
From:                               <

Sent:                               22 November 2016 15:18

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A city for all Londoners

 

Follow Up Flag:               Follow up

Flag Status:                     Flagged

 

Dear GLA

 

In response to you report:

 

A City for All Londoners: Health or A City for All Londoners: Healthy Streets
It is great to see that you recognise that transport is one of the most significant and effective ways that you can improve the health of
all Londoners. I welcome your strong focus on making it easier and more attractive for people to walk and cycle by reducing the
dominance of traffic. Active travel is the main way that Londoners get their exercise and many more Londoners need to walk and cycle
more to benefit their health. I strongly support you taking the Healthy Streets approach which will improve everyone’s health, reduce
inequalities and make London a more enjoyable city to live in. I hope that you succeed in taking this strategy forward. 
Many thanks

 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click here to report this email as spam.

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/CnGQS92aSzjGX2PQPOmvUnd1S5HUtV8BxhgvJz5Tf9oU+Tin3cyDIIU86vlU1ndTXnOui7IZUdeg1M3YVHc55g==


From:
Sent:  24 November 2016 09:51
To:  Your Views
Subject:  A City for all Londoners

Follow Up Flag:  Follow up
Flag Status:  Flagged

I welcome the Mayor’s statement about improving air quality in London and creating ‘Healthy Streets’. The research project I
am leading at show that the volume and speed of traffic; noise and air pollution; lighting; and pavement quality are the
main factors affecting people’s ability to walk round their local area (see www.ucl.ac.uk/street-mobility).  As 

, I encourage you to do all you can to promote active travel. For example, inverting the out-of-date travel mode hierarchy
that has tended to be used, to put provision and conditions for pedestrians at the top, followed by cyclists, with private motor
vehicles at the bottom of the hierarchy. Repairing pavements and potholes is important, though much of that is within the local
authorities’ responsibility. You can encourage - or require - the Metropolitan Police to enforce 20mph zones and other speed
limits; to stop drivers who pass too close to cyclists; to undertake regular operations to ensure that HGVs and LGVs have no
faults; and to do spot checks to stop motorists talking on phones or texting. All of this needs to be done throughout London, not
just the central areas. The main benefits from  more walking and cycling will be healthy Londoners, but there is also a knock-on
effect on mental wellbeing, a more vibrant city with more chance social encounters between neighbours, less overcrowding on
public transport, and less congestion. It is also much, much cheaper than major infrastructure projects. I welcome a huge roll-
out of ‘Healthy Streets’.

Tel. )

Fax 
Email: 
Web: 

Journal of Transport and Health: 
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From: 
Sent: 24 November 2016 09:27
To: Your Views
Subject: City for all London

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi

My views are that it is a good ambitious plan, especially to reduce air pollution and create 'healthy 
streets'. The cycling and walking ambitions and vehicle use reduction are particularly interesting to me 
and I fully support these. I also support the elimination of road danger and more deliveries by bike. At 
Lambeth we are piloting using electric cargo bikes for our own event delivery and also to trial a loan 
system for businesses of these bikes. Healthy streets for walking and cycling for town centres and 
development plans are also important to me. Consolidation centres and overnight deliveries, reducing 
HGVs at peak times is important to reduce pollution and danger on the roads.

Thank you for the ambition

 
London Borough of Lambeth

Disclaimers apply - full details at https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/email-disclaimer
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From:                                         
Sent:                                           24 November 2016 10:10
To:                                               Your Views
Subject:                                     Healthy Streets
 
Follow Up Flag:                      Follow up
Flag Status:                              Flagged
 
Hello
 
I am responding to the call for feedback on 'A City for All Londoners', specifically the Healthy Streets section. My solution is
outlined below – it involves minimal investment and has excellent potential.
 

To create a healthy street you need to encourage people to walk and cycle by making the street a pleasant and safe
environment.
Very few people choose to walk or cycle because of the high volume of cars on the road.
It is unrealistic to think that a new set of segregated walking/cycling lanes can be built to cater for all people who want to
walk/cycle in London because the high density of roads currently in place does not allow it.
The only realistic way of providing a comprehensive set of walking/cycling lanes is to utilise the current infrastructure.
This is achievable by designating a network of side roads as walking/cycling roads, where cars are not permitted.
This will offer people who want to walk and cycle a pleasant and safe environment.

 
This is a pragmatic approach which will improve every Londoner’s quality of life.
 
Best wishes,

 

_______________________ _____________________________________________________

 
 
Disclaimer: This email and any attachments to it are intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. It may
contain confidential or sensitive material and should be handled accordingly. If you have received this email or any of
the information in it in error, or if you are not the intended recipient, you must not disclose, distribute, copy or print any
of it, and all copies must be deleted from your system. Please notify the sender immediately. Whilst we take reasonable
steps to identify software viruses, any attachments to this email may contain viruses which our anti-virus software has
failed to identify. No liability is accepted for such viruses, and we therefore recommend that you carry out your own
anti-virus checks before opening any attachments. Information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

********************************************************************** 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

The content of this email and any attachment transmitted within are 
confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient 



From:                              
Sent:                               21 November 2016 23:44
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          LOSS OF ENTERTAINMENT VENUE
 
Follow Up Flag:               Follow up
Flag Status:                     Flagged
 
London's night time economy -
 
On Sunday evening 20th November I was at a great live jazz gig at The Elgin, 96 Ladbroke Grove W11 1PY. It was sold out, part
of the London Jazz Festival. The show was in a large room with a stage, good sound and lighting and food and drink available. A
great night out.
 
At the end of the performance it was announced that this was the last show to be held there as the place was to be demolished.
The audience groaned. Why, Why Why? Is it going to be yet another block of luxury flats?
 
The Elgin is the perfect medium size performance venue. Long established and well known. We need places like this. Mayor
Khan says that we need places like this. Please find out what's going on there and STOP IT.
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From:                                         
Sent:                                           30 November 2016 22:35
To:                                               Your Views
Subject:                                     Suggestion
 
Follow Up Flag:                      Follow up
Flag Status:                              Flagged
 
Good Morning
 
I understand that you’re interested in hearing views and ideas from Londoners. 
 
I have written to Transport for London and the Mayor’s Office about this but with no success, though on one
occasion, at least a polite shrugging me of reply.   Being an AOP who travels on London buses all the time, I suggest
that an announcement is made every-so-often reminding passengers that the priority seating is exactly what it’s
called.   It is a daily occurrence to see people, who are clearly not in need of priority seating, hogging the seats
whilst those less able have to stand or climb up a step, or steps, to get to an empty seat.
 
I feel that such an announcement might just embarrass some passengers or at least make it easier for others to ask
them to give up the seat/s.
 
Regards.
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From:                               <

Sent:                               12 December 2016 18:12

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Fwd: Response to Mayor Sadiq Khan’s "A City For All Londoners” vision statement  (sent Sunday 
but email returned)

 

Follow Up Flag:               Follow up

Flag Status:                     Flagged

 

 

Begin forwarded message:

 

From:  <

Subject: Response to Mayor Sadiq Khan’s "A City For All Londoners” vision statement

Date: 11 December 2016 at 23:33:44 GMT

To: 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam,

 

please find my recommendations in response to Mayor Sadiq Khan’s "A City For All Londoners” vision 
statement.



 

 

 

What is it that’s honestly, genuinely required? For London ‘to be world leading in cycling’?

 

For this to seriously happen, to prioritise cycling (like the Dutch and Danish) then the inescapable fact 
remains that we need to create a network. A low-car and no-car network. Without this, any individual high 
quality schemes such as the E-W (CS3) or N-S (CS6) or Tavistock Place are just high quality schemes that 
exist in isolation. It is essential to address this problem quickly - otherwise we are stuck with the ‘building a 
bit of a bridge’ syndrome.

 

(This has become increasingly apparent to me as my daughter becomes increasingly independent, having 
for some year now left the security of being carried on my own bike). 

 

It is still horrendously difficult to find safe, quiet routes through or across the capital. Even for someone as 
relatively experienced in cycling around as myself. 

The back streets and side roads of Westminster are particularly bad and avoidance of areas such as this 
mean that some authorities have managed to effectively ‘ban’ cycling. It is simply not a yet a transport 
option for those understandably deterred by openly hostile traffic conditions (not to mention too much 
’below standard’ behaviour).

 

So while the recent announcement has been very welcome - for a decent proportion of the transport budget 
to be out into cycling, we need to hear that the mayor has understood what the problems are on the roads 
and how these can (actually quite straightforwardly) be resolved. There is much experience amongst 
campaigners and those who have waited a long time for a real strategic cycling network. If we call 
something a ‘Quietway’ there must be a justification for it carrying that title. And that justification entails 
reducing hugely, restricting, but preferably completely removing motor vehicles from such routes. 

‘Quietways’ should form the bulk of roads across the capital and across all zones.

 

Car-users have experienced the traffic congestion of their own making. there is no ’smoothing traffic flow’ 
that can work while the population increases and vast numbers actually want to travel by cycling. The 
disincentive simply compounds the problem by making car-use appear preferable to cycling or walking.

 



Enough has been written by those with considerable expertise and awareness of the colossal impact of 
excessive car usage upon all of us (one life-changing/life-ending collision has a large financial consequence 
for those bereaved or connected to the victim in addition of course to the obvious personal loss to be 
overcome). 

 

Parking takes up 75km2 of space in London which is increasingly at a premium.

People need space for other things, not just housing. The public subsidy of car parking space, that allows 
vehicles to clutter up otherwise attractive streets in lines jammed together so tightly pedestrians often 
cannot easily cross, is truly scandalous. Cars sit outside flats and houses, taking away what could otherwise 
be allocated to cycle lanes (on main through-routes) or providing space for cycling - with permeability 
measures  supporting such options.

  

Lower down a vast list of negatives imposed by extravagant and over-entitled car usage, is the rapid erosion 
of ‘Slow’ markings on the road where uncurtailed traffic volumes might just as well deform the remnants of 
the letters into something like ’Speed Limits Optional’!   

 

A network can be put in very quickly with the right will. The measures can be installed very simply, 
extremely effectively and are without doubt the most economical. They would take the form of strategic 
point closures (modal-filtering) using bollards of various forms. Bus gates (using two-way ‘No Entries’) 
means efficient access for public and emergency service vehicles and others exempted from the restrictions.

 

Deliveries, taxis, visitors and residents would have the same access but not an option to use areas as 
through-routes (rat-runs).

 

I recommend looking at the examples of both Janette Sadik-Khan the NY Transport Commissioner to 2013, 
and also closer to home Mayor Hidalgo of Paris - who is taking necessary action on days where pollution 
‘spikes’. She  has committed to a time scale for certain areas becoming not just diesel-free, but car-free.

 

https://www.ted.com/speakers/janette_sadik_khan

Janette Sadik-Khan was appointed commissioner of the New York City Department of 
Transportation in 2007. For six years, she managed nearly 5,000 employees and was responsible 
for the operation and management of some 6,300 miles of streets throughout the city's 5 boroughs.

 

https://www.ted.com/speakers/janette_sadik_khan


Of course The Dutch and the Danish provide all the obvious solutions with respect to getting people 
cycling: Copenhagen recently having achieved a figure of twice as many cyclists a car-users.

Clearly more acknowledgement of how officials in these countries have achieved their world-leading 
societal improvements is massively desirable and luckily, both the Dutch and their counterparts in 
Copenhagen and elsewhere are amiable to offering support and advice with regard to both best practice in 
terms of infrastructure along with how to go about achieving essential changes more quickly and without 
being hamstrung at every stage by pro-rat-running  groups, that often are simply against action or change of 
any kind.  

(Note: junctions are where most collisions occur).    

 

To achieve a network at some speed will require a shift in the culture at TfL and for the mayor to consider 
ways in which to increase and fortify statutory powers.

The problem of congestion and the array of compounded issues caused by motor traffic will need to 
withstand the groups with vested interests or simple anti-social inclinations (as in the case those protestors 
for rat-running in Regents Park).

A commissioner must be chosen to face down such opposition (which though appearing farcical in 
argument, is nevertheless well-funded and connected). 

 

 

In addition to the priority outlined above, other measures contributing to people being able to cycle as 
easily and feel as they are able to walk are as follows (including points supported by LCC):

 

   

Sadik Khan has promised to triple CS routes in terms of miles and to complete the Better Junctions 
programme as well as expanding the Mini-Hollands programme into every borough. Implementing 
the Direct Vision lorries as standard is already happening and absolutely to be welcomed.

 

TfL currently favours buses and motor traffic (”network assurance”) over cycling and walking with 
just 3% of TfL's core network featuring bike lanes. Across London's road network as a whole the 
number of lanes is proportionately even smaller. TfL, as mentioned above, must be ‘fit to operate’, to 
understand what is at stake in this equation. Once this is the case they must have the powers to work 
with London boroughs and to be able to ensure the likes of RBK & C and Westminster are not able to 
resist important measures (that must go through for the sake of public health) due to their possessing 
loud and wealthy residents.

 



The extended ULEZ should be London-wide - reaching the M25 as boundary point of reference while 
the congestion problem currently afflicting Londoners should be a good opportunity to bring in a 
"Vision Zero" approach on road danger reduction, to include blanket 20mph and lower on residential 
streets (though permeability measures are preferable and would be easier - requiring less by way of 
enforcement).

 

The Mini-Hollands schemes would be a fantastic way to transform the capital - perhaps selecting 
strategic boroughs or areas where measures can be shown to be most effective where they straddle 
borough boundaries, thus providing an impetus for a potentially less enthusiastic borough to 
experience and witness the positive benefits firsthand. 

New developments should be incorporate the Dutch model of creating safe routes for cycling and 
walking to transport interchanges and amenities within reasonable distances allowing "mixed mode" 
transportation. 

Again, filtered permeability would be a key component of such schemes also providing the additional 
benefits of course, of quieter neighbourhoods that enable cycling and walking. 

Motor vehicle traffic across London should be routed primarily through high capacity distributor 
roads for longer journeys, for shorter journeys the priority should be cycling, walking and public 
transport.

 

"Local Air Quality Management" plans should be linked to Healthy Streets and the Mayor should use 
all his powers (as Chair of the London Health Watch Board etc.) to bring the "Healthy Streets" 
initiative and promotion of cycling and walking to all health providers, boroughs and other 
stakeholders in London.

 

Cycle parking: The London Plan should promote higher, and user-friendly, cycle parking standards at 
all developments - taking into account residents, visitors to residents and visitors to amenities, shops 
etc. also. And also promote the reduction of motor vehicle parking provision to provide space for 
housing, cycling, walking and public transport wherever possible.

 

Enforcement: Making the "criminal justice system work for Londoners” should include focus on road 
traffic justice to tackle the barriers aggressive driving puts up to more people cycling and walking.

 

Traffic reduction: The Mayor should not only seek to reduce private motor vehicle traffic, but also 
private hire/taxi motor vehicle traffic, construction and delivery traffic across London using 
mechanisms such as consolidation and delivery to specfic locations (such as local shops). To avoid 
inducing more motor vehicle journey demand, new river crossings should be for "active travel" 
modes, not motor vehicles. The Silvertown Tunnel as currently proposed risks inducing huge 
amounts of motor vehicle traffic into east London particularly. And the Mayor should investigate 
other forms of "smart" congestion charging to further reduce car usage and induce modal shift.

 



End Lorry Danger: The Mayor must press ahead with plans to ensure that operators replace lorries 
with poor driver vision with the latest designs that all-but eliminate so called 'blind spots.' Lorries that 
are Zero Rated for direct vision by TfL must, as the Mayor has proposed, be taken off London roads 
as soon as possible.

 

Cycle theft: High levels of cycle theft continue to undermine growth in cycle use. The Mayor must 
set targets to reduce levels of cycle theft and ensure the Police Cycle Task Force cracks down on both 
organised cycle theft and internet sales of stolen cycles. Information for cycle users on security 
techniques and security marking must be more readily available also.

