We have the opportunity to be 

represented through relationships and through Board membership in trying to influence that.  When the new 

Mayor was elected, there was a revisiting of some of the priorities.  Mayor [Sadiq] Khan indicated that he had 

priorities that were slightly different from those of the previous Mayor.  The Board has embraced those and is 

trying to find ways of meeting those objectives, particularly about affordable housing.   

 

There is other stuff that you tend not to hear about.  You focus on the stadium.  There is also the financing of 

what used to be called the Olympicopolis and is now called the Cultural Quarter, which is a major regeneration 

initiative.  Lining up the funding for that is a bit like making an omelette: it looks and tastes nice at the end of 

it but getting the ingredients together is a bit more challenging.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  I listened very carefully to what Mr Goldstone said, I read the paper and I declare a lot 

of background in regeneration.  I obviously know a reasonable amount about this project from the media and 

from being in politics for a number of years of well, but I am not that clear.  It is a bit like a blancmange.  When 

we had the meeting with the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation, we particularly had a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) that had been written with Downing Street.  It would be useful to have 

some more paperwork subsequently.  There are few numbers in what you have said, sir.  I am not criticising you 

personally.  It is nature, partly.  There is a lack of transparency in terms of what the numbers are.  The only two 

we have had are the 13 million visitors and the 40,000 new jobs longer-term.   

 

Your comments have been very general.  I do not think I understand any more from what you have said, with 

the greatest respect, than I did when I came in.  There is no organisation chart here.  Who does what?  How big 

is your organisation?  How are we meant to know whether you are going to get anywhere near this, or succeed 

it by a mile?  I am not asking you to answer that now.  I am asking you to produce a more detailed document 

afterwards.  It is probably asking too much for you to respond now but I would like some more details.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I was going to say that I will respond anyway but that is 

probably not what you want, in the light of what you have just said.  I am an accountant by training.  Numbers 

are where I come from.  We have all the details on all the facts and figures, the costs, the incomes and the 

visitor numbers.  The first question asked me for an overview of progress and that was what I tried to provide.  

I think I did refer to the number of housing units, the number of visitors, the number of visitors to the stadium, 

and the costs.  All that information, all that data and all that detail is there.  We do publish a comprehensive 

report every quarter of our performance against milestones and targets.  I do not think there is any lack of 

transparency.  That is something we voluntarily do -- 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  You said that to the Committee but I have not seen that.  It would be good to have 

that.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It is published every quarter.  Of course we can send it to 

you, yes.  That is something we choose to do to aid transparency.  Obviously, all our Board meetings are in 

public.  If there is any specific detail you are asking for, I would probably be able to give you the answer in 

terms of the detail now.  If you want detailed information to be sent subsequently, we can do that as well.   

 



 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  The phasings, please.  Apologies.  Politicians are always like this.  We have elections in 

2020 and 2024.  A lot of our questions will be along the lines of, “What progress will you have made by those 

dates and subsequent dates?” 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.  Specifically on that, you may or may not regard this 

as a coincidence but our strategy is one that runs to 2020, which is helpful in the context that you describe.  It 

sets out the deliverables we expect and that is what we report against in the published information.  We have 

all that detail.  All the facts and figures, all the numbers you are referring to, are available and we do publish.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Thank you.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The Orbit? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Including the Orbit, yes.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What was the accumulated debt in relation to the Orbit at the start of the financial 

year? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Hold on a moment.  I think I do know that.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It was around £13.5 million, was it not? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I thought it was around £11 million.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Plus the cost of the slide.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Two parts.  Yes, all right.  There are two different funding 

streams in that sense.  There was £11 million of accumulated debt, including the rolled-up interest from the 

original loan for the Orbit itself.  We had a budget of about £3.5 million for the slide.  We delivered it slightly 

under budget.  There was a small saving.  It was a bit under £3.5 million, which was financed through our 

normal financing arrangement with the GLA using GLA borrowing.  That is a different arrangement, a much 

more normal -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Altogether it was £14.5 million? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Altogether, across the two, there is £14.5 million of debt 

that could be identified, yes.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Do you reckon you are on target for 200,000 visitors in the current year? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.  That is for this year, of which the slide will only have 

been open for nine months.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What is its annual operating cost? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Are you heading toward a surplus?  I can give you a 

surplus projection if that would be helpful.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  We will get there in the end.   



 

 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  The annual cost is about £1.6 million.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Next question.  What do you think the surplus is going to be on the year?   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  This year, we are looking at a surplus of about £170,000 

and income by definition of about £1.7 million.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It is going to take how many years to pay off the £14.5 million at £170,000 a year? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  As you know, that is not a direct analogy that we can 

make.  Both sides of the debt we talked about at the start of that question have different arrangements for 

repayment.  The original loan for the construction of the Orbit, of which there is around £11 million 

outstanding, is not a debt that we have to repay regardless of income or performance.  It is a debt that is only 

repaid out of a sharing of the surplus as the Orbit operates.  It is not a common or usual loan arrangement.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  No, but if I was an interested -- 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  The GLA repay the borrowing.  We do not repay out of the 

Orbit itself.  As you know because you have seen the business case - we released it to this Committee about a 

year ago - we did forecast that the income will repay the debt but it is repaid out of our general receipts, of 

which the housing obviously is the principal determinant.  It is not a direct relationship with the income, 

although the way you are asking you could put them together in that way.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes.  I am putting them together because otherwise you are cross-subsidising it, which 

is what you are effectively saying.  As I recall, the original loan, when it reaches the end of its term, is 

potentially going to attract commercial rates of interest as well.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  The loan agreement requires new interest rates to be 

fixed.  It is sooner than that.  It is in the next couple of years.  I think it is in 2018 that we go to the market and 

get a new, market-based rate.  The point is that the Orbit was requiring quite significant subsidy, as you have 

commented on and observed in previous years.  We have turned it around so that it is now generating a surplus 

and is able to start generating receipts that contribute to the repayments you are referring to.  It was requiring 

subsidy in addition to its capital cost, previously.  We have turned that position around.  In this first year - as I 

say, it only opened in June 2016 - we will make about £170,000 surplus.  As the Park becomes established, 

with all those thousands, I will refer more specifically to numbers in -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It will take 100 years to pay it off, then? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I do not know how long it is going to take to pay it off.  

We wrote to you on this last spring.  I would not want to update what we have said previously on this again 

today because at the moment we are six months into operating.  We have not had a full year.  To be very 

specific about the numbers, we have plans over the next 15 years for 24,000 new homes, 40,000 new jobs and 

major new universities.  The demand and the usage that this Orbit can get could be very much greater than it 

has been in its first six months.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  They are going to be using the slide all the time, are they? 

 



 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It has genuinely been heavily used in its first few months.  

It is ahead of the business case and our financial projections are ahead of our budget.  So far, yes, that has 

been the case.  I cannot make absolute guarantees about the future.  We have not had one year’s trading yet.  

So far, it has been very successful. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  How many repeat visitors? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I do not have that information to hand, I am sorry.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Do you have it?   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I do not know whether we capture whether visitors are 

repeat or not.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Do you capture how many are tourists and how many are Londoners? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Could I just say that there is pre-booking and there are 

tickets available on the day?  People can just turn up and go.  We would not necessarily always know whether 

they are repeats.  We do capture whether visitors to the Park are local or not.  In a good way, as a positive 

virtue, we think a very large proportion of visitors to the Park and the venues, including the Aquatics Centre 

and the Copper Box, are local.  The Orbit has helped in bringing visitors to London, whether that is national or 

international, to the area.  If you want the specific facts on visitor mix, I would have to come back to you.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  If you could, that would be helpful. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Of course.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  However we look at it, it is going to take an awfully long time to pay off this debt 

unless there is some cross-subsidy, which seems to be the case.  It was a folly to start with.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Can I just respond to that?  That is not a fair 

representation of the position.  If we do not generate the surpluses to repay the debt, the debt does not get 

repaid.  The debt is only repaid to the extent that there are surpluses to repay it.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It is still there. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.  It is there.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It is still there and it will start to attract interest in a couple of years’ time.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  We do not have to cross-subsidise to repay it.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  You have to service the interest, do you not? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It just accumulates on the debt.  We do not have to 

cross-subsidise.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  When you go out to refinance this, as you have just said, in a couple of years’ time on 

the commercial market, you are going to have to service a commercial debt.   