 

 

Kind regards,
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A City for all Londoners: a suggestion

Dear Sadiq Khan
I’ve read a good part of your interesting document and I can readily empathize with many of your aims and ambitions to
make the city a good place for Londoners. I can’t help feeling though that an important strategy is missing, and that
without it you – we – face a never-ending uphill struggle to achieve any betterments.

i’m glad that, unlike your predecessors and many other politicians, you openly recognise the growing demands that
Lonon’s rising population places on all kinds of services, housing stock, amenity space and so forth. The number of
school places that’s adequate for seven million people won’t do for eight million, so we want to build more. The same
with sports grounds, parks, swimming pools, houses….

The trouble is that London is finite like most other places and doesn’t have a land creation plan, so schools, parks,
transport and accommodation compete for what land there is with increasing costs, pollution, and density – less space per
inhabitant.

Of course we strive to provide decent facilities for all Londoners but we’re up against diminishing returns. And with ever
more people we’re continually playing catch-up: once we’ve created infrastructure for nine million people – cost?? - we’ll
be be planning and building for the next million before 2040, followed by eleven million, twelve………. OK, you won’t
be Mayor then but 12,000,000 Londoners will be looking ahead to the next million to join them within the same
boundaries.

Continuous growth isn’t possible for ever; at some point it breaks down. To delay and with luck avoid this for London we
need a demographic policy to slow the rise in London’s population and stabilize it. Not easy, but do-able. And maybe
surprisingly popular: YouGov polls consistently and increasingly show that people feel that the UK is already
overcrowded.

I suggest that the most immediate steps should be to set up a cost-benefit analysis of the pros and cons of stabilizing
London’s numbers in terms of wellbeing per head, and assess ways of achieving stable numbers. And start public debate.

In A City for all Londoners you tell us (I’ve edited a bit) that:

• London attracts and integrates people from all over the world. It is a magnet for talent.
• as a Mayor for all Londoners I plan to ensure that everyone, regardless of their background or circumstances, is able

to share in London’s prosperity.
• London’s population and economy are growing. As more people live and work here, pressure on land is likely to

increase. Through the London Plan I want to accommodate as much of this growth as possible within London.
• I will do all I can… ... in response to unprecedented growth pressures.
• Nowhere is the pressure more acute than in housing. Many Londonders cannot afford a decent home.
• I aim to enhance London’s competitiveness… so that people and businesses from around the world continue to

choose London.
• Our city’s population is larger than it has ever been: it is projected to grow by 70,000 per year to reach 10.5 million

by 2041. This growth... will put pressure on
land, housing, transport and the environment, and could cause costs to rise in an already expensive city.

• We need a city that is open to the world for business… where all Londoners get a standard of living that befits the
world’s greatest city.

The document seems to want growth and prosperity for more people in a city where growth is already making it hard to
provide housing and basic amenities for all the current population. So the question is: should London welcome all who’d
like to come and become Londoners? Always? For ever? And can we provide wellbeing without limit? If not, we have to
make some hard choices. That’s why I think London should start to develop a demographic strategy that will underlie,
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steer and support our ambitions for Londoners. Let’s start now.

Please take this on board. Do let me know your thoughts and queries. I wish you luck and success.



From:                               <

Sent:                               02 December 2016 23:25

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          "A city for all Londoners" response.

 

Follow Up Flag:               Follow up

Flag Status:                     Flagged

 

Hello,

 

I’ve looked through the consultation above, and want to support London Cycling Campaign’s response: 
http://lcc.org.uk/articles/take-action-respond-to-mayors-a-city-for-all-londoners-vision 

 

In particular, though, I would stress that these things need to happen quickly - I don’t believe London can wait nearly 
five years choking on diesel fumes, or accepting the current level of congestion: action needs to be taken quickly and 
effectively to encourage more cycling, to make walking a better option, and to discourage so much driving in the 
centres. 

 

Sincerely,
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From:                              

Sent:                               12 December 2016 23:41

To:                                   planningadmin; Mayor

Subject:                          Fw: Delivery delayed:Response to London Plan Consultation "A City for All Londoners'

Attachments:                 Response to London Plan Consultation "A City for All Londoners'

 

I tried to send the following email yesterday: 11 Dec at 11:58 PM 

but I received a bounce back in the early hours (see below the e-mail) I have had no information that this has
been delivered and so I am resending the email to the addresses suggested.  I trust that you can accept
these comments

Many thanks

 

On Sunday, 11 December 2016, 23:58,  <  wrote:

Dear Mayor of London,

 

As a resident upon a council estate I would like to comment upon Part 2 'Housing' in the "A City for All
Londoners Plan".

 

There is no protection afforded to communities living upon these estates who, in various boroughs including
my own (Kingston Upon Thames) have their homes under threat from developers. These developers, who
are supported as key players in your plan, are economically controlling the re-development of estates which
have consistently resulted in the breaking up of communities and the offer of so-called 'affordable housing' at
prices unaffordable to the existing residents.  Londoners living on these estates are expected to give up their
homes to solve the housing problem. Your plan does not address this issue but further confirms the role of
the developer who is pre-disposed to demolition and re-building rather than maintenance and refurbishment. 

 

This is not a City for anyone on a council estate when the 'Right to Buy' is being expanded and their estates
are being targeted as regeneration zones. Do not include estates in local plans or the London Plan and stop
the unfair targeting of estate homes for regeneration to solve London's housing problems and oppose the
developer-led model for these existing homes and communities.

 

In particular build into the plan George Clarke’s 12 Empty Homes Review Recommendations:
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1 Refurbishing and upgrading existing homes should always be the first and preferred option rather than
demolition. It should also be the norm.

2 Demolition of existing homes should always be the last option after all forms of market testing and options
for refurbishment are exhausted.

3 Proper community consultation is required for any existing homes regeneration programme. The questions
in a consultation should clearly consider all of the options openly and fairly and not directly or indirectly give
preference to one option over another. 

4 If, following an open and transparent community consultation process and after rigorous market testing for
refurbishment, demolition is still the preferred choice of the community then tenants/owners should be moved
to new ‘like for like’ properties. No one should be placed in temporary accommodation.

5 If owners/tenants are moved to a new property they should suffer no net financial loss or any increase in
rent, other than what they would expect as a reasonable increase if they remained in their existing home and
in line with inflation. 6 Any significant financial increase in rent from a housing association is to be subsidised
by the HA or local authority and not the owner/tenant.

7 Areas should not be systematically ‘wound down’ which is a process that destroys communities and
reduces house prices in the area. If Homeowners or tenants choose to move they should be moved in large
clusters at the same time (entire street by street) and if homes are to be demolished they are to be emptied
and demolished as quickly as possible to make way for new development.

8 Homes should not be emptied at all until full planning permission has been fully approved for demolition
and new build development in advance (with at least 70% majority support from the local community) and all
funding for the new development is fully secured with a clear timetable for delivery.

9 If an area of existing housing requires improvement or redevelopment then a ‘mixed and balanced’ urban
design scheme should be considered where existing properties are retained and improved while being mixed
with appropriate new build development.

10 Local Authorities and Housing Associations should promote and encourage alternative methods of project
procurement for the refurbishment of empty homes such as Homesteading, Co-operatives and Sweat Equity
schemes. These are community-based schemes that encourage community involvement while providing
better value for money.

11 Displaced occupiers should be given a ‘right to return’ following the completion of a housing renewal
programme. In practice this means giving first refusal to new or refurbished houses at the same price as the
compensation paid to the occupier when they were displaced.

12 Where a regeneration scheme is withdrawn or partly withdrawn prior to demolition. Owners should be
given first refusal to have their home back. The property should be offered at the same price as the
compensation they received minus any compensation due for remedial work to return the property to the
condition it was in prior to sale.

Where properties decanted for renewal schemes are left empty for more than six months, they must be
openly offered for temporary accommodation in a safe and habitable state.
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Thank you very much for your consideration of the above comments and suggestions.

 

 

Bounceback reply:

 

On Monday, 12 December 2016, 3:58, "  <  wrote:

 

Delivery is delayed to these recipients or groups:

 (

Subject: Response to London Plan Consultation "A City for All Londoners'

This message hasn't been delivered yet. Delivery will continue to be attempted.

The server will keep trying to deliver this message for the next 1 days, 19 hours and 59 minutes. You'll be
notified if the message can't be delivered by that time.

#LondonIsOpen 

GREATER LONDON AUTHORITY NOTICE: 
The information in this email may contain confidential or privileged materials. For more information
see https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/email-notice/
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From:                               <

Sent:                               12 December 2016 07:35

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A City for All Londoners Consultation Response

 

Dear Mayor of London,

 

Re: My Response to the Consultation:  "A City for All Londoners"

( https://www.london.gov.uk/get-involved/have-your-say/all-consultations/city-all-londoners 

End date: 11 December 2016 )

Thank you for giving ordinary Londoners a chance to influence policy, it is much appreciated. I
hope to see fairer policies and procedures as a result. 

 

As a council estate resident it does not feel like a city for all Londoners because I live in constant
fear of losing my home and the stress is affecting my health. My estate is a good estate, full of
solidly-built homes, recently brought up to better than the Decent Homes' standard. There is a
caring community and we have green spaces we cherish. We are the highest density housing in
the ward, yet the council's current regeneration programme is focused on demolition, to be
replaced by luxury flats at over twice the density. And it will make no impact on the housing
waiting list because none of the private or near-market (so-called affordable) homes are remotely
affordable to the vast majority of ordinary people in my borough.

  Most residents feel persecuted and I know several who voted Brexit
purely to 'crash' the housing market and give them a greater chance of
keeping their own homes. 
 

I do not believe I will have any real say in whether my estate is demolished or not, the track
record in London of estate regeneration has been a disaster. The Savilles' report acknowledges
consultations have failed; even some of the developers admit they are a sham. I love my home
but I have had to put any improvements and my life on hold, even though this is likely to go on
for more than a decade. I work in the 

 but we are thinking of leaving due to the stress. Estate residents have no guarantees

https://www.london.gov.uk/get-involved/have-your-say/all-consultations/city-all-londoners


of any real say in what is happening to their lives, from brutal decant policies (you may be
decanted out of the borough and if you refuse, face homelessness), losing your pets, being
unsympathetically reassessed, to losing your homes and being forced to move away from your
roots and support networks. Freeholders and leaseholders are forced to rent privately for up to a
decade or more - from the proceeds of the sale of their homes! The financial, social and heath
impacts are severe.

 

I note in your consultation that there are separate focus groups "with people from different ethnic
backgrounds; disabled people; lesbian, gay and bisexual people; older people;  trans people;
women; and young people to discuss the needs of London’s communities and to try to link policy
with people’s daily lives." However, there are some half a million homes in London on council
estates, equivalent to some 1.5 million people or more, who are currently very fearful of losing
their homes - by developer-led regeneration schemes sanctioned by willing councils, who are
not interested in their residents'  fate and do not evaluate the outcomes of .their regenerations on
original residents. Since this threat hangs over so many, why were we not consulted in any
special focus or community group at this early stage? 

 

No other Londoners are expected to give up their homes to solve the housing problem. All
homes are effectively 'brownfield' but only homes on council estates are being treated as such.
As if to emphasise this point, the so called 'brownfield map' of publicly owned land also contains
all privately owned estate homes. No other private homes are on this map being used by
developers. Given the seriousness of the situation, the lack of choice and of real guarantees to
return to estates, and the numbers already forced out of their boroughs and London, I am
horrified. It seems to be loading the dice for development, rather than maintenance and
refurbishment. 

 

This is not a City for anyone on a council estate. Why is Right to Buy being expanded? No other
freeholder or leaseholder could be placed at greater risk of losing everything. Tenants face
higher rents, weaker tenancies and high service costs from Housing Associations who take
over. Yet the estates contain the only really affordable housing and the tsunami of council
regenerations are diminishing this number rapidly. 

 

Specific concerns are:-

 

1) the lack of any compulsion for councils to assess the outcomes and impacts of estate
regeneration (both social & economic) on the original residents: both during and after any



development has finished. All the research (such as the Heygate) was done by other people,
the Council simply washed its hands of the residents once they were out, especially the
leaseholders/freeholders. Southwark had little idea of what happened to the people they
displaced and there was no formal evaluation of their health and well being during or after the
actions of the Council. Surely councils can be forced to do post-evaluation? It is normal practice
for any project management and they have an added duty of care responsibility for their
residents. If they were forced to provide full evaluation of their schemes they might consider the
problems of estate demolition more seriously.

Part of this would make it compulsory for councils to look at the original community structure, and
tenure mixtures for estates, not just the outcome tenure mixes. 

 

2) Require any regeneration proposals to look at the expected outcomes for existing
residents. Regeneration should automatically fail if there are disbenefits to the human rights,
social and economic wellbeing of existing residents. 

 

3) Require refurbishment as the default and ensure it happens in the majority of cases in
boroughs; it should be the norm to maintain existing stock. Only where residents
vote overwhelmingly (>70%) for demolition should it be allowed.

As stated by the Dept. for Communities and Local Government (who advise following , George
Clarke's 12 Point Plan' copied below), refurbishment is always the preferred option for any estate
regeneration and demolition a last resort (with overwhelming community support).

 

4) Do not include estates in local plans or the London Plan. Putting the redevelopment of
estates into a local plan or the London Plan before any feasibility studies, knowledge of
densities, tenancy mixes, or discussion with residents who live on the estates, will be
seen as prejudicial to the outcome of any regeneration, and may well have legal
implications. Even if councils/the GLA do not accept this view, estate residents will perceive this
as 'railroading' the demolition of their homes before they know anything about it. It will impact
negatively on any future consultations with residents- from the outset. Each estate is unique and
should be considered on a case by case basis, when and where appropriate, not included in a
generic plan. Such a priori assumptions will only lead to further distrust in any benefits of estate
regeneration, and of councils and the Mayor. Local and London Plans are likely to be years in
advance of actual regeneration projects, so including estates in such generic and early stages
simply risks blight and many additional years of stress for residents, whose lives are put on hold.

 

 



5) remove estate homes from the 'brownfield map' (the London Land Commission's
register of all publically owned land and property in London) they should not be treated
differently to other areas with existing homes.

 

6) Remove private homes from the London Land Commission's register of all publically
owned land and property in London.

Even privately owned property is identified on the London Land Commission's register "of all
publically owned land and property in London" - the 'brownfield' register. No other privately
owned homes are on this register.
On average 50% of the estate homes are privately owned, outside central London this may be as
high as 70%. For decades, estates have not been homogenous units of land - for disposal for
demolition - to developers by councils.

7) Stop the unfair targeting of estate homes for regeneration to solve London's housing
problems. All housing is effectively brownfield but there is only a focus on estate regeneration,
when estates are usually the most dense housing in their wards (various reports, eg Centre for
London) with the most affordable housing - i.e what we are supposed to be aiming for, not
destroying. The loss is immense and ongoing. 

8) Full and transparent costing of estate regeneration, including the environmental costs
and carbon footprint. 

i) demolition costs must be included. 

ii) green space must be equivalent

iii) existing biodiversity must be protected

iv) drainage and permeability must be improved

 

9) Full and transparent viability/feasibility of estate regeneration options for residents of
estates. Residents should not be left to make such important decisions with wholly inadequate
information - such as traffic-lighting the various options. They should not have to rely on endless
battles using Freedom of Information requests to get any meaningful information from councils.

 

10) Consultation must be transparent and independent - and all results (anonymised) available to
residents.



11) refurbishment of estates should not attract VAT so that there is a level playing field
with VAT-free demolition regeneration.