 

 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  We will get to agree the terms on which it is refinanced.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Nobody is going to lend you money on the basis that you are not going to pay it back, 

are they? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It was financed effectively as part of an agreement with 

the sponsor of the facility, the Mittal Group, as you know, who put some of the financing in as a grant and 

some as a loan.  The loan is only required to be repaid to the extent that there are surpluses to repay it.  That is 

over time.  We are not obligated to find other funds from within our budget to subsidise the debt repayment, 

which I think was the nature of the question, if I understood it. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  There are two issues, are there not?  There is the commercial interest and there is the 

capital. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  If I can come back on that, I am slightly concerned that you do not have a commercial 

approach.  Ultimately, you would agree that all debt has to be paid back?  It is not just that it is the public 

sector and therefore we can just write it off, or that a major organisation like Mittal can just write it off.  I 

would hope that you would agree that fundamentally, when you borrow money against anything in life, you 

have to pay it back.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.  The expectation is, of course, that we will.  What I 

am saying is that this is an unusual agreement for the funding. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  We appreciate that.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  The same person gave the rest of it all as grant.  It was not 

a commercial loan in the normal sense.  It was loan finance that is only repaid subject to and to the extent that 

there are surpluses from the operating of the venue.  Even when there are those surpluses, we would retain 

50% and 50% would go to the loan repayment.  That is the arrangement in place.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It could be 100 years, could it not? 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  The question still remains what real added value it has in terms of legacy.  To be 

honest, it is subjective but I think it is a pretty hideous structure.  We are really trying to make it work.  It was 

making losses.  Nobody thought it had any value.  OK, we added a slide but we are still struggling with -- 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  It is not making losses now.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  No, financially it is not making losses but have you had a discussion about the 

repayment of -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Your operating surplus is 10% of your operating costs in round terms, yes? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.   

 



 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That does not give you a huge amount of cushion, does it, if the usage starts to fall 

off?  Obviously, in the first year lots of people are going to go and try it for novelty value.  The question is 

whether those 200,000 uses a year are going to be sustainable long-term.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I agree.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What is the life of this thing?  It is not 100 years, is it? 

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  The fact is that it never featured in the main 

business plan of the LLDC.  It was effectively created through a direction from the Mayor, who is the sponsor 

of the LLDC.  You get this asset and you then have to manage it, basically.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes.  It is Boris’s [Boris Johnson MP, former Mayor of London] vanity project.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Chair, my point is a broader one.  If you are running an overall regeneration project with 

many strands and you have one bit that does not have to stack up financially, it does make me more concerned 

about whether everything else is going to stack up, be it the jobs, making money, the houses or whatever it is.  

I worry.  I have seen it in the past.  That is when you get a whole load of white elephants.  You have one white 

elephant and then they multiply.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I do not have any white elephants, if we interpret a white 

elephant as an asset that has been developed and is not being used for its purpose.  All the venues are being 

very heavily used.  If you go to the Aquatics Centre almost any day there is elite swimming training, the 

Tom Daley’s Diving Academy, there are very large numbers of people swimming there, extensive swimming 

classes for schoolchildren and swimming clubs.  The Copper Box is being used very heavily by local clubs for 

basketball, netball, volleyball, handball and so on, and there are local users from Hackney and the surrounding 

areas.  I am in danger of repeating myself but Orbit visitor numbers are already 50% over what they were for 

the whole of last year and it has turned itself from a deficit-making venue into a surplus.   

 

The jobs that are being created are being created by our commercial partners.  They do not cost us funding, 

other than that we have spent some of our regeneration budget on reporting, which we can talk more about, 

to help make sure that local people and hard-to-reach groups get the greatest benefit from those jobs.  They 

are delivered by private investors such as at Here East and the International Quarter.  That is not a draw on 

public funds at all.   

 

The homes that we are delivering are so far being delivered by private developers that we procure.  We get a 

share of the assets and a share of the receipts.  We share in the surpluses that are generated.  The long-term 

projections and the fact that we do have some venues that we do not currently anticipate will cover their own 

costs in the short term is not new news.  It has been part of the plans for a long time.   

 

The fixed estate charge, which is an income flow for the LLDC and, in the long term, for our successors - we 

are a development corporation that clearly will not be here forever - will help support the Park and the venues 

via the users contributing to it being maintained as a world-class estate.  That is why we can anticipate, over 

time, it becoming financially sustainable.  I do not think that is difficult to make sense of.  It is a plan that has 

been in place for a long time.  It has a logic that says there are venues that help attract employers and new 

housing developers.   

 

To go back to the point specifically about the Orbit, it has genuinely helped bring more businesses to the Park 

to create a day out where there are other things to do.  It has been very popular.  Whether individually we like 



 

 

to look at it or we want to go down the slide is, shortly, to be honest, not the point.  Lots and lots of people 

do.  Lots of people like the look of it.  I am not going to get into the aesthetics.  It has been popular.  It is now 

covering its costs and making a surplus, and it is part of a package of venues that bring a lot of people to the 

area.  That helps support bringing in jobs, which goes with the housing.  That is creating sustainable long-term 

regeneration.  That is what we are about.  It is not about any of those individually.  It is obviously important 

and we push very hard to make them all financially sustainable and to contribute to the whole in aggregate, 

but the point is that the Park as a whole works as regeneration for the benefit of local people on what was very 

largely derelict and waste land previously.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  I just wanted to turn to the Olympicopolis.  Excuse me.  The name has 

been changed.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Let us call it the Cultural Quarter.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  That is a very boring name.  The Olympic one is far better.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  You cannot pronounce it.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  That is true.  Someone said it was like making an omelette, that the 

ingredients are proving difficult to find.  Is that because of the Smithsonian? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  John used the word “omelette”. 

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  I am happy to break down the omelette, if you 

like.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  Let me start with John first.  I just want to hear your take on it and then 

we will come back to you, Mr Goldstone.   

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  This is similar to a lot of things with the 

Olympic Legacy Development Corporation, or whatever we are now called.  If you are going to have an Olympic 

Games, you need to have various things.  After the Games, you then need to think very cleverly about what 

you can do with them.  The most obvious one is the stadium but other venues, like Olympic swimming pools, 

are unlikely to be built in a borough on their own.  How do you make it work in the longer term?  That is the 

challenge for the LLDC.  The Olympicopolis, as it was called, is now the Cultural Quarter.   

 

Again, the LLDC is a functional body of the GLA, basically.  There was a conversation between the Mayor’s 

Office and the LLDC before I became a member of it, when I was still an Assembly Member, about what might 

be the legacy and how to make the Park work by having another attraction or two that would bring people to 

it.  The idea of having museums, concert venues or dance troupes there was hatched and sketched out.  It 

looked like that could be done.  It would take some of the value out of the land.  It looked like it might work.  

It then requires you to negotiate with all these different bodies, whether it is the Victoria and Albert Museum 

(V&A) or the Smithsonian.  As I understand it, the Smithsonian was always going to be a smaller player there 

and was going to feature as part of another of the venues.  Whether the Smithsonian is there or not may 

change the kudos of it, if you like, but it is not financially going to change it massively.  The University of the 

Arts is all stacked up.  There are still conversations about one or two of the other venues there.  David can fill 

you in on that. 

 



 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  This is a large and complex project and it is important to 

bring additional visitors to the area, but it is absolutely fundamental to our purpose in terms of the 

regeneration of the area and the economic benefits we are trying to bring to local communities.  What we are 

trying to bring here -- 

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  I am tempted to interrupt to say that you could 

just build houses and that would probably work.  The idea of having this world-class Park is that you should try 

to bring other things into the area.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Exactly.   

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  There may be a win-win.  There may be other 

things that are looking for a home.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  You cannot regenerate with housing without social infrastructure and everything 

that makes a community.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Universities, for example, are a prime driver of economic 

growth and activity.  I will let Paul say a bit about that and then I will talk, if you like, about how it is financed. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  In terms 

of the rationale, it is worth flipping back to pre-Olympic days.  The long-term ambition for Stratford has always 

been as a business district, yes, with homes, but primarily a business location.  The idea of having a university 

cluster as part of that is also quite an old idea.  It is a dozen years old.  It pre-dates the Olympics.   

 

Universities, certainly in their modern incarnation, are all about business generation.  That is what they do.  

UCL, Loughborough University London and the London College of Fashion are the three key universities there 

and that is what they do.  Secondly, universities are big attractors of businesses.  If you go to back streets of 

South Kensington or Bloomsbury, it is full of businesses that are there because of the  sizeable university 

cluster.  Universities have always been gateways into a world of careers and career pathways for young people.  

Increasingly these days that is not just about academic pathways, it is about foundation degrees, vocational 

pathways and degree apprenticeships.  It is about jobs and new worlds. 