12) stop the deliberate blight of estates - councils are neglecting to maintain estates in order
to claim later that refurbishment is unviable. This is despite the fact that council housing is
required to be ‘self-financing’, ie all costs have to be covered by rents, so residents are being
very unfairly treated. http://www.insidehousing.co.uk/subsidy.../7014398.article) 

13)The developer-led model might work for derelict areas, but should not be used where
there are existing homes

 

14) Residents should be allowed their choice of development if it is required and not be
handed over to private developers. Homes developed by community-based housing such as
Community Land Trusts, co-operatives and collective low-cost self-build homes should be
allowed and encouraged by councils.

 

15) Residents should have the choice of who and how the regeneration is organised and
enough time to arrange their own scheme - much as Assets of Community Value give
local communities time to arrange alternatives.

 

16) Decant policies which enable residents to be moved outside boroughs should not be
allowed. All policies should allow more than one 'suitable' choice within the borough and it
should have the same number of rooms and amenities as the original home (e.g. a garden ) - 'like-for
like'.

 

17) No resident should suffer any financial dis-benefit or breach of their Human Rights as a result of
regeneration. For example, Council decant policies should not require residents to fund the costs of
regeneration impacts - caused by the council or any other organisation involved (rent costs
during temporary decants etc).

 

18) re-confirm policy to incorporate George Clarke’s 12 Empty Homes Review
Recommendations

     Refurbishing and upgrading existing homes should always be the first and preferred option
rather than demolition. It should also be the norm.

    

http://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.insidehousing.co.uk%2Fsubsidy-question%2F7014398.article&h=RAQHisiOE


 Demolition of existing homes should always be the last option after all forms of market
testing and options for refurbishment are exhausted.

     Proper community consultation is required for any existing homes regeneration
programme. The questions in a consultation should clearly consider all of the options
openly and fairly and not directly or indirectly give preference to one option over
another. 

    If, following an open and transparent community consultation process and after rigorous
market testing for refurbishment, demolition is still the preferred choice of the community
then tenants/owners should be moved to new ‘like for like’ properties. No one should be
placed in temporary accommodation.

    If owners/tenants are moved to a new property they should suffer no net financial loss or
any increase in rent, other than what they would expect as a reasonable increase if they
remained in their existing home and in line with inflation. Any significant financial
increase in rent from a housing association is to be subsidised by the HA or local authority
and not the owner/tenant.

    Areas should not be systematically ‘wound down’ which is a process that destroys
communities and reduces house prices in the area. If Homeowners or tenants choose to
move they should be moved in large clusters at the same time (entire street by street) and if
homes are to be demolished they are to be emptied and demolished as quickly as possible to
make way for new development.

    Homes should not be emptied at all until full planning permission has been fully approved
for demolition and new build development in advance (with at least 70% majority support
from the local community) and all funding for the new development is fully secured with a
clear timetable for delivery.

    If an area of existing housing requires improvement or redevelopment then a ‘mixed and
balanced’ urban design scheme should be considered where existing properties are retained
and improved while being mixed with appropriate new build development.

    Local Authorities and Housing Associations should promote and encourage alternative
methods of project procurement for the refurbishment of empty homes such as
Homesteading, Co-operatives and Sweat Equity schemes. These are community-based
schemes that encourage community involvement while providing better value for money.

0. Displaced occupiers should be given a ‘right to return’ following the completion of a
housing renewal programme. In practice this means giving first refusal to new or
refurbished houses at the same price as the compensation paid to the occupier when they
were displaced.

. Where a regeneration scheme is withdrawn or partly withdrawn prior to demolition. Owners
should be given first refusal to have their home back. The property should be offered at the
same price as the compensation they received minus any compensation due for remedial work
to return the property to the condition it was in prior to sale.

. Where properties decanted for renewal schemes are left empty for more than six months, they
must be openly offered for temporary accommodation in a safe and habitable state.

 



19) I fully agree with the response of the London Tenants Federation:

          

Response to the consultation on ‘A City for all Londoners’

 

London’s housing crisis exists as a result of continued application of policy that

·        consistently ignores the needs of households that are unable to meet the costs of
market housing;
·        feeds the property market / property investment and the unaffordability of housing,
rather than ensuring the provision of secure not-for-profit low-cost social-rented homes;
·        creates transience rather than stable and sustainable communities in which household
members might demonstrate a long-term commitment to their locality and safely raise the
next generation.

 

1.      Sadly, there appears to be little in ‘A city for all Londoners’ that demonstrates
anything but a continuation of the status quo, that is -
 
(a)   support for growth that has consistently impacted negatively on the ordinary working
class households and which is now being renamed ‘good growth’.  The growth of huge
amounts of luxury, private housing, along with high-end finance, business, professional and
research employment sectors is not just something that ‘some feel’’ has impacted
detrimentally on them.  It continues to be evidenced in the increasing levels of homelessness,
overcrowding, households languishing for decades on housing waiting lists, living in
temporary homes or being forced out of the capital, and in increased levels of deprivation and
polarisation;
 
(b)   the persistent use of the term ‘affordable housing’ for housing that just isn’t affordable, or
worse still, to suggest that such housing is ‘genuinely affordable’;
 
(c)    the allocation of affordable housing grant to reduce the cost of market-priced rented
homes for ‘middle income earners’. This would continue to feed the pockets of private
landlords at the expense of delivering not-for-profit, low-cost social-rented homes for families
for whom there is very high evidence of need; 
 
(d)   the Mayor distancing himself from his statutory responsibilities to not only assess the
levels of housing need and the ever-growing backlog of need in London but also to set out in
strategic policy how he will address that need (including London’s high levels of
homelessness);
 



(e)   unacceptably negative views expressed about large social-rented housing estates –
(particularly since there is concern that this is actually negative expression about the people
who live in social-rented homes, rather than necessarily the homes they reside in). 
 
The building of large council estates was no ‘mistake’, it was a genuine attempt to meet the
housing needs of a wide range of households. It did so successfully for many years and
delivered, and to an extent still does, relatively stable and sustainable communities. In
London, many large housing estates were built adjacent to places providing high numbers of
local jobs.  The real mistakes that have been made in London are the over-development of
market housing (compared to evidenced need), the creation of luxury blocks of flats for high
income households, that contain no social and minimal numbers of so-called ‘affordable
homes’ and their monopolisation of large sections of the riverside and of central and inner
London. This is what has created, or is at least part and parcel of, London’s dysfunctional
housing market, with extortionately high private rents and increased exclusion of ordinary
working class households from accessing reasonably priced homes in which to raise their
families and grow old in;
 
(f)     a failure to address the problem of ongoing loss of social-rented housing as a result of
unnecessary demolition;
 
(g)   no consideration of how voluntary and community sector groups will meaningfully be
engaged in developing and monitoring strategic housing policy, leaving the developers to
have greatest influence on policy through the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners Board;
 
(h)   continuation of policies that are based around transport and people having to make long
journeys to work, rather than developing lifetime neighbourhoods where communities may
have access to homes and jobs locally and thus reduce transport needs;
 
(i)     development of more opportunity areas without any assessment of whether these
‘opportunity’ areas that are now near to being fully developed have provided any genuine
opportunity or benefit for communities with below median incomes – either in terms of homes
or jobs.

 
2.      Strategic housing policy contained in the London Plan and the London Housing
Strategy should;
(a)   no longer include the sham term - ‘affordable housing’.  Strategic policy should
specify the exact types of housing being referred to and make clear the distinction between
not-for-profit low-cost rented homes and those that have high-cost rents simply because they
provide a large profit for private landlords.  A target of 50% affordable housing means nothing
if at least 65% of this is housing isn’t actually affordable;
 
(b)   provide evidence for the Mayor’s assertion that building more market homes will
bring down the price of market homes in London.  How many market homes will need to



be delivered to bring down the prices? How much available housing land in London will this
use up?
 
(c)   set out precisely how the Mayor will address the shockingly high levels of need,
including the backlog of need, for social-rented homes in London. Between 2005 and
2015, almost 200,000 net market homes were delivered in London (124% of the London Plan
target for market housing) forming 70% of the total number of homes delivered, while less
than 48,000 net social and so-called ‘affordable rent’ homes were delivered (only 53% of
London Plan target for social/’affordable’ rent homes) and forming only 17% of the total
number of homes delivered;
 
(d)   assert that affordable housing grant will be used proportionally on addressing
evidenced housing need.  The Mayor’s proposals to spend more than 60% of the affordable
housing grant on delivering intermediate and London Living Rent homes is not evidence
based. Evidence would suggest the need to spend it all on delivering social-rented homes;
 
(e)   protect existing social-rented homes (including allocation of funding to support
housing refurbishment) to prevent unnecessary demolition of perfectly good and
structurally sound low-cost rented homes;
 
(f)     provide a presumption against development on the green space and gardens of
social tenants’ estates;
 
(g)   provide a more sophisticated housing density matrix, which will take into account
household income levels, proximity of financially accessible sport and leisure,
community, youth and play facilities, levels of ongoing management and maintenance
funding, levels of overcrowding and preservation of local character. The link between
high densities, over development of the wrong types of housing and the failure to protect
open space and other community amenities of all kinds, is of huge concern and should be
properly monitored;
 
(h)   ensure that public land is used exclusively to develop social-rented homes and
supporting green, play and social infrastructure, including homes developed by
community-based housing such as: Community Land Trusts, co-operatives and collective
low-cost self-build homes and not be handed over to private developers;
 
(i)     link policy on housing, health and well-being.  Households that are adequately
housed in secure homes at costs they can afford, require fewer and less expensive medical
interventions.  Poor, cold, insecure, overcrowded, cramped and unaffordable housing is
linked to a range of increased physical and mental health conditions and premature death.  At
a time when transience is increasing, not just in the private but also in the social or
‘affordable’ rent sector, it should be noted that children in families who have to move
frequently are at particular risk of poor outcomes.  Failures to address the need for social-
rented homes can only continue to impact negatively on the health of those with the lowest



incomes in London;
 
(j)     ensure new homes being built to last for a minimum of 150 years;
 
(k)   provide a commitment to encourage (with the boroughs and educational
establishments) the development of training courses across London to address skills
gaps in the construction industry and to pressure developers to provide higher levels
of apprenticeships for young Londoners who experience excessively high levels of
unemployment. This is not a new concern and should be addressed properly by ensuring
that young working class Londoners can gain reasonably well-paid employment in the
construction industry.  It is shameful that this has not been fully addressed previously;
 
(l)     commit the Mayor to full engagement of London’s voluntary and community
sector groups (including tenants’ organisations, leaseholders and freeholders) that
have a focus on housing policy, in developing and monitoring housing strategy.  This
should be supported by the Mayor’s office to fund the establishment of a voluntary and
community sector housing forum to relate directly to the Mayor’s office, and for the forum to
have six representatives on the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners’ Board.  

 

 

Thank you very much for your  consideration of the above comments and suggestions.
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From: 
Sent: 12 December 2016 07:35
To: Your Views
Subject: #signforcycling

Hello,

I am writing this email with the hope that the Mayor will respect his #signforcycling pledges.  I live in 
 where, even on a Sunday, cycling remains very dangerous.  Nonetheless, on this beautiful winter 

day, I took my 12 year old boy out for a ride across this fantastic city.  Both he and I were reminded how 
much fun riding is.  But much more importantly for the future of London, we were both amazed at how 
fast we covered ground and reached parts of the city that take forever to reach by car due to 
congestion.  The bicycle is a fantastic solution to transport issues in London.  Make cycling safe, follow 
the dutch model (they have proved that it works) and please honour the pledges that have been made.  
Please make London the next Amsterdam or Copenhagen where quality of life and economic 
development go hand in hand !

Many thanks for your time and for everything you will do to make this a reality.

Yours sincerely,

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From:                               <

Sent:                               12 December 2016 07:34

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A City for All Londoners Consultation Response

 

 

 

--

Dear Sirs

Please consider my response to the current consultation as set out here.

Housing
Response to the housing crisis.
There has been a shortage of genuinely affordable housing for decades, we only identified a housing crisis
with the current wave of government enforced destruction of council housing to facilitate social cleansing.
The only justifiable response to the housing crisis for the Mayor of London and London Councils is:-

A moratorium on the demolition of any further existing council housing.
An end to Right to Buy in London.
The promotion only of additional council housing in London with traditional terms of secure tenure and
“Living Rents”.
Registration of all private rented property and private landlords.
Capping of private rents.

The days have long passed when it could be assumed that housing associations' interests coincided with
those of their tenants. They have been forced into taking on the ethos of private business landlords. At best
they could have been responsive to their own tenants but typically only offer token attempts at this by
allowing single, unaccountable, tenant representatives onto their boards. Councils also fall far short of an
ideal but at best only council housing can be responsive both to its tenants through accountable
tenant representation but also to its wider local community through councillors.
Government has whipped up a fanatical feeding frenzy for every adult to aspire to climb onto and ever
upward on the so called “property ladder”. We are all encouraged to place no value on our homes and our
communities other than the equity that we have in them and which we can borrow against in order to fuel
high street spending – and climate change. Every new home a lodging in a transit camp.
Buy now while stocks last – while you can still afford some pretence of a foothold! GULP!
OK but if anyone is desperate to step onto the bottom rung of the property ladder then the best chance of
saving a deposit is to live in a property at a rent that excludes profit – a traditional council rent.
The unregulated free-market has made the purchase of a freehold in London so expensive as to put it



beyond the consideration of ordinary workers.
The vast majority of new homes built in London are flats. Some freehold flats were created in the 1950;s
when the rent control then in force first drove landlords to sell off their flats but this soon proved impractical
because someone had to have responsibility for the overall structure from foundations through to roof
finishes and in consequence all flats can only be sold as leasehold.
When people are “buying their homes” in London what they are in fact doing is buying long leases on flats in
a landlord's property. Home ownership in London is a fantasy.
Leasehold ownership is all about paper and not property. The leaseholder signs a lease, writes cheques to
pay for the process, typically signs a mortgage agreement signing over even the lease itself to someone else
and he or she gets the wallpaper. All paper! The property itself still belongs to the landlord.
Arguably the leaseholder has bought “equity” that can be expected on precedent to increase in value. OK so
the leaseholder has become gamblers in a game that they expect to win but they have not become owners of
“bricks and mortar”.
Leasehold is a “wasting asset”. Once a lease comes to full term it is worth nothing. Indeed even a short lease
is effectively un-mortagable and virtually unsaleable. When thousands of leases granted in the 1800's came
to full term in the 1950's and 60's we had Rachmanism and all that can be said in the defence of leasehold is
that many of us will be dead before currently written leases come full term.
In the near term leasehold can give rise to problems of such a magnitude as to lead to expensive bills for
repairs and related litigation. As pointed out above, the landlord owns the building and consequently it is the
landlord who can repair, or even in some circumstances improve their property and recover the expense from
the leaseholders. Most leaseholders in their rush to leap for rungs on the property ladder as high as they can
reach typically stretch their finances when buying. In theory we all progress financially year by year and can
afford more as time goes by. (This was the case in the 1970's, a period of both high employment and inflation
when people were paying off their mortgages.) In practice whilst property prices in London climb skyward
workers wages have remained static and national household debt has increased to the same order of
magnitude as the “National Debt”. In this circumstance leaseholders are frequently not in a position to pay a
landlord's bill for repairs when it comes up.
Governments' answers to the lack of affordability for purchasers of leases have been broadly twofold. On the
one hand there have been various schemes to subsidise the purchase of leases. On the other hand there are
schemes of “shared ownership”. There is only one form of tenure potentially worse than owning a lease and
that is owning a bit of a lease. Should shared ownership be declared an unfair contract and illegal? This
should be investigated.
If people are prepared to engage in leasehold then they should only be offered commonhold whereby each
leasehold buys with their lease a share in a commonhold management company that owns the building
freehold and manages the building. The Commonhold and Leasehold Reform Act of 2002 opened up the
choice of commonhold but the choice has always been a choice for the landlords and they have quite
naturally protected their own interests by rejecting commonhold in order to safeguard a continuing interest in
the property. The need now is to eliminate the choice and make commonhold compulsory for all new
development of leasehold flats. Can the Mayor and councils of London impose this as a condition of planning
consent?

Affordable Housing
The term “affordable housing” is ambiguous and should never be used. A distinction always be made
thus:-

So called affordable housing – that which is made at a price which is 80% of the local market
price – calculated in this way housing is actually unaffordable to ordinary mortals in London and
produces unviable business plans for potential housing providers in the North.



Genuinely affordable – that which is made available at prices that ordinary mortals can afford.
So what can people afford? The concept of a “Living Rent” is one whereby the total expenditure for each
household forms a set proportion of that household's income.

"Housing costs take up a large share of the household budget and represent the largest single expenditure for many individuals
and families, by the time you add up elements such as rent, gas, electricity, water, furniture and repairs. In the OECD,
households on average spend around 21% of their gross adjusted disposable income on keeping a roof over their
heads."

[my emphasis]

http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/topics/housing/

The “Living Rent” should be one fifth of the living wage.
So how should each of these values be arrived at?

The only new housing that the London Mayor and London Councils should concern themselves with is
council housing.

The free market in land in London is now irreparably contaminated by speculators treating it as a “reserve
currency” and responsible government should for this reason, if no other, operate a moratorium on sales of
currently publicly owned land. Whist land remains in public ownership increases in the apparent value it
would realise were it to be submitted to the free market is safeguarded for our future and need not be taken
into account at present. The cost of newly constructed housing need only take into account design,
construction, maintenance, management and contingency costs.
Until the national housing revenue account was devolved to individual local authorities a mechanism was in
place whereby the costs incurred for the maintenance and management of council housing was in place –
and council housing made a profit for the Treasury! The cost of design and construction are readily
calculated.- So there should be readily possible to calculate the complete cost of providing new housing. With
the addition of a 5% to cover contingencies a true cost of the provision of new housing would be arrived at
with the existence of the contingency eliminating the possibility of any question of subsidy – and
consequently eliminating the stigma that the allegation of subsidy, albeit unsubstantiated, has brought to
council house tenants. The contingency should however be treated as a contingency and not a profit under
another name. The contingency should be used to cover unforeseeable expenditure on improvement to
standards in housing once built. In the past this would have been used to pay for retrofit thermal insulation.

Housing Standards
New housing should be built to the standards appropriate for the 21st. Century.

All new housing should be built as zero carbon.
(Some decade past this was the standard to be followed by law from 2016 onward – till the law was
changed.)

All new housing should be built to a designed life in excess of 300 years.
250 years ago, despite commercial pressures, technical naivety and lack of regulation, a lot of Georgian
houses were built which are still favoured today beyond much that has been built since. Considerable
entrained energy goes into every new construction which we should regret if we are serious about
combatting climate change.
Whilst the Mayor of London and local councils should only concern themselves with the provision of council
housing, standards of zero carbon construction and a minimum of 300 years design life should be applied to
all new housing built within London's boundaries.

The living wage should be calculated as five times the total cost of housing including rent, council tax,
building and contents insurance, electricity, water and fuel for cooking.

The inclusion of all of these costs as a fifth of the living wage might seem to be excessive but it should be

http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/topics/housing/


born in mind that:-
A large proportion of the current cost of housing provision is the inflated price paid for land and this would no
longer be included.
The cost of construction of zero carbon housing would be higher but this would be a one off cost for an
amortisation period of a minimum of 300 years.
The running cost for a zero carbon property would certainly involve lower costs for lighting heating and the
provision of water. Councils should self insure council housing and this is one of the aspects that the
contingency would be for.
Building and contents insurance should be comparatively low because risks due to fire and flooding as they
might affect the building and its contents insurance should be low because with safety aspects designed for
the risks of theft should be low.

Transport
The idea that we should prioritise the building of housing in places from which we have the greatest ability to
travel elsewhere is miss-conceived.

We should nurture existing neighbourhoods with the intention removing the need to travel.
The Mayor of London should announce a date beyond which the use of diesel powered vehicles will be
prohibited in London.
The Mayor of London should independently, or in collaboration with London Boroughs, programme the
installation of street charging points for electric vehicles in parking bays across London.
It should be acknowledged that the promotion of the free-market has brought thousands of additional delivery
vehicles onto our streets in addition to those of the Royal Mail that previously had a virtual monopoly. The
apparent acceptance of the opening up of a trade in taxing has now brought not only mini-cabs onto the
streets of London but in addition the Uber Taxis. Any further extension of these services should be resisted
as they form a major proportion of the problem and do nothing towards any problem.
The only taxis licensed to operate in London should be the traditional black cabs.
A scrappage scheme should be introduced for London Black Cabs in order to have them replaced with
electric vehicles.
A scrappage scheme should be introduced for Royal Mail vehicles in order to have them replaced with
electric vehicles.
Long distance coaches provide comparatively low cost travel for those that need it. They are inherently a
comparatively energy efficient form of transport providing the coaches are fairly full. Considering
sustainability they offer an attractive alternative to trains, better still if they were not typically diesel powered.
However with only one bus interchanged and that situated in Inner London, it can take easily an hour for a
coach to make its way across London from Victoria to the start of any motorway out of London including
travelling through the congestion zone,
The Mayor should replace Victoria bus station with four or more new bus termini outside the centre of London
but where passengers can readily interchange with other forms of public transport. Sites at Redbridge,
Wembley, Bromley South, and South Croydon could be considered along with others. Passengers would
then be encouraged rather than to take any shuttle services that might be provided by the bus companies but
instead to use the Underground and Overground trains instead in the knowledge that their long distance
journey would be scheduled to start on time from the new bus termini.

Policing
The Mayor of London should be reminded of the fact that the installation of a permanent Metropolitan Police



Force in London was only considered acceptable in the 19th Century once it was established that it would be
a preventative force rather than one as current in Paris following the Revolution which seemed to concentrate
on building up secret files on its citizens.

London's police should be put back onto the streets where they should gently remind some tempted to
minor traffic and litter law infringements and the rigid enforcement of others through on the spot fines.

The emphasis simply should be upon preventing crime rather that congratulating itself on the increasing
numbers convicted.

 

 

 

 

·  
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From:                                         
Sent:                                           12 December 2016 07:34
To:                                               Your Views; Mayor
Subject:                                     Letter to the Mayor of London - City for all Londoners
 
Importance:                            High
 
To The Mayor, Sadiq Khan, 
Feedback for “City for all Londoners” (Nov 2016 here). I welcome your comments:
 

We also need to make sure that we make the most of opportunities to bring people together in communities. For example,
sport can play a significant role

 
I will make sure my community and grassroots sport investment programme leverages resources at the local level from
communities (via crowdfunding) and at city level from London’s football and other major professional sports clubs to make
the most of the opportunity to make a positive difference for Londoners.

An extremely pressing concern in London is health inequality - among the starkest in the country, with a gap in healthy life
expectancy of more than 15 years between and within boroughs in different parts of the city.

And I will do everything in my power to protect the city’s heritage and culture and promote good design in public spaces to
improve everyone’s quality of life.

 
I hope you will welcome and consider my comments to shape *your actions* to enhance London’s most iconic sports and
recreation centre in London, the Crystal Palace National Sports Centre (NSC).
 
The Mayor will decide the future on NSC:

1. The GLA has the long term lease for the Crystal Palace National Sport Centre, where millions have been spent on repairs
and plant and upgrades, and helping the Brazilian Olympic 2012 team have a world class training camp.

2. Yet under the last Mayor, outdoor areas like the multi-use hockey pitch and its stadium have been left to deteriorate with
areas being permanently “closed off”. E.g. the stadium’s loos and hospitality/bar area were closed off or left in a poor
state.  So it’s really not surprising anchor sports clubs were leaving and not coming back, due to poor facilities or poor
value for money. 

3. I very much support the recent repairs now under way under your watch, that may now mean more activities, and the
potential return of competitive regional athletics events coming back “home” to Crystal Palace in 2017.  But, I hope this is
not going to a just a short term *tokenistic* gesture.  Overall, I hope you actively support the work of London Sport and
Crystal Palace Sports Partnership for their approach for find a long term sustainable business model, and follow up their
brief for an integrated planned approach for the NSC with the wider park.

4. As Mayor, you *do* have direct power to deliver initiatives directly for National Sport Centre, that will directly impact the
5 Boroughs that all meet at Crystal Palace.  These Boroughs include areas of high deprivation. They include boroughs with
above average child obesity, and above average adult obesity. You have direct power to help, or harm, the health,
wellbeing and sports opportunities locally and regionally by *your actions* for the NSC.

Planning for NSC:
5. I hope you support objectives for “positive planning” for sport in London, based on robust assessments impacting all

sectors of the community.   As with Sport England, these objectives seek to PROTECT sports facilities from loss as a result

https://www.london.gov.uk/get-involved/have-your-say/all-consultations/city-all-londoners


of redevelopment; to ENHANCE existing facilities through improving their quality, accessibility and management; and to
PROVIDE new facilities that are fit for purpose to meet demands for participation now and in the future.  

6. I hope you support UK Athletics recent facility audit findings that “…supports the retention of appropriate indoor and
outdoor athletics facilities at Crystal Palace in order to service the considerable demand for athletics from registered clubs
and members living in the South London area.”

7. I hope you support A.S.A London Region (London Swimming) comments about the value of NSC, and the value of all its
pools locally and regionally, including retaining 25m pool.  The N.S.C.  is the one facility in London capable of holding in
one venue the biggest Youth games in Europe the ( London Youth Games) so it is important that the N.S.C  is retained
capable of continuing holding this and similar multisport events.

What you decide for the NSC may decide what happens with the London Youth Games.

8. With the significant increased *ongoing*annual costs impacting the financial and practical viability of the Olympic
Stadium - Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park, the need for Crystal Palace as an international competition venue needs to
reconsidered.  Crystal Palace has the best transport accessibility in London for any regional or major competition athletics
venue in London.  

 
Your actions for Heritage:

9. The NSC includes the Grade II* National Recreation Centre (NRC). That is said to be “the most important post-war
recreation building in the country”, and its listing status puts it in the top 5.5% of buildings nationally. Yet the last Mayor
appears not to have undertaken a detailed conservation management plan for assessing its long term future.  These are
compiled for other modern listed buildings and complexes. Please consider to take the lead for this complex and multi-
stakeholder Heritage site at Crystal Palace.

10. I hope you consider how specialist organisations like Prince’s Regeneration Trust can help provide a sustainable plan and
approach for this unique London heritage asset, in its unique heritage sports park siting, this is also GradeII*, with Grade I
attractions of international significance.

 
What you do, and your approach, for the NSC will define how serious you are about enhancing sports and heritage assets of
National significance now and for future generations of Londoner’s.
 
Kind regards,

 
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From:  <
Sent: 12 December 2016 07:34
To: Your Views
Subject: A City for All Londoners

From 

Dear Mayor

Despite its title, I don't feel 'A City for All Londoners' presents the best chance of meeting the needs of 
all Londoners.  I will only deal with a couple of aspects.

On Page 9 you say 'Nowhere is the pressure on London felt more acutely than in housing'.  I agree.  
Probably well over half of Londoners are affected by the excessively high level of rents in London, and 
the shortage of social rented homes, the only type of home which is genuinely affordable to most 
Londoners.

The only way to solve the problem will be to protect and look after the social rented homes that 
continue to exist, and to build more.  This is the only thing likely to bring down the general price of 
housing.  But I don't see any signs of a concerted push in this direction.  

Your Homes for Londoners team, for example, does not include any tenant or community 
representatives.  It would be entirely wrong to imagine that employees or even councillors from local 
authorities will adequately fill this gap.  Sadly most councils are not building more council homes and 
indeed are in the process of demolishing estates of social rented housing and replacing them largely by 
various types of housing unaffordable to at least half of Londoners e.g. market homes, shared ownership 
homes, 'affordable' rent homes, and now London Living Rent homes.

I realise that your powers are limited but you could offer grant to local authorities only under the 
condition that it is spent on building more council social rented homes.

I was told at the SHLAA that you believe building more market homes will bring the price of housing 
down.  I see no signs of it, and a great deal of market housing has been built in many parts of London 
over recent years.  How would it have been, for example, if Greenwich Peninsula had been covered, not 
with market homes, but with homes for social rent?  What a contribution that would have been to 
ending homelessness, temporary accommodation, and overcrowding for millions of Londoners.  

But I am disturbed at the negative view of social rented housing presented in the document in any case.  
You describe on page 25 'huge, mono-tenure housing estates that did not account for people's broader 
needs'.  Certainly council housing estates were mono-tenure in that tenants had secure tenancies and 
paid reasonable rents.  I don't think there is a much 'broader need' than that.  These were tremendous 
advantages for people in guaranteeing them a roof over their heads.  Families were even able to move 
to a bigger home as their families grew.  Many of the housing estates were well designed and the homes 
had generously sized rooms, especially the more recent estates which sadly appear to have been the 
first to be pulled down.  Problems of upkeep and maintenance were not problems of the tenure.

Right to Buy and conversion to 'affordable' rent have already cost many of these secure tenure, 
reasonable rent properties, at the same time meaning these estates are less 'mono-tenure' than before.  
If 'mono-tenure' is a euphemism for working-class, then this is an indictment of a view of the working 
class that presents it as a problem, rather than the bedrock of society.  This implication would be 
regrettable in a document entitled 'A City for all Londoners'.

In any case, when there were more council homes, there was a considerable social mix of people living 



in them.  But their most important feature was that they provided security and a decent home for 
millions of Londoners who now are not so housed.

And by the way, isn't Greenwich peninsula huge and largely mono tenure?  Only not in a way 
advantageous to most Londoners.  Or take Saffron Square in Croydon.  Over 700 market homes and 36 
shared ownership.  You can't get much more mono-tenure than that.

I do not hold out much hope that you will persuade developers or even councils to build more social 
rented homes.  That is why I would like to see you use whatever powers you have to make this happen, 
by providing money on strict conditions, by vetoing estate demolitions where they will lead to reduction 
in the numbers of social rented homes (which seems to be always these days), and in any other practical 
way.

I am concerned about another aspect of what is happening in London.  Despite the fact that there is 
much evidence of their negative effect on the people who live and work in them, nine further 'emerging' 
Opportunity Areas have been named in addition to the 38 already in existence.  Please call a halt to this 
process until a full review of the existing Opportunity Areas has been conducted.  So far they appear to 
drive out small businesses that employ thousands of people and provide important services, to replace 
them with speculative, often high rise, offices and market housing, that completely alter the character of 
an area, and only make money for people and companies that are already very rich.

Is that really a city for all Londoners?  

Yours sincerely

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From:   
Sent:   12 December 2016 07:35
To:     Your Views
Subject:        London Plan

Re London Plan

Firstly this consultation is a disgrace. I only found out via a friend today. There has been ZERO 
advertising about it. So many ordinary Londoner's will not get to to 'have their say' in shaping the city 
we live in

Secondly. This is all done online - which excludes & discriminates against non internet users.  It was hard 
to find, even more difficult was finding an email address to respond to was a task!

Housing & state/local authority community destruction via Regeneration:

1) the lack of any compulsion for councils to assess the outcomes and impacts of estate regeneration on 
the original residents: both during and after any development has finished. All the research (such as the 
Heygate, Woodberry Down, Ferrier Estates) was done by other people, the Councils simply washed their 
hands of the residents once they were out, especially the leaseholders/freeholders. 
Southwark/Hackney/Greenwich  had little idea of what happened to the people they displaced and 
there was no formal evaluation of their health and well being during or after the actions of the Councils. 
Surely councils can be forced to do post-evaluation? It is normal practice for project management and 
they have a duty of care responsibility for their residents. If they were forced to provide full evaluation 
of their schemes they might consider the problems of estate demolition more seriously.