 

The idea - these hearings always exemplify this - is that we are trying to do stuff in between and it is quite 

difficult.  Building new bits of city in existing bits of city is tough.  There are a lot of difficult questions.  Within 

some of our best universities there are some very good brains we thought we would like to have around to help 

us do that.  We have some amazing examples of that.  Really, the university cluster does come out of this 

long-term ambition for a business district in Stratford that was economically valuable to the city as a whole.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  I understand that.  That is well-worn.  I just want to know how likely this 

is to happen.  To go back to the omelette analogy, it feels like we are searching for mushrooms.  What is going 

on?  I just want to know whether it is going to happen.  As someone who has moved from west London to east 

London, I know it is important.  How close are we to making it happen? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  This is a complex project that brings together multiple 

partners.  I will explain exactly the progress we have made and where we are going.  We are bringing people 

together basically on two sites.  We have a site that will be a new UCL campus, which will be a major new 

addition to, as Paul said, all the university and economic activity in the area.  We have the Stratford Waterfront 

site at the Gateway to the Park, opposite the Aquatics Centre, where we are planning to bring a new V&A 



 

 

museum.  The London College of Fashion is relocating all its activity from currently five or six different sites 

around London, and there is the new Sadler’s Wells Dance Theatre.   

 

To answer the point about the Smithsonian, in very early plans around this it was hoped that the Smithsonian 

may have its own distinct museum.  That was a very major risk and a big step to take for the Smithsonian as an 

institution.  They have never set up any facility outside the United States (US).  Obviously it was a time of 

political uncertainty in the US and as a body its governance is very heavily politically controlled.  They made 

the decision, for their own reasons, not to proceed with that.  As John [Biggs] mentioned, they are planning to 

collaborate with the V&A and to co-exhibit within the new V&A museum.  They are still part of the project but 

it would be a collaboration with the V&A.   

 

It is a large and ambitious project.  The total spend to build all that - funded from different sources, as I will 

explain - is about £1.3 billion.  This is a very large project.  In words Paul [Brickell] used, it is creating a new 

part of the city and it is helping Stratford become a new heart of London.  This is not an insignificant 

endeavour and it is large and complex, but with enormous benefits.  The economic benefit to this area of east 

London will be very significant. 

 

The funding is from a package of sources.  The universities, because they are major businesses in their own 

right, are largely funding their own investments.  Both UCL and the University of the Arts London are making 

very large contributions to the total cost of their buildings.  We have funding that the Government agreed in 

the 2014 autumn statement that has then been confirmed in the subsequent spending review about a year 

ago.  That was before the 2015 autumn statement.  There is funding in our budgets through the GLA 

budgeting process, which we have discussed in the Budget and Performance Committee here.  There are some 

residential developments planned for the site, which contribute receipts to help fund the scheme.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  In short, you are saying it is in good nick? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.  I am very confident that it will happen.  I have not 

yet had the chance to say that we have made very good progress this year.  We have been working on the 

designs.  We published the designs last summer.  We had a big launch event last summer where the images, 

which had been consulted on very heavily, were released.  From a standing start two years ago, we have design 

teams, masterplans developed -- 

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chair):  I will just stop you because the Chair is anxious to move on.  We can pick 

this up offline and I can come and see the designs.  Thank you. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Sure.  We would be delighted if people would like to come 

and visit.  The images are all published.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Before we move on to a question that Tony [Devenish AM] wanted to raise 

regarding working with boroughs and so on, I have a question.  We talked about the difficulties you have had.  

There is a new Chair of LLDC to be appointed soon, I believe.  Can you tell us when we can expect the Chair to 

start and what the priorities will be for the new Chair? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  The closing date for applications was earlier this week.  It 

is a Mayoral appointment, to be Chair of LLDC, so it is being run from City Hall, but the application process has 

just closed.  I should say that we have not had a void.  We have not have had a hiatus.  Philip Lewis is the 

Deputy Chair of the Corporation and he has been acting as Chair, chairing meetings and filling that position as 

a Deputy while there is no Chair.   



 

 

 

The process for applications has been completed and, as you would expect, there is now a period of evaluating 

applications.  There will be shortlisting and interviews during February 2017.  I would hope that probably by 

the end of March 2017 there will have been an appointment but it obviously depends on the process.  It is a 

Mayoral appointment and I believe it would be then subject to confirmation hearings through the Assembly.  

The timing of the end appointment is going to depend on how long it takes, for example, to have that hearing.  

The process is well advanced and the evaluation of responses is now underway.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Given where the LLDC is, what do you reckon will be the priorities for the new 

Chair?   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  To some extent, obviously, the Chair will want to come to 

their own view about that.  All I can say is what I would expect.  It is worth noting that the Board appointments 

of our existing Board members, other than the ex officio mayors and leaders of the boroughs, are also due for 

renewal.  Those have been extended to allow for the recruitment of the Board.  They will be a priority for the 

new Chair coming into the position about re-establishing a new Board and the governance and engaging, I am 

sure, with the local stakeholders.   

 

All the conversations we have had so far in this meeting reflect the fact that we have a very large and diverse 

stakeholder community.  Obviously the boroughs are key partners and key members of the Board, but the 

major employers, the housing developers, the venue operators and future housing developers we are planning 

to bring in will all be key stakeholders.  For the Chair, those relationships are important.  The universities we 

were just talking about are key incoming partners that the new Chair would want to engage with.   

 

The stadium review we mentioned earlier will be going on this year and I am sure the Chair will want to engage 

with that, looking maybe with interest at the historic factors and, I am sure, very keenly interested in how we 

are going to take it forward as we are planning to, to make things better and to address the issues that have 

been identified.   

 

The Cultural and Education District, working with the universities and the incoming cultural partners, will be an 

absolute priority because that is the transformational addition to the previous plans, replacing previous housing 

plans, that will make such a great impact in terms of economic benefits.  I am sure that an incoming Chair 

being on top of how we are progressing that and securing those benefits will be a major priority, but also again 

the wider regeneration benefits.  For any Chair coming into such an organisation, it will reflect some of the 

questions you have asked.  The progress we are making, whether we are on track, our financial plans and 

financial resilience will all be key priorities.  That is my view of what the incoming Chair may decide their own 

priorities will be.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Thank you.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Can I ask for a copy of the job description that went out?  Head-hunters normally write 

clear, precise, unambiguous, well-written documents and I might have a bit more clarity on what we have been 

discussing today from that.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I cannot see any reason why not.  Obviously it has been 

out publicly in the past.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  It is a publicly available document anyway.   

 



 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  That would be helpful.  Can you set out the work that you are doing to refresh the 

Housing Strategy in light of the Mayor’s priorities, please, and can we have at least some unit numbers? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes.  Two sites are in committed development already.  

Chobham Manor has 828 homes and a target of 28% affordable.  Phase 1 is making good progress.  There will 

be around 100 units completed by March this year and the whole programme of all 828 homes completed by 

2020.  Phase 2 of that started on site on time in September.  Because that programme is contractually 

committed through planning and is delivering new homes - and indeed over 50 new homes are occupied with 

people moving in - we are not reopening that in the light of changes in the Mayor’s Strategy.   

 

East Wick and Sweetwater is planned to deliver 1,500 homes, of which about 30% are affordable.  The other 

70% are split between private rented sector homes and private for sale.  It is split three ways.  On both 

Chobham Manor and East Wick and Sweetwater, the affordable proportion is split between social rent, 

affordable rent and shared ownership in a roughly 30:30:40 split, if you want the detail.   

 

The first phase planning application for East Wick and Sweetwater is in and due to be determined by our 

planning committee in February 2016, to then get on site soon after in the first half of this year.  We 

accelerated East Wick and Sweetwater by six years.  It will now get on site this year but the programme then 

takes about six years, to complete by 2023.  That will be 1,500 units.  The developer is a joint venture of 

Balfour Beatty and Places for People.  The joint venture delivering Chobham Manor is between London and 

Quadrant and Taylor Wimpey.   

 

We then have three other sites as part of our scheme and two sites where we are supporting wider 

development by others.  In response to the Mayor’s Strategy, to your specific question, Pudding Mill Lane and 

Rick Roberts Way are the two sites where we can look to change the plans in light of the new Mayor’s 

Strategy.  Pudding Mill Lane was originally intended to start on site in 2022 and we are looking to bring that 

forward to get on site for 2020.  Because we are accelerating it and had not planned to until earlier this year, 

when we identified the need to respond to the Mayor’s Strategy, we are doing that master-planning now.  We 

anticipate building up to 1,200 homes by -- 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  When will you have finished the master-planning so you know exactly how many homes 

and how many affordable homes? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I hope we will bring that by the end of this calendar year 

to late 2017.  There is capacity master-planning, and then we need to look at what the tenure mix is and the 

phasing.  I mentioned earlier that accelerating it and moving to much higher levels of affordable housing will 

impact on the receipts we generate.  Leaving aside the point Mayor John Biggs made about the Lottery 

repayment, as an absolute minimum threshold we have to generate enough receipts to repay our borrowings.  