2) All housing is effectively brownfield but there is unfair targeting of estate homes for regeneration to 
solve London's housing problems - when estates are usually the most dense housing in their wards 
(various reports, eg Centre for London, state this) with the most affordable housing - i.e what we are 
supposed to be aiming for, not destroying.

3) Full and transparent costing of estate regeneration, including the environmental costs and carbon 
footprint. Demolition costs must be included. (The Mayor is supposed to be green isn't he?!)

4) Refurbishment of estates should not attract VAT - so that there is a level playing field with VAT-free 
demolition regeneration.

5) Deliberate blight & mismanagement - councils are neglecting to maintain estates in order to claim 
later that refurbishment is unviable. This is despite the fact that council housing is required to be ‘self-
financing’, ie all costs have to be covered by rents http://www.insidehousing.co.uk/subsidy-
question/7014398.article) 

6)The developer-led model might work for derelict areas, but should not be used where there are 
existing homes.

The GLA needs to put its foot down with developers and ensure developments 'fit in' with the existing 
environment instead of sticking out like sore chrome & plastic sore thumbs

Lastly, GLA needs to champion small independent businesses on and support them instead of enabling 
displacement for big business 

We need a London Plan that includes and protects existing communities & businesses.  Not a London 
Plan that favours and enables developers  to kill the true wealth creators and backbone of our capital 



city...The Working Class!

Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone
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From:                               <
Sent:                               12 December 2016 07:34
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          Mayoral Plan for London
Attachments:                 Model response to consultation - a City for all Londoners(F)(1).docx
 
to whom it may concern here are some of my many concerns regarding the Mayors plan for London housing
- to be honest with you some of the proposals are terrifying and I am shocked at how little effort has gone in to making
this accessible for the public. It's almost as if you don't want ordinary people to know what is going on...
sincerely
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From:                               <

Sent:                               12 December 2016 07:34

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Response to the consultation on ‘A City for all Londoners’

 

Response to the consultation on ‘A City for all Londoners’

 

London’s housing crisis exists as a result of continued application of policy that

·        consistently ignores the needs of households that are unable to meet the costs of market housing;
·        feeds the property market / property investment and the unaffordability of housing, rather than
ensuring the provision of secure not-for-profit low-cost social-rented homes;
·        creates transience rather than stable and sustainable communities in which household members
might demonstrate a long-term commitment to their locality and safely raise the next generation.

 

1.       Sadly, there appears to be little in ‘A city for all Londoners’ that demonstrates anything but a
continuation of the status quo, that is -
(a)       support for growth that has consistently impacted negatively on the ordinary working class
households and which is now being renamed ‘good growth’.  The growth of huge amounts of luxury,
private housing, along with high-end finance, business, professional and research employment sectors is
not just something that ‘some feel’’ has impacted detrimentally on them.  It continues to be evidenced in
the increasing levels of homelessness, overcrowding, households languishing for decades on housing
waiting lists, living in temporary homes or being forced out of the capital, and in increased levels of
deprivation and polarisation;
(b)       the persistent use of the term ‘affordable housing’ for housing that just isn’t affordable, or worse
still, to suggest that such housing is ‘genuinely affordable’;
(c)        the allocation of affordable housing grant to reduce the cost of market-priced rented homes for
‘middle income earners’. This would continue to feed the pockets of private landlords at the expense of
delivering not-for-profit, low-cost social-rented homes for families for whom there is very high evidence
of need;  
(d)       the Mayor distancing himself from his statutory responsibilities to not only assess the levels of
housing need and the ever-growing backlog of need in London but also to set out in strategic policy how
he will address that need (including London’s high levels of homelessness);
(e)        unacceptably negative views expressed about large social-rented housing estates – (particularly
since there is concern that this is actually negative expression about the people who live in social-rented
homes, rather than necessarily the homes they reside in). 
 

The building of large council estates was no ‘mistake’, it was a genuine attempt to meet the housing
needs of a wide range of households. It did so successfully for many years and delivered, and to an extent
still does, relatively stable and sustainable communities. In London, many large housing estates were built
adjacent to places providing high numbers of local jobs.  The real mistakes that have been made in
London are the over-development of market housing (compared to evidenced need), the creation of
luxury blocks of flats for high income households, that contain no social and minimal numbers of so-



called ‘affordable homes’ and their monopolisation of large sections of the riverside and of central and
inner London. This is what has created, or is at least part and parcel of, London’s dysfunctional housing
market, with extortionately high private rents and increased exclusion of ordinary working class
households from accessing reasonably priced homes in which to raise their families and grow old in;
(f)          a failure to address the problem of ongoing loss of social-rented housing as a result of unnecessary
demolition;
(g)       no consideration of how voluntary and community sector groups will meaningfully be engaged in
developing and monitoring strategic housing policy, leaving the developers to have greatest influence on
policy through the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners Board;
(h)       continuation of policies that are based around transport and people having to make long journeys
to work, rather than developing lifetime neighbourhoods where communities may have access to homes
and jobs locally and thus reduce transport needs;
(i)         development of more opportunity areas without any assessment of whether these ‘opportunity’
areas that are now near to being fully developed have provided any genuine opportunity or benefit for
communities with below median incomes – either in terms of homes or jobs.

 

2.      Strategic housing policy contained in the London Plan and the London Housing Strategy
should;
(a)  no longer include the sham term - ‘affordable housing’.  Strategic policy should specify the exact
types of housing being referred to and make clear the distinction between not-for-profit low-cost rented
homes and those that have high-cost rents simply because they provide a large profit for private
landlords.  A target of 50% affordable housing means nothing if at least 65% of this is housing isn’t
actually affordable;
(b)  provide evidence for the Mayor’s assertion that building more market homes will bring down
the price of market homes in London.  How many market homes will need to be delivered to bring
down the prices? How much available housing land in London will this use up?
(c)   set out precisely how the Mayor will address the shockingly high levels of need, including the
backlog of need, for social-rented homes in London. Between 2005 and 2015, almost 200,000 net
market homes were delivered in London (124% of the London Plan target for market housing) forming
70% of the total number of homes delivered, while less than 48,000 net social and so-called ‘affordable
rent’ homes were delivered (only 53% of London Plan target for social/’affordable’ rent homes) and
forming only 17% of the total number of homes delivered;
(d)  assert that affordable housing grant will be used proportionally on addressing evidenced
housing need.  The Mayor’s proposals to spend more than 60% of the affordable housing grant on
delivering intermediate and London Living Rent homes is not evidence based. Evidence would suggest
the need to spend it all on delivering social-rented homes;
(e)   protect existing social-rented homes (including allocation of funding to support housing
refurbishment) to prevent unnecessary demolition of perfectly good and structurally sound low-
cost rented homes;
(f)   provide a presumption against development on the green space and gardens of social tenants’
estates;
(g)  provide a more sophisticated housing density matrix, which will take into account household
income levels, proximity of financially accessible sport and leisure, community, youth and play
facilities, levels of ongoing management and maintenance funding, levels of overcrowding and
preservation of local character. The link between high densities, over development of the wrong types
of housing and the failure to protect open space and other community amenities of all kinds, is of huge
concern and should be properly monitored;
(h)  ensure that public land is used exclusively to develop social-rented homes and supporting
green, play and social infrastructure, including homes developed by community-based housing
such as: Community Land Trusts, co-operatives and collective low-cost self-build homes and not be
handed over to private developers;



(i)    link policy on housing, health and well-being.  Households that are adequately housed in secure
homes at costs they can afford, require fewer and less expensive medical interventions.  Poor, cold,
insecure, overcrowded, cramped and unaffordable housing is linked to a range of increased physical and
mental health conditions and premature death.  At a time when transience is increasing, not just in the
private but also in the social or ‘affordable’ rent sector, it should be noted that children in families who
have to move frequently are at particular risk of poor outcomes.  Failures to address the need for social-
rented homes can only continue to impact negatively on the health of those with the lowest incomes in
London;
(j)    ensure new homes being built to last for a minimum of 150 years;
(k)   provide a commitment to encourage (with the boroughs and educational establishments) the
development of training courses across London to address skills gaps in the construction industry
and to pressure developers to provide higher levels of apprenticeships for young Londoners who
experience excessively high levels of unemployment. This is not a new concern and should be
addressed properly by ensuring that young working class Londoners can gain reasonably well-paid
employment in the construction industry.  It is shameful that this has not been fully addressed previously;
(l)    commit the Mayor to full engagement of London’s voluntary and community sector groups
(including tenants’ organisations) that have a focus on housing policy, in developing and
monitoring housing strategy.  This should be supported by the Mayor’s office to fund the
establishment of a voluntary and community sector housing forum to relate directly to the Mayor’s office,
and for the forum to have six representatives on the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners’ Board.  

 

please also see 

http://www.ehnetwork.org.uk/.../george-clarkes-manifesto...
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The Mayor of London
 
Dear Mr Sadiq Khan
 
This is the view and comments that from experiences I would like to bring to your attention with the
hope that it may reduce the chronic housing shortage that has been regularly debated, but over the
decades has only gotten worst.
 
I live on a council estate that is undergoing a redevelopment scheme instead of regeneration as was
first proposed with intentions of getting rid of Council homes and tenants that does not fit the
“Criteria” of the local authority.
 
Local Authorities and the HCA should not be so keen to hand over public funds and public land to
Housing Associations and private developers whose priority is profit. Instead this should be used to
either refurbish or build “Good quality” “High standard” homes at rents tenants on low incomes, no
incomes, pensioners are able to afford.
 
This will definitely see a reduction in the number of repossession and eviction orders due to rent
arrears. The private sector will then be forced to reduce their rents as they would be the second
choice as landlords.
A cap on rents should also be reintroduced.
 
There are 22 Labour controlled councils in London and several are engaged in this scheme as the
Tory councils.
The Tories will always lead Labour because Labour is always following instead of leading.
 
We met briefly on your visit to  if you can remember, these were my comments.
Points of interest for your attention
 
Yours sincerely
 



Email: 
 
11th December 2016
 

Response to the consultation on ‘A City for all Londoners’
 
London’s housing crisis exists as a result of continued Government and GLA application of detrimental policies that
clearly discriminate against basic human residents need for “roof over their head”.  Both the Government and London
Boroughs :

·           Consistently and intentionally ignores the needs of households that are unable to meet the costs of market
housing;

·           encourages and funds the property market/property investment and the unaffordability of housing, rather than
ensuring the provision of secure not-for-profit low-cost social-rented homes are provided;

·           creates transience rather than stable and sustainable communities in which household members might demonstrate
a long-term commitment to their locality and safely raise the next generation.
 

1.        Sadly, there appears to be little in ‘A city for all Londoners’ that demonstrates anything but a continuation
of the status quo, that is -

(a)    support for growth that has consistently impacted negatively on the ordinary London based working class
households and which is now being renamed ‘good growth’.  The continuing growth of huge amounts of luxury,
private housing, along with high-end finance, business, professional and research employment sectors is not just
something that ‘some feel’’ has impacted detrimentally on them.  It continues to be evidenced in the increasing
levels of homelessness, overcrowding, households languishing for decades on housing waiting lists, living in
temporary homes or being forced out of the capital, and in increased levels of deprivation and polarisation;

(b)   the persistent use of the term ‘affordable housing’ for housing that just isn’t affordable, or worse still, to suggest that
such housing is ‘genuinely affordable’ by disguising the increased rents created by “bad banking practices” and
“unrestrained globalization”  which bears no relation to the local financial situations in the UK;

(c)    subsidizing market-priced rented homes for ‘middle income earners, to feed the pockets of profiteering private
landlords at the expense of delivering not-for-profit, low-cost social-rented homes for families for whom there is
very high evidence of need; 

(d)   the Mayor distancing himself from his statutory responsibilities to not only assess the levels of housing need and the
ever-growing backlog of need in London but also to set out in strategic policy how he will address that need
(including London’s high levels of homelessness);

(e)    the worsening polarization of the unacceptably negative views expressed about large social-rented housing estates –
(particularly since there is concern that this is actually negative expression about the people who live in social-
rented homes, rather than necessarily the homes they reside in). 

 
The building of large council estates was no ‘mistake’, it was a genuine attempt to meet the housing needs of a wide
range of households. It did so successfully for many years and delivered, and to an extent still does, relatively stable
and sustainable communities. In London, many large housing estates were built adjacent to places providing high
numbers of local jobs. 
The real mistakes that have been made in London are the over-development of market housing (compared to
evidenced need), the creation of luxury blocks of flats for high income households, that contain no social and
minimal numbers of so-called ‘affordable homes’ and their monopolisation of large sections of the riverside and of
central and inner London. This is what has created, or is at least part and parcel of, London’s dysfunctional housing
market, with extortionately high private rents and increased exclusion of ordinary working class households from
accessing reasonably priced homes in which to raise their families and grow old in;

(f)     the successive failure of the GLA and Borough Planning Officers to protect and address the problem of ongoing loss
of social-rented housing as a result of unnecessary demolition;

(g)   allowing the developers to have the greatest influence on policy through the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners Board
with no input and consideration of how voluntary and community sector groups would meaningfully be able to



engage in developing and monitoring strategic housing policy;
(h)   continuation of policies that are based around transport and people having to make long journeys to work, rather

than developing lifetime neighbourhoods where communities may have access to homes and jobs locally and thus
reduce transport needs;

(i)     development of more opportunity areas without minimal consultation for any assessment of whether these
‘opportunity’ areas that are now near to being fully developed have provided any genuine opportunity or benefit for
communities with below median incomes – either in terms of homes, jobs or improved living conditions.

 
2.        Strategic housing policy contained in the London Plan and the London Housing Strategy should;
(a)     no longer include the sham term - ‘affordable housing’.  Strategic policy should specify the exact types of

housing being referred to and make clear the distinction between not-for-profit low-cost rented homes and those
that have high-cost rents simply because they provide a large profit for private landlords.  A target of 50%
affordable housing means nothing if at least 65% of this is housing isn’t actually affordable;

(b)    provide evidence for the Mayor’s assertion that building more market homes will bring down the price of
market homes in London.  How many market homes will need to be delivered to bring down the prices? How
much available housing land is there in London and who owns it? Include a special mixed section of the Mayor’s
Board to monitor ‘value for money’ ideas of how all land should be used to provide the most benefit for the local
communities? Stop all future Borough land sales for private profit schemes.  

(c)     set out precisely how the Mayor will address the shockingly high levels of need, including the backlog of
need, for social-rented homes in London. Between 2005 and 2015, almost 200,000 net market homes were
delivered in London (124% of the London Plan target for market housing) forming 70% of the total number of
homes delivered, while less than 48,000 net social and so-called ‘affordable rent’ homes were delivered (only 53%
of London Plan target for social/’affordable’ rent homes) and forming only 17% of the total number of homes
delivered;

(d)    assert that affordable housing grant will be used proportionally on addressing evidenced housing need.  The
Mayor’s proposals to spend more than 60% of the affordable housing grant on delivering intermediate and London
Living Rent homes is not evidence based. Evidence would suggest the need to spend it all on delivering social-
rented homes;

(e)     protect existing social-rented homes (including allocation of funding to support housing refurbishment) to
prevent unnecessary demolition of perfectly good and structurally sound low-cost existing rented homes;

(f)      provide an immediate ban against any further development on the green space and gardens of social tenants’
estates;

(g)     provide a more sophisticated housing density matrix, which will take into account household income levels,
proximity of financially accessible sport and leisure, community, youth and play facilities, levels of ongoing
management and maintenance funding, levels of overcrowding and preservation of local character. The link
between high densities, over development of the wrong types of housing and the failure to protect open space and
other community amenities of all kinds, is of huge concern and should be properly and constantly
monitored;

(h)    ensure that public land is used exclusively to develop social-rented homes and supporting green, play and
social infrastructure, including homes developed by community-based housing such as: Community Land
Trusts, co-operatives and collective low-cost self-build homes and not be handed over to private developers;

(i)       link policy on housing, health and well-being.  Households that are adequately housed in secure homes at costs
they can afford, require fewer and less expensive medical interventions.  Poor, cold, insecure, overcrowded,
cramped and unaffordable housing is linked to a range of increased physical and mental health conditions and
premature death.  At a time when transience is increasing, not just in the private but also in the social or ‘affordable’
rent sector, it should be noted that children in families who have to move frequently are at particular risk of poor
outcomes.  Failures to address the need for social-rented homes can only continue to impact negatively on the
health of those with the lowest incomes in London;

(j)      ensure new homes being built to last for a minimum of 150 years;
(k)    provide a commitment to encourage (with the boroughs and educational establishments) the development of

training courses across London to address skills gaps in the construction industry and to pressure developers
to provide higher levels of apprenticeships for young Londoners who experience excessively high levels of
unemployment. This is not a new concern and should be addressed properly by ensuring that young working class
Londoners can gain reasonably well-paid employment in the construction industry in future.  It is shameful that this



has not been fully addressed previously;
(l)       commit the Mayor to full engagement of London’s voluntary and community sector groups (including

tenants’ organisations) that have a focus on housing policy, in developing and monitoring housing strategy. 
This should be supported by the Mayor’s office to fund the establishment of a voluntary and community sector
housing forum to relate directly to the Mayor’s office, and for the forum to have six representatives on the Mayor’s
Homes for Londoners’ Board. 

 
Yours truly,
 

 

                                                                  
 



GLA approved disclaimer

From:                              
Sent:                               10 December 2016 19:41
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          A City for all Londoners - housing - building up
Attachments:                 LH04 - London's housing crisis - building up.pdf; LH04 - London's housing crisis - building up.jpg
 
 
Subject: A City for all Londoners – London Housing Crisis – building up.
 
 
Dear Mayor Sadiq Khan
 
Many thanks for your new vision for London – A City for all Londoners - and your request for feedback from the public.
That is very much appreciated.
 
I have attached a single-page document, in pdf and jpeg formats, which makes a case for building up.
 
Planning rules could be changed to encourage property owners to build up – at least along major arteries and other
suitable locations.
Many supermarkets and retail parks, for example, even close to central London, are just one of two storeys high.
They could be encouraged to build up to six, eight, or ten floors, say, depending on the appropriateness for different
locations.
Numerous ‘ordinary’ and old residential buildings in central boroughs such as Kensington and Chelsea are up to ten
storeys high.
Many people may not realise how tall old – and some not so old - residential buildings are in central parts of London,
but they are just considered ‘normal’.
 
The new housing would be privately funded, and so would not be at the expense of the Mayor.
But the Mayor could, and should, take the credit for increased house-building in London.
 
Many thanks you for your time and attention.
 
Best regards
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Walworth Road - on the right - is significantly closer to central London than Finchley Road - on the left.
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Most of the buildings in this view of Walworth Road are three storeys.
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Why not change planning to encourage property owners to build up – at least along major arteries and other suitable locations?
Many supermarkets and retail parks, for example, even close to central London, are just one of two storeys high. 
They could be encouraged to build up to six, eight, or ten floors, say, depending on the appropriateness for different locations.
Numerous ‘ordinary’ and old residential buildings in central boroughs such as Kensington and Chelsea are up to ten storeys high.Numerous ordinary  and old residential buildings in central boroughs such as Kensington and Chelsea are up to ten storeys high.

The new housing would be privately funded, and so would not be at the expense of the Mayor.
B t th  M  ld  d h ld  t k  th  dit f  i d h b ildi  i  L dBut the Mayor could, and should, take the credit for increased house-building in London.

London’s Housing Crisis  - building up. 



From:                               <

Sent:                               10 December 2016 22:42

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A city for all Londoners - orbital routes

 

In order to reduce congestion, orbital bus and train services need enhancing.

 

New orbital express bus services like the successful X26 from Croydon to Heathrow are needed - using distinctive
livery.

 

A route to north west London from Heathrow and a North Circular Road bus linking several tube lines are examples.
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From:                               <

Sent:                               12 December 2016 07:33

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Response to London Plan Consultation "A City for All Londoners'

 

 

Dear Mayor of London,

 

As a resident upon a council estate I would like to comment upon Part 2 'Housing' in the "A City for All Londoners
Plan".

 

There is no protection afforded to communities living upon these estates who, in various boroughs including my own
(Kingston Upon Thames) have their homes under threat from developers. These developers, who are supported as key
players in your plan, are economically controlling the re-development of estates which have consistently resulted in the
breaking up of communities and the offer of so-called 'affordable housing' at prices unaffordable to the existing
residents.  Londoners living on these estates are expected to give up their homes to solve the housing problem. Your
plan does not address this issue but further confirms the role of the developer who is pre-disposed to demolition and re-
building rather than maintenance and refurbishment. 

 

This is not a City for anyone on a council estate when the 'Right to Buy' is being expanded and their estates are being
targeted as regeneration zones. Do not include estates in local plans or the London Plan and stop the unfair targeting of
estate homes for regeneration to solve London's housing problems and oppose the developer-led model for these
existing homes and communities.

 

In particular build into the plan George Clarke’s 12 Empty Homes Review Recommendations:

 

1 Refurbishing and upgrading existing homes should always be the first and preferred option rather than demolition. It
should also be the norm.

2 Demolition of existing homes should always be the last option after all forms of market testing and options for
refurbishment are exhausted.

3 Proper community consultation is required for any existing homes regeneration programme. The questions in a
consultation should clearly consider all of the options openly and fairly and not directly or indirectly give preference to
one option over another. 

4 If, following an open and transparent community consultation process and after rigorous market testing for
refurbishment, demolition is still the preferred choice of the community then tenants/owners should be moved to new



‘like for like’ properties. No one should be placed in temporary accommodation.

5 If owners/tenants are moved to a new property they should suffer no net financial loss or any increase in rent, other
than what they would expect as a reasonable increase if they remained in their existing home and in line with inflation. 6
Any significant financial increase in rent from a housing association is to be subsidised by the HA or local authority and
not the owner/tenant.

7 Areas should not be systematically ‘wound down’ which is a process that destroys communities and reduces house
prices in the area. If Homeowners or tenants choose to move they should be moved in large clusters at the same time
(entire street by street) and if homes are to be demolished they are to be emptied and demolished as quickly as possible
to make way for new development.

8 Homes should not be emptied at all until full planning permission has been fully approved for demolition and new
build development in advance (with at least 70% majority support from the local community) and all funding for the
new development is fully secured with a clear timetable for delivery.

9 If an area of existing housing requires improvement or redevelopment then a ‘mixed and balanced’ urban design
scheme should be considered where existing properties are retained and improved while being mixed with appropriate
new build development.

10 Local Authorities and Housing Associations should promote and encourage alternative methods of project
procurement for the refurbishment of empty homes such as Homesteading, Co-operatives and Sweat Equity schemes.
These are community-based schemes that encourage community involvement while providing better value for money.

11 Displaced occupiers should be given a ‘right to return’ following the completion of a housing renewal programme. In
practice this means giving first refusal to new or refurbished houses at the same price as the compensation paid to the
occupier when they were displaced.

12 Where a regeneration scheme is withdrawn or partly withdrawn prior to demolition. Owners should be given first
refusal to have their home back. The property should be offered at the same price as the compensation they received
minus any compensation due for remedial work to return the property to the condition it was in prior to sale.

Where properties decanted for renewal schemes are left empty for more than six months, they must be openly offered
for temporary accommodation in a safe and habitable state.

 

 

Thank you very much for your consideration of the above comments and suggestions.
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From:                               <

Sent:                               03 December 2016 10:36

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          20 mph

 

I have to say the 20 mph limits throughout London are a waste of money: I’m a cyclist and since their introduction I
have noticed little or no reduction in traffic speeds. There is very little policing of the limits. I’m part of a voluntary team
who go out on the streets to monitor infringements. They occur in the majority of cases. Drivers are allowed 2 warnings
before being prosecuted. Why not an immediate fine? Speeding is as serious and dangerous as use of mobile phones
while driving and one of the biggest factors which puts off less bold people from getting on their bikes.

I’ve cycled for over 30 years in London and speeding and aggression from drivers has got no better in that period.

regards

 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click here to report this email as spam.

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/CPYtxRj5gp3GX2PQPOmvUqEZpHzWxmiI6cnYC2u3haax91aRPXRBM0spGPBGAb2fmOhe216mbIvDexT6npRA1w==


From:                               <
Sent:                               27 November 2016 11:36
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          A City for All Londoners: Consultation Response 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
I have been a town planner in London for 5 years, currently working at one of the Boroughs.  The new London Plan
needs to turn the tide, delivering development that is people-focused and not developer-focused.  I believe a more
robust planning framework would deliver long-term return and not short term returns while delivering a more inclusive
city which also provides greater certainty to developers.  
 
To be a success the London Plan should prioritise policies on the following:
 
1.) The Inclusive City:  A new overarching policy on the Inclusive City which, quite like the presumption in favour of
sustainable development in the National Planning Policy Framework, is seen as a 'golden thread' underpinning all
decision making.  This must be accompanied by more detailed supplementary planning guidance.  It should deliver well
designed and genuine public space and deliver a right type and quantum of mixed use both horizontally and vertically.
 
2.) Tall Building and Density: An overarching policy on each accompanied by supplementary planning guidance.    It
needs to prioritise human scale, genuine public space and high quality design which can be mainly mid rather than all
high rise.  Tall buildings should have a base, middle and a top while being integrated into a street-based development
where there presence is reduced.
 
3.) Affordable Housing: There must be a strong expectation on all developers as to what is expected in delivering
development on-site.  Too often developers over-pay for a site on the basis that they will negotiate down an 'affordable'
contribution on viability grounds.  
 
I will address each in turn:
 
Inclusive City:
 
I mean this in the broadest sense.  It should deliver an appropriate quantum and quality of genuinely public space and
with genuine mixed-use to encourage local job, social encounters, sense of ownership and more well-being.  There
should be an onus on all new large developments to demonstrate how horizontal and vertical mixed use has been
achieved.  By horizontal, I mean at ground floor throughout the building and by vertical I mean through mixing uses up
through the building, especially making good use of otherwise underutilised roof space for public use.
 
There should be an end to 'managed space' in development secured via legal agreement or transfer to public highway -
making sure that all new pedestrian routes are open and welcoming to all at all times and ending signs such as 'no ball
games', 'no BBQs', 'no sitting on the grass' etc which threaten the very social fabric of the City.  There must be a no
gates or other actual or perceived barriers to movement through sites.  There should be an end to 'poor doors' and
greater emphasis on mixing tenures throughout a development to ensure mixed communities.  The design of the
different tenures should be 'blind' so there is not a clear 'us and them' feel.



 
Tall Buildings:
 
Detailed guidance should be created on what tall buildings should look like and deliver so that they can be properly
integrated into communities, where appropriate. They should have a base, middle and top. The base should not 'crash'
into the street but where possible integrated into a street block at a more human scale so as not to draw undue
attention.  The middle should be slender and reserved and the top a 'crown' or more interesting detail addressing the
wider City or Civic scale and should include a 'public' element. 
 
Mixed use should always be achieved in all tall buildings and should include community facilities in additional to
workspace and retail.  Free and convenient public access to the top should be always be delivered and secured via legal
agreement to generate a sense of ownership.  
 
Wind Assessment should always be submitted to demonstrate that undesirable micro-climatic conditions will not be
created in publicly accessible locations and to demonstrate that opportunities have been maximised to remove air
pollution via dispersal.
 
Affordable Housing:
 
Developers need to by a site with the certainty of what they will have to provide in terms of affordable so as to avoid
'viability battles'.  There needs to be more public-private joint ventures to deliver the amount of genuinely affordable
homes London needs.  The Mayor needs to better define genuinely affordable units and be consistent.  As above,
affordable units should always be fully integrated and mixed throughout developments and there should be no poor
doors.  In order to avoid poor doors, the service charging regimes should be looked at in detail, especially the need for
concierges and an excessive amount of lift cores.  Mid-rise, rather than high rise, will reduce the amount required in
terms of service charges.
 
 
I hope that this is useful.  I would like to be informed as to future opportunities to reinforce these points.
 
Best wishes,
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From:                                          <
Sent:                                           05 December 2016 09:42
To:                                               Your Views
Subject:                                     A City for All Londoners: Healthy Streets
 
It is great to see that you recognise that transport is one of the most significant and effective ways that you can improve the
health of all Londoners. I welcome your strong focus on making it easier and more attractive for people to walk and cycle by
reducing the dominance of traffic. Active travel is the main way that Londoners get their exercise and many more Londoners
need to walk and cycle more to benefit their health. I strongly support you taking the Healthy Streets approach which will
improve everyone’s health, reduce inequalities and make London a more liveable city
 

**************************************************************************
The information contained in the EMail and any attachments is confidential and intended solely and for the attention
and use of the named addressee(s). It may not be disclosed to any other person without the express authority of Public
Health England, or the intended recipient, or both. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy,
distribute or retain this message or any part of it. This footnote also confirms that this EMail has been swept for
computer viruses by Symantec.Cloud, but please re-sweep any attachments before opening or saving.
http://www.gov.uk/PHE
**************************************************************************
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From:                               <

Sent:                               02 December 2016 17:46

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Beefing up penalties for cycling on the pavement

 

As a cyclist of more than fifty years I have had more than my fair share of being ‘hazed’ by heavy lorries
(when they deliberately drive too close up behind a cyclist reducing any margin for error to zero) and ‘shaved’
by aggressive taxis and other vehicles (driving way too close alongside the cyclist often at speed).

 

But since retiring I’ve found myself walking more (as much for the exercise as anything) – only to find myself
frequently subjected to the same treatment on the pavement from guess who – cyclists!

 

They’re almost always male - though not always automatically young males. They ooze entitlement and often
aggression and, above all, they reek of complacency – simply because they know that they’re very unlikely to
be apprehended and, if they are, they’ll face at worst a derisory fine. The current going rate is, I believe, £50.

 

Although I’m talking about cyclists this ought to include roller skaters, skate boarders and people using any
sort of fast wheeled equipment on the pavement. The brief fashion for adults using human powered scooters
seems to be receding no doubt due to the number of injuries sustained by the user him or herself.

 

While we wait for the government to address so many other pressing issues is it not possible for a London
wide bye law to be brought into force hiking the penalties for the above described intimidating and aggressive
behaviour?

 

Surely a fine of at least £100 and the automatic, on the spot, confiscation of the offender’s bike or other
equipment should be the bare minimum?
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From:                                          <
Sent:                                           05 December 2016 08:44
To:                                               Your Views
Subject:                                     Consultation Response: A City for All Londoners: Health or A City for All Londoners: Healthy Streets
 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
Please find below my response to your consultation on ‘A City for All Londoners: Health or A City for All Londoners: Healthy Streets’.
Please note that this is an individual response, rather than organisational.
 
It is a very positive step that your vision recognises transport as one of the most significant and effective ways that you can improve
the health of all Londoners. I welcome your strong focus on making it easier and more attractive for people to walk and cycle by
reducing the dominance of traffic. Taking an upstream, place-based approach like this is one of the most cost-effective ways of
tackling the obesity crisis and will provide a supportive environment for all Londoners to improve their health and mental wellbeing.
 
Active travel is the main way that Londoners get their exercise and many more Londoners need to walk and cycle more to benefit their
health. I strongly support you taking the Healthy Streets approach which will improve everyone’s health, reduce inequalities and make
London a more liveable city.
 