We need to make sure that the phasing and the tenure mix allows us to do that.  It is going to take us some 

months more.  Probably as part of the next budget round we will be firming that information up.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  By the end of the year you will be able to say, for each phase of these developments, 

when they are going to become shovel-ready, therefore when they are going to be built out and then whether 

you will have the financial revenue streams going forward?  End of the calendar year, definitely?   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I am not saying “definitely”.  I believe that to be the case 

but it is not totally in my hands.  We need to agree it through planning and we need to agree it with the GLA 



 

 

because of the financial consequences.  That is what we are working towards.  We have a similar ambition on 

Rick Roberts Way, which is the other large site.  Rick Roberts Way has one other complication, or benefit in 

some ways, which is that we jointly own it with the London Borough of Newham.  It is a complex patchwork 

quilt of ownership.  We originally planned to deliver 400 units, getting on site in 2026.  Again, we are 

accelerating that to hit the 50% and get on site by 2020.  We are hoping to get to around 1,000 units on 

there.  That is a 250% increase.  I hope you understand from all that that we are accelerating and increasing 

the affordable proportion of our future development sites very significantly.  We are responding to the new 

Mayor’s policy.   

 

On Hackney Wick Central, where we are a minority landowner but the planning authority and are acting as the 

broker and convenor of multiple landowners, we are delivering about 850 units, again recognising the pressure, 

the priority and the Mayor’s agenda for greater affordability.  That is a scheme that was always structured 

around maintaining the employment workspace and the unique character of Hackney Wick, helping the 

creative industries to stay there, but we are now expecting to achieve a good level of affordable housing as 

well as the provided workspace.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Thank you.  How is the LLDC working with boroughs to meet its workforce targets and 

how do you set these targets?  Maybe we could start with John this time, please.   

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  The first point to make is that the LLDC is in 

many ways a landlord of a lot of the job creation.  There may be jobs created in land remediation or 

construction of venues that might be owned in some way by the LLDC or in partnership with the LLDC, but a 

lot of what is happening is releasing land for other people to build things or do things on.  It is a bit like the 

relationship we, as a borough, have with Canary Wharf, where we might say, “You are Canary Wharf; give us all 

the jobs”, but in reality of course it may be a clutch of different banks that have different relationships with 

Canary Wharf. 

 

The second thing to say is that when I was first elected there used to be an Olympic -- what did we call it?  

The Olympic Boroughs Board? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  The Host 

Boroughs Board. 

 

Mayor John Biggs (Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets):  The Host Boroughs Board.  We were not 

allowed to call it Olympic, but it was the Host Boroughs Board which after the Olympics became the local 

Growth Boroughs Board.  That still legally exists, but I think it is fair to say that it does not really meet as a 

board anymore, so the boroughs have gone their separate ways in terms of collaborating on a big picture about 

regeneration benefits.  There are individual discussions.  There has been influence in the plan-making with the 

LLDC, and we meet on an officer and occasionally a member level to help influence and discuss how these 

different schemes will work.   

 

The workforce targets.  There are some direct programmes in terms of training, in terms of consequential job 

placements and in terms of grants which I think come from the LLDC, which have helped various programmes 

to happen.  We can provide you with a table which indicates some of the numbers that come out of that.  

Other than for Newham, which of course has the biggest share of the land and the biggest share of the 

regeneration, the numbers are fairly small on a direct basis.  It is more about us influencing regeneration so we 

can then help people get into jobs which are consequential from the development.  Does that go some way to 

answering your question? 

 



 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Who runs these programmes?  Who is ultimately responsible?  I know you sit around the 

Board being an important Mayor, but who actually runs it, working for you and pushing these things forward? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  We do. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  You do?   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Can we say a bit about how we do this?   

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  If you 

like, I can explain how we do this. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  We believe we have an exemplary way of doing this -- 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Stop me 

if I am giving too much or too little detail.  There are a set of targets.  Targets for employment are under 

appendix 2 of your briefing notes with the numbers, and then performance again is there.   

 

The first thing to say is that those targets were set primarily through the planning permission that we got by 

the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA), and the ODA set some rather weak targets based on their previous 

experience of things.  When we got our commission, we worked with the boroughs to stretch the targets, and 

that meant to aim for higher levels of local employment but also to include target groups.  We set targets with 

the boroughs for ourselves of people in the workforce from black and minority ethnic (BAME) communities, 

women and disabled people.  We voluntarily extended our targets, and they are the ones that you see written 

down. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Are you meeting them, though? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  If you 

then look on the right-hand side, you will see that by and large we are meeting and greatly exceeding them.  If 

I could just come back to that in a moment, there are some exceptions which are interesting, but I will come 

back.   

 

The important thing about delivering these targets and whether you meet them or not is that you then do not 

just put them on the shelf.  You do something about them.  The first thing we do is first of all in procurement.  

We work very hard during procurement, dialogue with the market, tell them that this is front and centre of 

what we want to do, and get them to compete with each other in telling us how they are going to stretch 

those targets further.  We get good deals.  We enshrine those agreed targets in contracts or in leases, whether 

it is contractual or a leaseholder or whoever it is that we are working with.  That is quite effective. 

 

You can still leave that on the shelf if you are not careful, so what we then do is work very actively - and I have 

a team that does this, that liaises with the boroughs - to work with employers very closely.  The point about 

employers is to have a relationship with them that refreshes constantly the idea that this is important to us, to 

have them tell us what kinds of jobs are coming up in advance and exactly what kind of people they want for 

those jobs.  That then allows us to go back to the job brokerages in the boroughs - those relationships differ 

between the boroughs - and say to them, “Can you now find the people who can walk into the interviews and 

get those jobs?”  To help prepare people for that, that requires often some training, and that is where the 

grants come in.  We sometimes do that by granting money to the boroughs, and then they spend that on the 

training that they think they need in order for their residents to be successful in those interviews and get into 



 

 

those jobs.  Sometimes, finally, we commission our own training, and if Clare [Beamish, Head of Strategy, 

LLDC] was here I would say that one of our major focal points for construction training is the Cathall Road 

facility in Waltham Forest.  We have invested a lot of money getting people trained up through that.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  The cynical question you probably always get from all politicians is: are all these jobs 

that do go to the BAME community or disabled community etc the lowest-level jobs - the cleaners, the 

apprentice brickies - or do you have a nice list of jobs that go right through to the professional class of jobs 

that you are recruiting for? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  We have 

a spread, but at the moment they are quite often in the construction business that we are in and in the 

management of parks and venues.  The employment is often at the lower level, I would say, and that is why we 

have put such a big emphasis on the other part of this, which is the apprenticeship programme.  We also have a 

very successful apprenticeship programme, and there in construction, I think, where we started off getting 

people into apprenticeships - which were about general construction, so at the lower end of the skills - 

progressively, as we have gone year on year, we have pushed those up to higher-level apprenticeships in 

higher-skilled trades, and this is really important.  Come back to me and I will tell you why it is really important.   

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Are you going to headhunt some BAME community people higher up the professional 

rate to mentor the earlier ones, rather than having a bluntly professional white workforce probably at the top 

and a more mixed workforce lower down? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Yes.  We 

encourage our contractors and our operators to do that, but again it is very much in their hands.  You are right 

to spot that the targets do not stratify between levels of jobs.  That is why we have returned to say the very 

important thing is to get people into the position where they have the skills to compete for these jobs.  That is 

particularly important when we talk about universities coming in and when we talk about technology 

businesses coming in, many of which will be quite small, so it is easier.  Many of the businesses that come into 

the Park will be quite small businesses, so you are not trying to access a hierarchy that is higher up.  The skills 

gaps are considerable, so we are doing quite a lot of work in order to get local people skilled up for those 

creative digital technology businesses.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Can I just make two small, very specific points?  The fact 

that you have this information in front of you is because we publish it, and another bit of what we did that is 

unusual is we make sure it is published so that - and it stops it being left on a shelf - it is publicly visible.  

People are being held to account for it.  We do break it down by different contracts, and that means it cannot 

be ignored, and it means if people are not achieving what they promised to achieve when they contracted with 

us, that is visible and held to account. 

 

The second thing I would mention is just in terms of higher-level jobs.  I mentioned earlier the technology, the 

cultural and university jobs coming through, both at Here East and as the new cultural and education partners 

come through to us.  This is to help create the higher-level jobs you are exactly referring to.  We are delivering 

tailored programmes aimed at those; for example, in relation to creative industry.  We have a bursary 

programme running with a local university to help local people access high-quality degrees and to help them 

on to that career path.  We are doing things exactly on the agenda you are referring to to help make sure there 

are high-quality jobs coming as well as just the number of jobs.  The apprenticeship programme I think has 

been really successful.  We have an annual event to celebrate it - it is bigger and bigger every year - to give 

apprenticeship awards.   

 



 

 

The last thing I would mention is just in terms of the long-term roles for sustainable jobs as opposed to 

construction, which is necessarily short-term on a project.  We are running at about two-thirds of all the jobs 

locally going to people from the four local boroughs, and that is not something that happens by accident.  