Best Wishes,
 

 

(  
* 
 

 

 
 

If you have received this message in error you must not print, copy, use or disclose the contents, but must delete it from
your system and inform the sender of the error. You should be aware that all emails received and sent by the 

 may be stored or monitored, or disclosed to authorised third parties,
in accordance with relevant legislation.
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From:                               <

Sent:                               01 December 2016 19:02

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Healthy Streets - consultation

 

Please continue progress on segregated cycle lanes, and cyclist priority traffic lights at junctions.

Also - on more minor cycleways - when reaching a junction - traffic entering from the left -  (where there are not traffic
lights) it is very important that cyclists have straight on through priority and not to have to give way.

Also traffic turning left at a junction (leaving the main road) across a cycleway must give way to cyclists proceeding
straight on.

These are normal arrangements in Amsterdam.

Many thanks

Frequent visitor to London - but not bringing my bike much because of inadequate cycle lanes and traffic turning left
across them.

 

 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click here to report this email as spam.

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/NcgjnQt5EC!GX2PQPOmvUoRq5N+0kMbNaPjr614Ll0f!8ozFP9oTtLvcQSKKEQSpro09c453l9494h7CChK4GQ==


From:                               <

Sent:                               02 December 2016 10:25

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Healthy Streets

 

Hello 
I live in  where we have one of the country's most polluted
High Roads. 
 

Healthy Streets. 
 

Car Free Cycle Routes.
Or 
Green Streets. 
The idea is to create a network of car free roads right around London
(& and the whole country).
If cycling is to grow significantly and become the main preferred
method of getting from A to B, then it needs to be invested in
hugely. 
There are many suggestions about what needs doing but most are
tweeking when what we really need is a complete re-evaluation of
who gets to use the roads, we need to question the primacy of the car
on our roads and maybe slaughter some sacred cows.
 

Somehow the car has squeezed itself into every nook and cranny and
having insinuated itself onto every road in existence continues to
squeeze out other road users, making it less and less possible for
anyone outside of a car to use the roads in safety. 
Cars are either pumping out poisons, screaming by at lethal speeds



or are left cluttering every road and many cycle lanes and
pavements. 
They are alternately dangerous or in the way.
 

Harm from cars.
The harm that cars do is manifold and accepted as inevitable. The
sheer clutter on every road, the uglification of our surroundings, a
continuos stencilled constant running through every scene bringing
noise and danger at every turn, raising chronic asthma due to
particulate pollution, and occasional sudden death (about 29,000
deaths a year and uncountable amounts of minor accidents). Not to
mention green house gasses, CO1, CO2, habitat destruction &
climate change!
 

The Tax angle.
Drivers do not pay for the roads! 
Road tax doesn't exist. It's car tax, a tax on cars and other vehicles,
not a tax on roads or a fee to use them. .
Motorists do not pay directly for the roads. Roads are paid for via
general and local taxation. 
In 1926, Winston Churchill started the process to abolish road tax. It
was finally culled in 1937. 
So who does pay for the roads? We all do. Roads are paid for out of
general taxation thus A  child buying a sweet somewhere along the
line, is paying for the roads. And yet it is car drivers that hog all
roads.
 

The Basic Argument.
Cycling has so many benefits. It could be characterised as a positive
elixir, a simple solution to so many problems.



Imagine, we need to travel to mums house 5 miles away. Our group
includes your 85 year old grand parents and my 5 year old children.
Normally they all go in cars, gramps doesn't like the bus, walking is
too far and cycling on those busy roads is simply madness but in this
story they all get on bicycles and cycle the whole way along quiet,
car free, leafy Avenues only stopping at junctions only to let the
cross traffic pass. We arrive calmly, relaxed, healthy, happier, fitter
and unharmed.
 

"Ok nice story but that won't happen", I hear you say. Well let's not
write it of quite so quickly.
There are many advantages to car free roads, many are very
seductive and there are a lot of road use who presently can't use the
roads because cars are dangerous including equestrians, dog carts,
walkers, cats, stall holders, street foods, kids playing football. It
must be remembered just how exclusive roads for cars are.
 

Desirable living spaces.
People would like to live on these new cycle routes, indeed it could
actually make the houses on those roads worth a lot more than those
on the infernal combustion routes.
The quieter, greener roads would be lovely places to live and work
as well as places to travel through.
 

House prices.
Most of us would opt for those homes in quieter streets instead of
those on busy routes, in fact it would probably increase the value of
those homes.
 

CO2 emissions etc. 



Transport accounts for about 50% of the  CO2 we can get control of
in our city's. If we 
If we want to be safe in the future we can't use the oils we have now
let alone that which fracking etc can provide. Oil fuelled vehicles
must be used less.  We need a carbon negative economy and have
for a very long time, car free routes would provide a truly viable
alternative.
If the Government were really serious about reducing CO2
emissions it would make it safe for all cyclist to use the roads.
Therefore the government must make it safe for my 80 year old
mother and my 5 year old daughter to cycle. Otherwise my mum
will continue to drive and I will be forced to drive my children
because I don't want them endangered.
Achieving this is actually quite easy but it's scary for government
and councils because it's a big change in the accepted way of doing
things.
 

Health.
It is obvious the we all value our health and that the NHS has to fork
out billions to help us when we are sick but if we did have greener,
car free, cycle network we would cycle more. Cycling more will
keep us fitter and that means we won't have to visit our Dr quite so
much. So there is a clear financial benefit.
 

Cost
Bicycle only roads cost less and last longer and need less upkeep,
with the added bonus of healthy people costing the NHS less. 
 

Wellbeing.
Wellbeing study's carried out by the NHS have shown that living



near green spaces has a definite, positive and measurable impact on
our health. Green cycle networks would bring green space closer to
all of us and we would all benefit from this.
 

Parking.
These Green Cycling Networks would not all be totally car free,
after all we still need parking and GCNs can provide huge amounts
of convenient parking for all.
 

Today’s census will give a clearer set of numbers, but the best
official guesstimates suggest here are currently about 27 million
households in the UK and about 31 million cars. About a quarter of
households don’t have a car, about 45 per cent have one car, roughly
a quarter have two cars, and the remaining five percent have three or
more cars. 
 

Do the maths and this means that about 61 per cent – or 19 million
of the cars on UK roads – are not the family’s sole means of
transport. 
 

Access for cars.
No one will be stopped from getting to their homes or stopped from
parking outside their homes. The only thing that would change is
that car could only enter and leave from one end of the road. This is
all that is necessary for us all to have a far rosier future.
 

Danger
Is you child safe on a quiet way? No.
It takes no thought to recognise the danger a car or lorry presents to
a human on a bicycle.



A painted line will simply not stop a driver who looses attention or
control from ploughing through cyclists. The same applies to a curb
stone. Simply ask yourself if you would let your 5 year old cycle on
one. Would you feel them to be safe on any CSH or cycle lane, even
a quiet-way? No? Me neither. Quiet ways are a step in the right
direction true but cyclists have been knocked off and endangered
time and again. No cyclist is safe with a car roaring past 2cm away.
If it touches it will send you flying, it will terrify and injure.
Drivers are inclined to think they own the roads and are very quick
to tell you so. Often by driving very dangerously, honking horns
while being 2 foot from your rear wheel or squeezing you off the
road.
 

What if we need to get an ambulance through?
There are so many roads that this won't be a problem but if it were
all accident & emergency services already have a key that lets them
open any gate across a road.
 

Pollution
Pollution is appalling and most cycle lanes are right next to busy
traffic that's constantly pumping out poisonous fumes and
particulates. The media just published figures that are breathtaking,
29,000 deaths attributable to traffic pollution. It simply is not good
enough to ask anyone to breath that air any more.
 

More greenery.
Having all these quiet roads would allow for a great deal more
greenery, and flowers and fruit and many other creatures, insects and
plants that are now impossible on our busy and overstretched. In
short they could be seen as nature reserves and add to the London as



National Park concept.
 

Quiet-Ways
These are by and large previously defined cycle routes but with
Signs on them, so no real improvement. 
A lovely idea but proposed only because we are afraid to challenge
the minority of us who drive, the oil industry and roads lobby.
 

Pootling
One of the joys of cycling is pootling, meandering, taking it easy. At
present all cycle routes are dangerous because we have to be "in
warrior mode" all the time. There is no place to relax and enjoy the
scenery because the moment you do your very likely to get killed.
This will not encourage cycling.
 

Would any one be forced to cycle?
Certainly not. You can still drive your car from your house and park
by your friends house just as before, it's just that some roads would
be for cyclists alone to travel through.
 

Quality of life.
This scheme would bring calm and joy and safety to so many people
that that alone should be enough. But the real pay back will be in
many years time.
 

Who pays for the roads?
Firstly, “road tax” does not exist, and has not existed since the
1930s. What drivers do pay, however, is Vehicle Excise duty. What
you pay for your car’s tax disc - is based on your vehicle’s
emissions. Since a bike creates no emissions, it is not liable for



Vehicle Excise Duty.
So if we cycled a bit more Instead of driving the whole society
would be better off.
 

So Healthy Streets or more of the same?
 

Sent, that's all. 

 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click here to report this email as spam.

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/6ajDAR8WjavGX2PQPOmvUiyxGuQ0drTSNVS7!BS+PMsBQ0L8SX1nVUsuUZTDqV3tXCUubwOe0wNfcZxYauAECA==


From:    <
Sent:   02 December 2016 09:57
To:     Your Views
Subject:        Mayor's vision

I did not love Boris one little bit but he broke through for cyclists. Please don’t backpedal. Change gear 
and speed up!
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From:                               <

Sent:                               25 November 2016 12:12

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          response to A city for All Londoners

 

Hello,

 

It is great to see that you recognise that transport is one of the most significant and effective ways that you can improve the health of
all Londoners. I welcome your strong focus on making it easier and more attractive for people to walk and cycle by reducing the
dominance of traffic. Active travel is the main way that Londoners get their exercise and many more Londoners need to walk and cycle
more to benefit their health. I strongly support you taking the Healthy Streets approach which will improve everyone’s health, reduce
inequalities and make London a more liveable city.

 

Thanks
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From:                                         
Sent:                                           01 December 2016 18:45
To:                                               Your Views
 
Cycle routes from boroughs into London central must be safe - segregated or genuinely motorised vehicle free (properly quiet
ways), and joined up. Cycling should be easy for all journeys and Londoners. Why are Liverpool and Bristol so far ahead of us?
 
Sent from my Windows 10 phone
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From:  <
Sent: 01 December 2016 18:33
To: Your Views
Subject: Views on London

Dear mr khan,
I support the views of the London Cycling Campaign to encourage travel mode shift to walking, cycling 
and publictransport.
The ticket that allows 2 bus journeys is good, and cashless ticketing is welcome, through Oyster and 
Freedom Pass. 

Pollution must be cut, by 
    -switching to non diesel buses and taxis before 20206
      -Charging for diesel private cars and lorries to enter the ULEZ and eventually phase out diesels totally
   - encourage freight destined for London to use river, canals, trains, and goods to be transferred in 
suitable containers to small electric lorries for distrupibution inlondon Make Oxford st traffic free , with 
only a few electric trams running along on 2 tracks.

Housing. Assist local authorities to build social housing with secure tenure and allow the right not to sell 
housing stock -----demand govt cooperates as this is necessary to tackle the shortage of affordable 
homes in London.
Regulate private rents and require adequate conditions  in terms of dry, warm , well insulated a safe 
accommodation...lower rents mean lower HB cost Discourage buy to let and buy to leave Encourage 
small builders for refurbishing housing to decent standard, instead of demolishing estates and disrupting 
communities. Break the domination by the big developers.

Integration and participation. 
Help councils to keep local community spaces open, i.e.  libraries , learning centres, lunch clubs etc.

Health and social care. 
Ensure govt restores grants to LAs so they can provide social care necessary to prevent unnecessary 
hospital admissions And delayed discharge Stop the sustainability And transformation plans , i.e. STPs, 
that will reduce the number of hospitals and beds dramatically. We need more hospital beds not fewer.

   -

Sent from my iPad
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This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority.

Click 

  to report this email as spam.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------



GLA approved disclaimer

From:                              
Sent:                               07 December 2016 22:30
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          A City for all Londoners - housing
Attachments:                 LH01 - London's housing crisis and the Streets of London.pdf; LH01 - London's housing crisis and

the Streets of London_Page_1.jpg; LH01 - London's housing crisis and the Streets of
London_Page_2.jpg; LH01 - London's housing crisis and the Streets of London_Page_3.jpg;
LH01 - London's housing crisis and the Streets of London_Page_4.jpg

 
 

 
 
Subject: A City for all Londoners – housing
 
 
Dear Mayor Sadiq Khan
 
Many thanks for your new vision for London – A City for all Londoners - and your request for feedback from the public.
That is very much appreciated.
 
Much of the discussion around London’s housing crisis centres on new buildings.
That may be necessary, but it seems to me that one significant area of opportunity is largely overlooked:
London’s existing housing stock.
It doesn’t have the ‘glamour’ of new build, but equally it doesn’t have either the headaches or the cost.
 
I have attached a four-page review I made of just one residential street in north London, called Fermoy Road, which is
not in a Conservation Area.
The street is a ‘random’ choice – clients asked me to consider some options – so I reviewed all the planning applications.
Originally this street had about 60 three-storey terrace properties, about 50 of which have since been converted into
flats.
Substantial rear roof extensions have recently been built on two properties that remain as family houses – these are
‘permitted development’.
Precisely the same rear roof extension on a neighbouring property divided into flats could become a new flat, but that is
not now allowed by the Local Planning Authority (Westminster Council).
The properties in Fermoy Road have two-storey original rear roof extensions, called ‘closet wings’, which could become
roof terraces.
 
So in just one street in London, there is the potential for 50 new flats, all with private open space / external space –
which is a requirement for new-build dwellings.
To date not one single new flat has been created in Fermoy Road.
Current planning policies seem determined to block such development, although for some unexplained reason, one
with the necessary volume was approved in 2002, on a building divided into flats.
That is not now accepted as a precedent.
It is illustrated in my study as an example of what could be, if planning policies positively encouraged such development
rather that prevent it.



GLA approved disclaimer

If just one residential street has the potential to have 50 new flats, how many more flats could be created throughout
London, at no cost to City Hall?
And I believe such development should be encouraged, regardless of the current very real housing crisis.
 
I hope this study will be of some interest.
It is attached in pdf and jpeg forms.
It won’t solve London’s housing crisis, but it might take the ‘sting’ out of it.
 
I wish you very well with your mission.
Many thanks you for your time.
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One residential street in London - FERMOY  ROAD,  Maida  Vale,  W9  - could have 50 new flats.

Close to the Grand Union Canal,  Fermoy Road lies between Harrow Road and Hormead Road
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Fermoy Road has about 60 three-storey terrace ‘houses’,  though more than 50 of the properties have been converted into flats.  
All have two-storey original rear extensions  – called ‘closet wings’ – backing on to the neighbouring terraces.

1London’s Housing Crisis  - how one existing street could help. 



One residential street in London - FERMOY  ROAD,  Maida  Vale,  W9  - could have 50 new flats.

Street view  – facing east towards Great Western Road.  Fermoy Road is not in a conservation area.
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Fermoy Road has about 60 three-storey terrace ‘houses’,  though more than 50 of the properties have been converted into flats.  
Several properties – both family houses and properties divided into flats – have rear roof extensions.  These are not visible from this street.

2 London’s Housing Crisis  - how one existing street could help. 



One residential street in London - FERMOY  ROAD,  Maida  Vale,  W9  - could have 50 new flats.

With roof extensions like any of these in Fermoy Road, the street could have 50 new flats.  To date, not one single new flat has been created. 
n

Roof extensions to single family houses in Fermoy Road.
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as  ‘Permitted Developments’.
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Roof extensions to flats in Fermoy Road.