That happens because of the work that is done through Paul [Brickell]’s team working with the boroughs and 

making sure we are planning ahead for the skills that are going to be needed, for the jobs that are going to 

come, and helping local people be well placed to do that.  I do think we are at the forefront of doing this well 

in terms of securing it, and publishing it is an important part of that. 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  How are you meeting targets for BAME, for women, for disabled? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  In 

general, if you look at the lists in appendix 2, very good, but you spot some outliers.  If you look at the 

workforce in aggregate for the venues, for the Copper Box Arena and for the swimming pool, the number of 

people from BAME communities is low.  It is not very low, but it is well below targets and it is well below what 

we are achieving elsewhere.  Instead of noting that, we went and interrogated that with the operator, which is 

Greenwich Leisure Limited (GLL).  That is then very interesting.  If you then break that down and look at the 

Copper Box, members of BAME communities that are there are reflective of east London.  If you look at the 

Aquatics Centre, there are very, very low levels, and you say to GLL, “Why is this?”  They say, “Don’t worry 

about that too much because that is true across London”.  It is the case, apparently, in swimming pools across 

London that the workforce does not reflect London population in terms of the number of BAME communities.  

We said, “Instead of just thinking that is interesting, what can we do about that?  Why is that?”  That is clearly 

not very good for Londoners whether they are in the workforce or whether they are consumers, whether they 

are swimmers.  You need to see a proper workforce that understands its customer base.  We have instituted 

Just [Space], and I do not know how well it is going yet.  We will be able to monitor a series of measures that 

say let us promote those careers and promote those apprenticeship opportunities and those jobs to people 

from BAME communities and try to solve a London-wide problem, instead of just noting that the figures have 

gone awry.  That is probably the biggest area where we have had issues.   

 

Some of the others: particularly construction and disabled people in the workforce is an issue.  We were getting 

low numbers to begin with.  We found some of that was about reporting.  People who had a disability did not 

want to tell their employer because, particularly in construction, they feared that that would disadvantage 

them in the workplace or for getting their next contract.  With some of the contractors, like BAM Nuttall, once 

you tell them that, they can then take steps to reassure their workforce that that is not the case, so you can 

then have disabled people declaring their disability, and that presumably improves their conditions in the 

workplace.  Also, we again took some steps to promote careers in construction to disabled people to begin to 

push those numbers up.  Now I think we are thereabouts on the number of disabled people you would expect.  

Targets are really, really important and it is important to monitor them, but the most important thing is what 

you do with the information.  It is not just for interest’s sake.  It is about intervening. 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Debbie, thanks for your patience.  Before we come up with questions which my 

colleague, Shaun [Bailey AM], has, would you like to do your presentation for the Committee, please?   

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  

Yes.  In the presentation I have tried to answer some of the questions you raised.   

 

Thank you very much for inviting me.  I am Debbie Humphry, and I worked with Professor Phil Cohen [Emeritus 

Professor, Cultural Studies, University of East London] in East Village for about a year and a half from late 

2014 through to early 2016 on various projects that were under the remit of Speaking Out of Place, and we 

worked in the capacity of LivingMaps Network.   



 

 

 

There were several projects.  A couple included young people’s video projects and mapping.  I will draw broadly 

on research but I will be largely focusing in this presentation on the ethnography, which was working with 

residents of East Village and finding out what people in East Village felt about and their experience of moving 

in there.  These are the methods we used.  It was close-up method, observation, in-depth interviews, 

photography and participation.   

 

To just give you a little feel for the project before I talk about the findings, photography-wise, taking images 

from a distance to get a sense of what is going on in the space, and then coming in closer to photograph the 

residents in their homes and photograph the residents in places that they identified as important to them in 

the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park and local spaces.  I also worked with the residents for them to produce their 

own photographs so that they could track with a camera how they use space and what they thought of moving 

in there, and then interpreting that back to us.  These are some of the residents’ images showing how they 

have used the space and how they feel about a space.  The result of the project was a report but also an 

exhibition of the photographs I took - because I am a photographer as well as an ethnographer - and the work 

of the residents that I worked with.  The exhibition was in E20 in East Village but it also moved over the bridge 

and was in E15 at Stratford Central Library.   

 

What I am going to talk about today - it is really brief, this presentation - is to try to focus on three areas: 

home, housing, East Village community and its relationship with the wider community, and then public space in 

the context of the development of the Park.  There were two questions.  You had asked me particularly to 

think about the first question: what could be done to make sure that East Village and the Olympic Park mesh 

with surrounding areas?  I had also picked up on a second question about gentrification, which is about 

preventing local people losing out and how this brings benefits to the disadvantaged east Londoners that 

basically the legacy was initially promising it would help.  I have loosely joined those two questions to think 

about: how can the wider community be included in the benefits of Olympic regeneration, in relation to these 

three key areas? 

 

Thinking about housing first of all, you are probably all familiar with the tenured distribution in East Village, 

but what I wanted to highlight from this was in relation to this discussion about affordable housing, that the 

only housing that is not linked to market rates is the social housing.  I know everyone knows that but I just 

wanted to make that point.  The other affordable offers are becoming increasingly unaffordable as the house 

prices in London, as we know, are hugely escalating.  It is really important to keep in mind that the only house 

prices that can be kept at a realistic level are the social housing because the rest will just go up with these 

crazy London house prices.  That is the only thing that we can hang on to.   

 

Then looking at the homes that people are living in, thinking about their experiences, the images show that 

people indeed are enjoying the homes in East Village.  These are participants’ images as well.  People are 

making themselves at home.  They are settling in.  There are very positive reports generally from people about 

their experiences.  They are enjoying their new appliances.  I would also say these are all images from the 

different tenure types, and there are a few differences between the different tenure types, but I would argue 

there is a high degree of equity between the different tenure types in terms of quality, space and the 

experience of light etc.   

 

Again, I would say in terms of benefiting the east Londoners, the tenure type that by far accommodated actual 

people from the six host boroughs was the social housing offer.  The other categories of affordable housing 

and the private rented seemed to have a high proportion of incomers.  Again, this is the key tenure that is 

including people from the wider east London area, the people that the legacy aimed to advantage.   

 



 

 

The key point from this about housing is that, clearly, if you want to include the original local people into the 

legacy, you have to look at social housing.  If you want to manage gentrification, as the question asks, to 

ensure that local people do not lose out, this is the key area that you do so.  I know there are some arguments 

like, “It is just a London-wide problem.  What can we do?  House prices are rising”.  However, this housing is 

not linked to the market rates, and I would argue there is local power.  We have local power at the LLDC.  We 

have local power with the local authorities and with the London Assembly.  I think it is about trying to use the 

weight that you have to make that happen.  

 

I was interested about the new developments where you said you are upping the affordable housing.  I did a 

rough calculation, and it seemed to me that less than 10% is going to be social housing.  When you say you are 

going to try to meet the Mayor’s strategy of 50% and it is split across the three tenures - 30:30:40 - that is, as 

I understood it, a 30% proportion.  I worked it out and it seemed to be less than 10%1 would be social housing, 

but I am happy for you to calculate that figure for me.  Just to put the context that we know, the waiting lists 

are massive across all the host boroughs. 

 

Then moving on to think about the community within East Village and also thinking about the relationship 

between the East Village community and the wider area.  First of all, I am going to think about who is in East 

Village and then I am going to think about the relationships between the people.  Who is in East Village?  A lot 

of people talk about the young, urban professionals that have moved into East Village, and indeed there are a 

lot of young, urban professionals, particularly in the private rented 51% offer, but there is a mix at East Village.  

There is definitely a mix.  There are families and young professional couples.  There are quite a lot of students 

living in what were originally imagined as the family homes.  There are young people who attend the local 

school.  Again, to go back to the social housing offer, there were some priorities in the allocations policy that 

benefited particular groups of people.  For example, Mike was in the Armed Forces and was homeless, so he 

was someone for whom it was of particular benefit.   

 

However, my second key point really is that the allocations policy could be revisited.  This is something that is 

more in control of local councils since the 2011 Localism Act, which impacted on the choice of priorities for 

East Village and generally Newham.  For example, Armed Forces, in-work and work-ready and people in 

overcrowded accommodation were prioritised, which is great if you are in those categories.  It did benefit a lot 

of people in East Village and it was great.  A lot of people’s lives were transformed by this.  However, there 

were exclusions and there were non-priorities.  For example, vulnerable people without sufficient support were 

excluded.  Because in-work and work-ready were prioritised, single parents with young children under five who 

are on income support and not deemed work-ready will be deprioritised.  Anyone in a household who had an 

antisocial behaviour issue or credit issues was excluded.  Sorry, I have repeated the vulnerable people thing.  

Homeless were not excluded but they were not on the priority list.  I would argue that most of the vulnerable 

and marginalised people were not in the priority list, and while I understand that it was important to make East 

Village a successful, integrated community and lower the problems, at the same time I think this needs to be 

looked at because the legacy did aim to help the most deprived people in East London.  Allocations policy is 

something that could be revisited, and again there is local power to do this.   

 

The integration between people in East Village seemed to be very good.  There seemed to be integration 

between neighbours.  There were things set up by the housing providers and by East Village management.  

There was free sport in the Park, so lower-income people could be included in that.  Residents set up their own 

social groups.  They set up a Saturday football club for local kids.  Residents’ Associations.  There was quite a 

lot of cross-ethnicity, cross-class integration among the pioneer community.  I think that was successful.  

Facebook, local spaces.   

                                                 
1 Following the meeting, Debbie Humphry provide a correction: The social housing element - i.e. the only non-market linked housing 
offer - is 15% of the total 50% offer. 



 

 

 

There was a lot of focus on the community in East Village being integrated and being successful, so it was 

quite an internal focus, and there was not really a focus on how that community would then integrate with the 

wider community.  This is evident.  Obviously some people do have links.  Particularly, again, people in social 

housing that were originally from east London are going to have links outside of East Village, but a lot of the 

newcomers liked the cosmopolitan colour of Hackney Wick and going outside, but I would not say there were 

deep bonds or relationships going on between East Village and the wider community.  People may have heard 

that there is a reference to the ‘dark side’, which is something that people in East Village talk about, going to 

Stratford.  There is a lot of talk about this bubble and, “We can get everything we need from here.  We’ve got 

the transport.  We can go where we want”.  I would say there is a limited amount of integration across. 

 

Having said that, two of the projects we have worked on with young people, particularly the mapping project 

in the school.  Chobham Manor did have young people from not just East Village but the wider community, 

and we know there has been a new school come now to the Park.  Working with schools, in schools, and across 

and between schools, both in the Park and outside the Park, is a good way of getting that cross-community 

integration, not just with the kids, who are going to grow up and get older, but with the parents, as access to 

the parents as well.  That is a place we did identify there was opportunity.  That would be my third point.   

 

The last thing I am going to talk about is the public space in context of the Olympic Park development.  Again 

we have the residents’ photos, largely relying on them, and people are clearly coming back with these images 

that show that they value and they use the community and social infrastructure in the space of East Village and 

the Park.  They really enjoyed the green space.  This is the wetlands just outside the flats.  There is a lot of 

positive feeling about this.  I know the LLDC has collected statistics saying that a lot of local people do use the 

Park, and I do not know how many of them are from East Village and how many are from outside East Village.  

The pictures show a lot of space.  I suppose the images in a way raise the question of, are people coming in 

from outside?  It is not just about East Villagers going out into the wider community, but is the wider 

community coming in to the Park? 

 

We know physically that it is bounded by major motorways and railways and there is a physical challenge there.  

When we had the two exhibitions in E20 and in E15, we put a big sheet of paper on the wall with loads of pens 

attached and asked visitors to write their comments on, “What do you think of the Olympic legacy?”  While in 

both places there was a mixed response, there were generally far more positive comments.  This is from East 

Village.  This is in the health centre.  The comments on that sheet were largely really positive, saying, “It is 

great.  It has transformed for the better”.  These were the experiences of people who had moved into 

East Village and used the Olympic Park.  Once it went over to Stratford in E15 and was in the local library, 

again there were some positive comments, but there was a much bigger thrust towards these comments where 

people felt the legacy was not for them; they did not feel included.  I know this is your question, how do you 

then include people?  I know you are aware of that and you are thinking, how then do you include people, 

especially with these kinds of challenges? 

 

Some of the things we came up with, because you asked us for ideas: we were thinking particularly about the 

Cultural Quarter, the formerly Olympicopolis.  We think that there is an opportunity here to include local 

people.  My colleague, Phil Cohen, who has worked with UCL and taught quite a lot with UCL and other people 

who are coming in, feels that there is this sense of wanting to have the local community there to add some 

local colour, but actually the model is a top-down model, and it is a deficit model, and it is the kind of model 

which assumes that education and culture is being brought to this area as if it does not have it already.  The 

point is that there is loads and loads of culture and existing community art already existing there.  The general 

critique of the way that the legacy has been deployed is that it is a top-down model, so I think this is an 

opportunity to turn that model around and create a bottom-up model, where it is recognised that there is 



 

 

already stuff going on there.  Let us look at that, let us talk to people, let us bring those people in and 

genuinely have a bottom-up, local-led model, not just one that is based on cosmopolitan local colour, but one 

that has a chance to genuinely not just integrate into something that the legacy is bringing but build from 

what is already existing there.   

 

Another small comment is that there are lots of projects going on in the Park.  For example, at the moment I 

am associated with a Heritage Lottery project which is rebuilding the Carpenter’s Lock in the Park.2  One of the 

targets was to include the local community, but it highlighted people living in the Park.  It is really important 

that any projects that are going into the Park are overseen, and the target should be people outside the Park.  

People in East Village can access the Park really easily.  They already use and enjoy the Park.  They are going 

to come and find this stuff.  The target should be to include people and target people outside.  It did include 

schools which clearly, as I said, cross both communities, but I think there needs to be more emphasis on that.   

 

To conclude, exactly what I have said: housing is a key issue so it is about bringing in as much social housing as 

possible.  This will mitigate gentrification processes.  It is about looking at the allocations policy, seeing if that 

can include also the vulnerable and marginalised people in the community as well.  It is about working with 

schools and having an inclusive development model.  I do not know what we can do, but I am suggesting that 

we are quite well-positioned to do research to find out.  The key is you are asking me how they can integrate 

with the wider community, but we have researched East Village, and what it needs is similar research that is 

going on outside of East Village.  You need to ask those people outside of East Village what they think.  How 

do they think they can be integrated into this project?  It is a matter of talking and finding out what the wider 

community thinks.   

 

I have loads more but I know there is no time.  If you want to invite me back at any point, I have key points 

about the Paralympic legacy and the inclusion of disabled people that I would not have time for because I 

knew it had to be a very short presentation, but I am happy to come back and elaborate on any of this.   

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Thanks very much for a very comprehensive presentation.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chairman):  I have one question, or comment.  I come from a very poor 

community that had lots done for it and to it, and the only thing that really worked was when that poor 

community went out into the mainstream world.  The people around it do not need to come to this 

community.  What they need is the community not to be cut off.  What is interesting is you have the 

universities and job opportunities arriving.  The test will be those people, the grown-ups who are already there, 

because they set the horizon for the children there, and in the future the children who are born there and 

where they end up.  If they do not end up running the V&A Museum, having your job, etc, then it has been a 

failure from that point of view.  I worry that by highlighting the community you have said to them, “You are 

poor and we are going to help you”.  That help will at some point leave, so they need confidence and 

resilience, not so much enabling.  That is just a personal opinion. 

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  

Yes.  Sorry.  I did not mean it to sound like that.  I understand exactly what you mean.  When I was talking 

about a bottom-up-led community development, that is what I mean.  I do not mean the researchers coming in 

and going, “We think this and we think that”.  It is about working and finding out what is there, what they 

want and what can be built.  If what they want are the skills to go into the top jobs at the V&A, then great.  

Making those links between people and these organisations that exist and are coming in.  Also, I was not 

                                                 
2 Debbie Humphry made contact following the meeting to stress that work was ongoing with the Carpenters Lock Heritage Lottery 
Project who themselves are keen for the project to reach an audience wider than the people living on or near the park. 
 



 

 

saying everyone was poor.  I was saying there is a lot of value in the fact that there are artistic communities 

there.  There are people who already have jobs that they can afford because they have affordable housing.  It 

is about protecting what is there.  I do not think we have to necessarily be the Director of the V&A to have a 

successful life.  It is really important to look at what is of value to people that are there and find out what they 

want and what they have that can be built on and protected.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Deputy Chairman):  Thank you.   

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Just very 

quickly to say we have welcomed the work you have done and been very closely associated with it.  We are not 

the developer for East Village, but we have been very closely involved with it because of the lessons we could 

learn from Chobham Manor, East Wick and Sweetwater, and the number of lessons from others, like allocations 

policies for the boroughs and so forth.  For ourselves, some of the things we have learnt about having families 

and singles and professional couples living in the same space will be very useful, and this whole point about 

integration with the wider community.  We do not run the Carpenter’s Lock project.  I am slightly shocked they 

have done that too, because certainly all of our projects that we do are very widely spread. 

 

Just one very quick little story because it relates to the point you have just made.  The V&A has this very good 

curator programme for graduates.  It is world-class.  It is the gold standard.  Everybody goes after it.  They 

know that their demographic is very middle class, very white.  We said, “We think we can find someone in east 

London who would qualify for that.  Let us go and find someone and get them through the door and into the 

interview who would not normally”.  We did that.  We ran a course with them and others.  We got a load of 

candidates and they came in.  One of the women who got one of these prized assistant curatorships lives not 

in East Village but in Stratford Newtown, the existing community just immediately after.  Traditional interview 

question: “Can you work under pressure and can you work in a team?”  Everyone else who has come from all 

these wonderful things has gap-yeared in every single conceivable creative institution and museum and art 

gallery that you could imagine.  They are very, very polished.  This young woman comes in and she said, “I 

could not afford to go to university when I left school.  I had to work for two years before I went to university.  

I worked as a pastry chef in a big kitchen in the middle of a restaurant in London”.  You thought, “That nails 

it”.  If you can work as a pastry chef in a restaurant, you know deadlines, you know teamwork and you know 

hard grit.  What became evident to those interviewers was that there are people from poor communities that if 

you miss them, you are missing real talent that you must have if you want to make a successful university or 

you want to be successful.  I think we are beginning to accumulate these really nice stories of these worlds 

colliding in the way that I think you are suggesting we should try.  We are at the beginning stages and there is 

a lot to go, but this work has been really helpful in helping us think about some of these thorny issues, I would 

say.   

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  I 

just want to pick up on the thing about the Carpenter’s Lock.  I feel like I am doing that project a disservice.  It 

has several target audiences.  One is schools, which is across the borough.  It does say local audiences, people 

living in the Park, and we are also working with them and they are talking about wanting to be much wider 

than that, but we are working with them to ensure that it is also accessible.  I do not want to in any way 

denigrate that project.  It was more the general point that to whomever is checking projects this should be 

highlighted that it is really important to integrate people outside who are not living in the Park.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  David, last week we went to talk to the people in Fish Island, around there.  They do 

not like you very much.  Do you have any idea why? 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  No. 



 

 

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  

Yes. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  It 

depends who you have been talking to, because quite a lot of them we know very well and we have a very 

constructive relationship with.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  There are a lot of people there.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  There may be some people who do not.  As Paul said, 

there has been very intensive engagement over a long time. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That is not their view. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  I do not know who you were speaking to.  What I am 

saying is there has been very intensive engagement, both -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I can give you a list.   

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Yes, do. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  -- in formal consultation and informally.  John [Biggs] has 

just had to go, but he and I did a meeting with a number of groups, Vittoria Wharf and wider Fish Island, in 

November [2016] I think it was.  A very large number of people came.  We did an open group to discuss all 

their concerns.  That is not a formal part of any planning process.  That was just informally.  Paul has attended 

many, many meetings with interested groups in Fish Island.  There is a tension, I think it is fair to say, in terms 

of the objectives we have talked about for the wider regeneration we are trying to achieve for the whole area, 

of which an important strand of that is improving the connectivity and the physical and social integration - 

which is the theme of the conversation we were just hearing about East Village - and improving the integration 

between communities.   

 

At the moment, Fish Island is quite cut off, and new communities developing there, whether that is the 

existing people or other people coming in, are physically cut off, and again this was referred to in that 

interesting presentation, the importance of those physical barriers, the A12, waterways, rivers, etc.  We are 

trying to improve connectivity by putting in both community integration and physical integration, such as 

bridges.  That is what has caused some unhappiness for some people in that community.  These have been 

planned for a very long time.  They were in Tower Hamlets’ own Fish Island area action plan a number of years 

ago.  They have been in the planning applications related to the Olympics since I think 2007, the Local Plan 

that we have developed, the Legacy Communities Scheme etc.   

 

All of the occupants of the areas affected were only ever on short-term leases because it was always planned 

that the areas that are being redeveloped to enable the bridges would become available so that we could 

affect that investment in that development to support the integration, because what we are talking about is 

access to the 1,500 homes we talked about earlier at East Wick and Sweetwater, the two schools that will be in 

that area, the health facilities that will be there, and all the wider opportunities and, for example, all the job 

opportunities, the employment opportunities, higher-grade ones, that are coming at Here East.  If we do not 

have the physical links, all those opportunities are lost.  That is what the connectivity means in practice.   

 



 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I do not want to want to get into a lot of detail.  On the Vittoria Wharf there is not a 

need for a pedestrian bridge because there is the lock bridge and that could be improved, and that would 

provide a pedestrian bridge, rather than one with 50 yards on it.  The key point they are making is this  

top-down thing.  They are saying you are providing artists’ studios in the bottom of these buildings, which we 

saw, which are all empty because they are not what the artists need to do their jobs, and they are saying you 

are not really engaging with them.  They say the sorts of things they need are these old yards where they can 

do welding and the other crazy stuff they do, which they cannot do underneath a residential block for obvious 

reasons.  They say that what has been provided does not meet the needs of the artistic community in the area, 

and there is a lot of opposition.   

 

The basic point I am coming to is this.  Is the gentrification that is going on inevitable?  How are you going to 

accommodate these people who are simply square pegs that are not going to fit into your round holes, or the 

other way around? 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Could we 

just wind back slightly?  You have spoken to a certain set of people who we know and love and have 

conversations with the whole time, and have done for a very long time.  It is clearly an area of massive change.  

Our ambition, like their ambition, is to keep this as a place where employment happens, where people work, 

rather than just carpet houses across it, and where there are artists’ studios, that artists and all sorts can find 

affordable space.  That is the context of all the planning work that we are doing and of what we will do when 

we build on our land.   

 

It is very easy to say that to people and them not believe a word of it, and I quite understand that.  You will 

have spoken to some people who do not believe a word of it.  That is why what we have done across the 

community in that area is try to make that practically real.  The first thing that we have done over a period of 

five years now or more is to build a relationship, which sometimes works and sometimes does not, and 

sometimes it will be the same people.  That means turning up and having dialogue.  For example, you probably 

met Will Chamberlain from the Hackney Wick and Fish Island Cultural Interest Group.  We spend a lot of time 

with him, with them, a lot of conversation to-ing and fro-ing.  We have done a lot of things together.  We 

sometimes do not see eye to eye, and that is the way it goes in those talking shops, if you like, a lot of stuff. 

 

Secondly, because we say we believe in artists’ studios, we have supported artists’ studios.  For example, the 

White Building, which was a derelict print-house, is one of those yards, in fact.  We acquired a leasehold on 

that.  We hired Space Studios, which is a Hackney-based artist studio provider, to be our manager in that 

building.  They have managed it for five years as artists’ studios, with artists’ residences and so forth,  

low-price.  They sponsor within that a very successful artisan brewery and pizzeria, exactly the sort of group of 

people that you are talking about.  The idea to do that is because we fear that the time will come when the 

landlord - we do not own the land, we just acquired a long lease of it - will chuck every one of those people 

out and try to build houses on it.  We wanted to establish in that part of Hackney Wick a strong presence of 

Space Studios with artists’ studios so that they could move into and move some of that activity across into the 

Park in the new developments, so that the new developments are not devoid of that sort of activity.  The very 

encouraging thing at the moment is that they have heads of terms with Here East to manage the whole of the 

front of the gantry, as it is called, of the Here East Building, that big behemoth, as a series of low-cost artists’ 

studios.  I very much hope that will lead into future affordable artists’ studios in the new development as well 

as the old.   

 

Ninety Main Yard is another example of an old factory which, again, we could have boarded up and left but we 

did not.  We have a wonderful set of tenants in there who have a very successful bar and restaurant riverside.  

Again, it is real hipster -- 



 

 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Why do people at Fish Island think that they are excluded -- 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Let me 

just explain.  You need to know what we have done, because these are facts on the ground.  This is not me 

saying that we have talked to them.  We have.  At 90 Main Yard, that is on the ground floor.  On the second 

floor they let them out as music studios, a lot of young people, mainly, making their music in there, recording.  

On the top floor is co-working space in that studio, and again we have done that.   

 

Another example on a piece of derelict, empty land was Frontside Skate Park, which was another very hipster, 

very young, very not my world, but a Skate Park with horticulture and art in it.  They have just moved on 

because we need to in due course build the station, doing the station work next door, and we are helping them 

to find a new space.  Andrew Willis [Engineer, Frontside] is very positive about us.  By our fruits you can know 

that it is not the case that we do not care about artists and artists’ studios.  It is not the case we have not 

talked to those organisations.   

 

The last one I should mention is Hub67, which is the community space we built out of recycled bits of the old 

Olympic Park, which is just by Hackney Wick Station there, which we did with the residents of the Trowbridge 

Estate, largely, who designed that, and it is used largely by residents who are there.  That is managed - 

because we deliberately wanted to strengthen their economic position and they also put in a good bid - by the 

Yard Theatre, which is another piece of this.  It is not the case that we have not worked with those people. 

 

What has come to a head is the Vittoria Wharf situation.  That is what has brought to the head a group of 

people who are unhappy with us.  I have perfectly good conversations and relationships with people like 

Nima Teranchi [campaigner, Save Hackney Wick], who you would have met, and Will Chamberlain and others.  

This is not expressed animosity.  I certainly do not feel it from them or towards them.  There is another 

warehouse, as you know, which we are going to demolish to build a bridge.  Again, most developers would 

have boarded it up five years ago.  We did not board it up.  We let it for five years on five-year leases or 

thereabouts at low rent, on the basis that we knew that it would be empty in five years.  In fact, a large 

number of the people in that Vittoria Wharf were not artists.  We had the people who were distributing 

foodstuffs and all sorts of little businesses, all of whom except two moved on without a murmur in the end, 

and two gathered, as you saw, the momentum of unhappiness.  

 

It is not that we wish to knock that building down in order to do something awful.  What we wish to do is to 

build a bridge, which has been, as John [Biggs] would say if he was here, an ambition of Tower Hamlets 

Council for about 15 years.  Yes, there is another bridge within sight, but this needs the connectivity that 

makes this a normal part of London, which is a real prerequisite of what we have been saying.  One of the 

things that we really worry about with the East Village and Chobham Manor is that there are roads and there is 

a railway between it and normal life and the rest of the world, and that is a real problem.  Bridges are 

important.  

 

I would finish by saying that in a lot of the other bits of work we are doing, we are unravelling some of the 

mistakes that were made in the 1960s and 1970s when housing areas were built.  One of the chief mistakes 

that was made in the Lower Lea Valley that period ago was to build houses without housing estates, without 

the proper connectivity to each other.  In fact, that is one of the reasons why we are improving Hackney Wick 

Station to create the routes north-south there.  In Bromley-by-Bow, again, John would endorse us if he was 

here, where the A12 carved through residential areas, we are with TfL planning the building of a new road 

junction that will get people across.  I will stop, but that is important. 

 



 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That is a great long list, but that is not answering the key point.  That is woods and 

trees, is it not?  The key point is this.  This particular community feels that it has been excluded, and you can 

argue whether they have or have not.  From their point of view, they are the people there on the ground, they 

are the people there.  You are saying, “They are wrong to feel excluded” because you have done all these other 

things. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  No, I am 

not.  I am not saying that. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The key question is this, which is the main question I am coming to.  Is the 

gentrification of this area inevitable, or is it going to be more bottom-down, taking up Debbie’s [Humphry] 

point, trying to engage with the local people to resolve things?  This is a strategic issue.  It is not the detail. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  To be fair, Paul was exactly answering that point, because 

what we have tried to say is that change is inevitable if we are to achieve change in the life chances, the 

opportunities and the integration of these communities.  What he was reacting against was the comment that 

it is not done in a way that engages the local community or consults.  We might not agree, but it is definitely 

the case that there has been very intensive engagement over a very long time and very wide consultation, and 

that is the bit we do not accept has not happened. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  I am 

making a slightly additional point too, which is I have given you five examples of groups of people who we 

have supported to do things.  Not that we have done things and they agreed with it. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  We supported them. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  These 

are half a dozen groups of people that we have supported to do the things they want, and they are doing 

them.  With Nima [Teranchi], I have said to him very recently, “Nima, I completely agree with your ambitions 

for the sort of artist workspace that you want and the sort of community facility you would like to build.  I 

would like to support you to do it, we would like to support you to do it, but not on that particular site.  Let’s 

go and find somewhere else where you can do that”, because that is the way we work.  We work with 

individuals and groups of people who want to do things.  For Nima and Neil and Will we have not achieved that 

and they are not happy with it. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Of those putative studios we saw in the bottoms of those buildings to the side of the 

existing bridge on the other side of Fish Island, how many of those have been let? 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  The new buildings, residential, where you have artists’ studios underneath. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Do you 

mean the Omega Works ones?  They are not let.  They are a massive, in my view, error of planning in the past.  

They are not ours.  We did not give planning permission for those ones.  The ones next to the bridge? 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Yes. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  No, you 

are right.  All the way up to the Roach Point Bridge, we were not the planning authority or the developers of 



 

 

those, and I completely agree with you that smearing a notional workspace, whatever it is, across the ground 

floor of east London was a big past error.  We are not repeating it. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Can I put it a different way?  Where we are struggling is you are just giving loads of 

examples of where you tried your best to do X.  Let me put it very simply.  There are 100 people.  They could 

be artists, they could be residents, they could be whatever.  You are talking to 100 people in a very complex 

engagement over many, many months and many, many years.  On Westminster Council, we do that.  We 

eventually do a customer survey, and we say to those 100 people, “How many of you are satisfied?”  We 

normally get ratings of 81%, so 19 people still hate us.   Nineteen people think we are the devil.  Eighty-one 

people think we are doing a good job.  Do you have any figures that show any percentage of the people you 

engage with who think you are doing a good job?  For you to sit there and say, “We think we are doing a good 

job” is not acceptable.  You have to give evidence -- 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  Yes, we have. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Yes, we 

do have those. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  We do exactly that. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Great.  Give us the figures. 

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  They are well over 80%, depending on different questions.  

We have had some where the positivity has been over 90%.  They are published in our Board papers.  It was 

the early part of last year, so it is nearly a year ago, but we do it each year, and we can let you have the figures 

immediately after this meeting.  We do exactly that.  We do it widely across all the stakeholders.  We do it 

across the range of our programmes, and we publish the feedback.  We have that and we can let you have it.  

Yes. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  We have a clear answer so I am happy.  Thank you. 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Having had the site visit and spent a considerable amount of time, very clearly this 

is a major area of concern from my viewpoint, because when the local community says, “the LLDC does not 

understand us”, when they say that the policies have negative effects in real creative industries work terms, 

when they say that the LLDC favours sanitised large cultural institutions, etc, surely there is a lot that needs to 

be done so that the community does not feel they are being excluded.  We came back with a very clear 

impression that they want to engage but that is not happening effectively, and that you are not quite 

interested in that kind of local community to have positive engagement.   

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  All I 

would say is with a number of the people, with Will [Chamberlain] and Nima [Teranchi], I spend a lot of time 

talking to them, in addition to all the other things that we do.  So that is as a matter of fact not correct if they 

gave you that impression, but the numbers will speak for themselves in terms of the community in the round 

where, as David has said, there is overwhelming support for what we do.   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  The point of Paul’s examples, because I do not want them 

to be dismissed, is that those were things where we helped local people.  Most of those examples in the areas 

we are talking about in Hackney Wick and Fish Island did exactly what they wanted to do because we had 

listened, because we had engaged and because we tried to help them do what they wanted to do.  We have 



 

 

one example where we have not been able to reach that happy agreement, but multiple where we have.  That 

cannot be interpreted, to me, as us not listening or not engaging or helping achieve what they want.  It means 

in one case we have not been able to reach agreement because there is another priority about the use of that 

site.  The examples Paul gave were all ones where we have engaged, we have reached agreement and we have 

helped those people in that same local community achieve their objectives through our support.  We do not 

accept that we do not engage.  We accept on one specific site with some members of that community we have 

not reached agreement.   

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  A 

quick question whether the people that you have surveyed about this include the people that have had to 

move out of the area.  Like the businesses that had to move out.  You said most of them had moved out, apart 

from two, so I just wondered if your -- 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  In that 

particular one we are talking about, there were half a dozen businesses there. 

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  

Yes.  Sorry, the one with the two people, Vittoria Wharf.   

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  In 

Vittoria Wharf there were about 15 -- 

 

Dr Debbie Humphry (Director, LivingMaps Network, University of East London Research Fellow):  

You said that everybody had moved out apart from these two businesses.  Two had stayed.  I wondered if your 

survey had included the ones who had moved out. 

 

Dr Paul Brickell (Executive Director for Regeneration and Community Partnerships, LLDC):  Our 

survey is of the population around, but in that particular case, no.  We know what they think because we 

worked with them to help them find new premises.  Indeed, the two who do not like us, including them, we 

gave them relocation grants and we employed people to go and help them find alternative premises.  They 

have alternative premises and they seem to be operating happily.   

 

The last point is the other people we do not ask are the thousands and thousands and thousands of people 

who will come to live there in the future and will not thank us if, in the case of the bridge, we do not build a 

bridge.  We do not want to be in a position in ten years’ time where we have thousands of households telling 

us, “Why didn’t you make a proper piece of city that we can move around?”   

 

David Goldstone CBE (Chief Executive, LLDC):  So that they can get to the school across the water. 

 
  



 

 

Navin Shah AM (Chair):  Thank you very much.  We need to conclude our discussions.  I would like to thank 

all of our guests for giving us their precious time.  The discussion has been invaluable, and thank you for 

coming along.  Please do feel free to write to us if you have any further items you want to add to our 

investigation.   