These two developments permitted in 2002 and 1988Lo
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Any proposed new roof extensions like these 
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  2 will NOT now be permitted – application refused in 2015.

If new roof extensions like these were to be permitted  

   
 D If new roof extensions like these were to be permitted, 

one street - Fermoy Road - could have 50 new flats.

Notice that both of these have roof terraces –
approved in 2009 and 1988 respectively.

The most recent approval of a roof terrace in Fermoy 
Road was made in 2013, under current planning policies.

As all the properties have original rear extensions, or ‘closet wings’, all new flats could have private open space / external space – a requirement with new buildings.

3London’s Housing Crisis  - how one existing street could help. 



One residential street in London - FERMOY  ROAD - could have 50 new flats.

Could this be London’s future, or was this just one lucky owner?
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If the planning system were to encourage rather than prevent more properties such as this one,  just one street – Fermoy Road – could have 50 new flats,
all with roof terraces – private open space / external space, which is a requirement with new buildings.            How many streets of London might follow?

4 London’s Housing Crisis  - how one existing street could help. 



From:                               <

Sent:                               06 December 2016 16:43

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          City for All Londoners Consultation

 

Dear Mayor Khan,

I am writing in response to 'A City for All Londoners'. I am pleased to see that on page 61 you state that you 
will “explore the establishment of a not-for-profit energy company to supply cleaner energy in the city” as part 
of Energy for Londoners. I would urge you to put the creation of a not-for-profit, fully licensed public supply 
company at the centre of Energy for Londoners (EfL) and to set up this company within two years.

With rising carbon emissions, one million Londoners living in fuel poverty and the Big 6 cashing in on high 
energy bills, London urgently needs a new vision for energy. Establishing a supply company for London 
could transform our energy market, making it work for the city's citizens. But this company but be a non-profit 
company that sells clean, affordable power to households and has social justice, clean energy and 
democracy at its core. 

It is crucial that within two years EfL is operating as a fully licensed supply company, without third party 
partners. This would enable EfL to generate jobs and revenues. This finance could be invested in clean 
energy projects - creating a new solar strategy, supporting the capital’s fledgling community energy sector 
and directly investing in new sources of renewable power. London needs a fully licensed company to ensure 
our elected officials and London communities have full control over vital matters like pricing.

An energy company for Londoners must give all of us a meaningful say in how our energy is provided. 
Drawing on best practice examples of democratic public ownership across the world, EfL could transfer 
power and control to energy users and workers: from advisory neighbourhood assemblies to elected board 
members and the chance to influence the company through public petitions.

As set out by the Switched on London campaign there are a number of criteria that we need a EfL company 
to fulfil. We would urge you to create an energy company within the next two years that fulfils these key 
criteria to create a socially just, clean and democratic means of energy provision.

 

Social Justice:

With one million Londoners living in Fuel poverty we need an energy company that:

- Delivers fair, affordable prices, based on a progressive pricing system.

- Does not cut-off access to those who can’t pay and that does not install unwanted prepayment meters.

- Re-invests revenues in measures to address fuel poverty and the cost of living crisis, particularly prioritising 
ambitious investment in household energy efficiency.

- Treats its workers fairly, meaning paying at least a London Living Wage, good terms and conditions, 
secure, unionised and non-precarious work.



 

Clean Energy:

London needs ambitious new investment in new clean technology fit for the 21st century. We need an energy 
company that:

- aims to sell 100% renewable energy as soon as feasibly possible.

- Commits ambitious public investment in new renewable energy generating capacity. A significant portion 
should be invested in renewable capacity inside London.

 

Democracy 

We want a publicly owned alternative to the Big Six that gives Londoners a genuine say I  how their energy is 
provided: We need an energy company that:

- Is fully owned by London public bodies (without any private partners) but controlled by people directly.

- Integrates a range of democratic mechanisms, including:

- A board of directors made up of: 1/3rd London public officials; 1/3rd energy company employees elected 
democratically by the whole energy company workforce; 1/3rd ordinary London residents, elected 
democratically with all London residents and all non-London customers given a vote. Board membership 
must guarantee at least 50% representation of women.

- Annual open assemblies in every London borough, where representatives of the company have to answer 
questions and take input and advice.

- The creation of an online democratic forum where people can discuss and influence the company’s 
operations, including through public petitions.

– An obligation for the board to discuss public petitions, if backed by 1% or more of London’s population.

- An obligation for an online referendum on a proposal, if backed by 5% of London’s population.

-100% transparency in all operations.

- These democratic measures apply to all London residents, regardless of citizenship/nationality status.

 

Setting up a fully public energy supply company for in the next two years would create a cleaner, fairer and 
healthier London, delivering low carbon energy and tackling fuel poverty. It could provide a key plank in a set 
of policies that sets London on course to become a zero carbon city by 2050. It will also set our city apart as 
an ambitious leader on energy provision, providing a model that can be copied by cities across the world.

 

Yours Sincerely,



From:                                          <
Sent:                                           05 December 2016 11:29
To:                                               Your Views
Subject:                                     A City for All Londoners: Health or A City for All Londoners: Healthy Streets
 
To whom it may concern,
 
As a cyclist, doctor and public health specialist, I am particularly interested in your focus on transport. It is fantastic to see that
you recognise that transport is one of the most significant and effective ways that you can improve the health of all Londoners. I
welcome your strong focus on making it easier and more attractive for people to walk and cycle by reducing the dominance of
traffic. Although the health benefits of active travel far outweigh the safety risk, it is interesting to consider that I have
happened upon three road traffic incidents involving cyclists, pedestrians and motorised vehicles, since moving to  from
outside of London in August 2016. Active travel is the main form of exercise for Londoners and many more need to walk and
cycle more to benefit their health. I strongly support you taking the Healthy Streets approach which will improve everyone’s
health, reduce inequalities and make London a more liveable city.
 
Very best,
 

 

Email: 
 
 

 
 
 
The contents of this email are confidential to the intended recipient at the email address to
which it has been addressed. It may not be disclosed to or used by anyone other than this
addressee, nor may it be copied in any way. If received in error, please contact 

 on  (out of hours -  ) quoting the
name of the sender and the addressee and then delete it from your system. Please note that
neither  nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses and it is your
responsibility to scan the email and attachments (if any). No contracts may be concluded on
behalf of  by means of email communications.Please note that 

 reserves the right to monitor emails for the purpose of monitoring or communications
relevant to the Company’s business under the Telecommunications (Lawful Business Practice)
(Interception Of Communications) Regulations 2000 (S.I. 2000/2699) ("the Regulations") for the
following reasons: to investigate or detect the unauthorised use of the systems, e.g. that this
policy is being observed, that no discriminatory or offensive content appears in emails; to
maintain an adequate level of security for our computer systems; to detect any computer
viruses; to check mailboxes of absent employees. To exercise its right under the Regulations,

 must have made all reasonable efforts to inform every person who may use
the system that interception may take place and this notice to you should be regarded as such
notification..



From:                               <
Sent:                               08 December 2016 18:40
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          A City for All Londoners - response/views
 
Firstly, the vision outlined in a City for All Londoners is extremely welcome, and indeed very refreshing.  I guess the devil
will be in the detail in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and London Plan, as well as other related strategies.
The Mayor’s approach to walking and cycling must be bold:  vehicle traffic is the cause of London’s escalating problems
around air quality, carbon emissions and congestion, as well as road safety, severance and social exclusion.  But cycling
in London is truly awful, and it’s no wonder that most people don’t do it; it is truly terrible.  The fact that the Mayor
wouldn’t let his children cycle sums it up.  My cycle route to work has not seen any improvements in 15 years except for
minor changes around Elephant and Castle – but that’s still three lanes of traffic, including multiple buses and heavy
vehicles to navigate through, followed by being pushed off onto a by-pass (marginalised) that doesn’t meet my desire
line while the traffic is left to dominate the remaining space.
 
And yet cycle infrastructure is often impeded by people who say that, as a result of road space reallocation, cycling
produces emissions and congestion and the current problems.  It’s a myth that must be busted.  Cyclists don’t produce
emissions, and they take up an 1/8 of the space of car on the carriageway.  Look at any Advanced Stop Box for cyclists in
the morning and more cyclists are in the box than any car could hold.  Alternatively modelling shows that it doesn’t
‘work’ – as in it doesn’t work for cars.  We then end up with cycle infrastructure that’s designed for car drivers (ie
doesn’t impede the free flow of traffic) rather than cyclists.  Ie sub standard.   And it does nothing to get people out of
their cars or public transport and onto bikes. 
 
The upshot is that, if we don’t want to impact on traffic flow, then I would say save yourselves a lot of money and do
nothing; the current layout of London’s road network supports traffic flow so why change it if that’s what you want.
Traffic continues to dominate all aspects of our life: from how we use public space, and indeed whether we use it all, to
the air we breathe and whether we live or die, and even the clothes we wear.  Corralling pedestrians to specific place to
cross the road and within a given time that again doesn’t impact on traffic flow, and making our streets rubbish to visit,
move through or spend time in while parked vehicles use up the majority of carriageway space on our residential side
streets making it impossible to do anything else with the space for fear of losing parking.  There is a de facto priority
claim to road space for which others have to ask permission to use.
 
Pollution killing us and carbon emissions contributing to climate change. And needing to wear high viz and be lit up like
a Christmas tree, even in broad daylight – I’ve managed to resist that one.  And it seems that TfL is intent on keeping
things this way:  we have to prepare for more traffic with growth, rather than put in measures now to mitigate growing
vehicle use. 
 
And yet any move to address these problems is considered a ‘war on motorists’.  The Mayor has to move away from a
preoccupation with smoothing traffic flow and meeting the needs of drivers.  No-one was every consulted on whether
traffic levels should increase to the levels that they have, or whether it was OK to cause such problems or indeed such
harm to life.  It has been allowed to grow unfettered with no control.  So I am not sure why we need to consult or beg
drivers to put in measures that address their impacts.  I consider that everything that transport planners and engineers
do is about cars and addressing the problems they produce, from road safety to pollution to carbon emissions to
congestion.  And it costs us all huge amounts of money.



 
Two years ago I attended a talk by Jan Gehl and he referred to a previous visit 10 years earlier. His view was that nothing
had changed in those 10 years. Yes, there were pockets of improvements, mainly odd public realm schemes, mainly on
tucked away small side streets so that it did not cause any harm to the main corridors.  He described his bike ride to the
venue as extremely dangerous, and driver behaviour very aggressive – and this coming from an experienced, adult male
cyclist.  The question the Mayor needs to answer is what sort of city he envisages in 10 years’ time and what his legacy
will be. Will it be more of the same?  If so, we could all save a lot of money and go home now.  If not, and as the Mayor
states, there are some very difficult decisions to be made. 
 
Thanks you for the opportunity to respond.
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From:                              

Sent:                               09 December 2016 08:49

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Response to public consultation on "A City for All Londoners"

 

Response to public consultation on "A City for All Londoners"

 

 

 

This is a response to the wording on your web site:

 

""Your feedback will help us develop these key strategies, which we'll be sharing again in 2017.  You
can also tell us what you think throughout this process (from now until 11 December) by
emailing: 

 

 

Please be kind enough to acknowledge receipt of this email by the relevant department.

 

 

==================

 

 

First of all, I wish to complain that the "Transport" and the "Environment" Stakeholder Workshop events have
not been written up by you, before the deadline for comments from the public (strictly speaking in 3 days'
time).

 

https://www.london.gov.uk/get-involved/have-your-say/all-consultations/city-all-londoners

 

Why is that, please?

 

https://www.london.gov.uk/get-involved/have-your-say/all-consultations/city-all-londoners


 

 

Secondly, I would like to give a few short comments for consideration on the subject of Transport in the new
London Plan. 

 

The strategic plan should incorporate some of the Mayor's manifesto promises.

 

 

In no particular order, here are some comments:

 

 

(1) CROSSRAIL

 

The Mayor mentioned his aspiration for a "Crossrail 3" line.

 

He should commit to the production of a long-list of Crossrail 3 options in his first term, and a preferred
option and financial plan for it in his second term.

 

 

Cross-London Crossrail lines are much more efficient than using the Victorian railway terminals for
terminating outer-suburban trains (which should overwhelmingly be used for long-distance trains
instead).

 

However, there may not be a need, or the finance, for a third full-blown Crossrail line (really the fourth,
including Thameslink).

 

 

Consideration should be given to tangential Crossrail lines - ones that do not actually cross the very
centre of London, meaning billion-pound underground stations can be partly avoided. (One post-WW2
plan was a tangential replacement of Liverpool Street station by joining the North London Line with the
Shenfield Line; Shoreditch High Street London Overground station partially performs that role on a
vastly reduced scale.)

 



 

Consideration should also be given in east London to separating "Crossrail 1863" (the
Metropolitan Line) from "Crossrail 1868" (the District Line).

 

Unlike in west London, there is only one east London radial destination - Upminster.

 

Aldgate Underground station could be closed to normal passenger service, and a new
Metropolitan Line could be built into east London, perhaps as two branches, one involving
one of the south-eastern rail corridors, and the other north of the Thames.

 

A major interchange station would be needed, perhaps at Aldgate East, between the two new
Crossrails (which would entirely keep their present names).

 

 

(2) ORBITAL RAIL SERVICES

 

The Mayor mentioned his aspiration for better orbital public transport services.

 

In lower-density outer London, this needs to be (and can only be) a mixture of buses,
perhaps guided buses, trams (including new systems) and heavy rail (including new chords
and interchanges where there currently are none).

 

With better interchanges and more frequent Metro train frequencies in south London, inner-suburban
train services can serve fewer Victorian terminuses. 

 

 

Existing freight lines should have passenger services reintroduced. 

Top of the list of usual suspects is the Dudding Hill line, a future by-pass for the 1925 North
Circular Road.

 

It can potentially be part of a new longer London Overground service from Hounslow, via



Old Oak Common (part of the already-announced Old Oak Common Lane station), then via
Harlesden, Neasden, Brent Cross, Hendon Thameslink, and a possible new single track
extension to Colindale RAF Museum and Mill Hill Broadway.

 

Barnet Council must not be allowed to destroy this option permanently, by persisting with its
wrecking (and wretched) "Brent Cross station" design.

 

At the Thameslink Line, the previous Mayor's "London 2050" plan bottled out, by suggesting
running south through Cricklewood, to reach Kentish Town (hardly outer London) and
running to Barking. An orbital service needs to run north, not south. East of there, a new
north London tram system from Colindale North Line station is appropriate, particularly if the
New Southgate Crossrail 2 branch is cancelled.

 

The London Plan should specifically state that new DIESEL services can be operated on non-electrified
line, at least until further investment is available. That might apply to the Dudding Hill Line service
mentioned above.

 

Another possible diesel service is from the unused bay platform at Rickmondsworth, joining the
Dudding Hill Line at Neasden Junction, and perhaps terminating at the unused platform at Acton Main
Line Thameslink station. That would require crossing the Chiltern Main Line at grade, but a flyover
could be built later, particularly if freight to the new East-West Oxbridge Line could share the cost.

 

Aylesbury - Marylebone services could be diverted via the Dudding Hill line, with new interchange
platforms to reach Baker Street at Wembley Park.

 

 

 

(3) TUNNELS FOR LONG-DISTANCE TRAINS

 

A priority of south London is to introduce Metro services - 6 trains an hour being the usual minimum,
with 4 trains an hour the absolute minimum.

 

Crossrail 2 will involve improving south-west services. But long-distance trains elsewhere should be
removed from the surface track system by building tunnels between the Victorian railway
terminuses and the edge of London. These would not have underground stations on their



routes, so making the costs feasible.

 

One possibility is a combined tunnel from Battersea for both the Brighton Main Line (if avoiding
Clapham Junction is feasible) and the Chatham Main Line.

 

These would separate somewhere in south London, with tunnel portals to allow trains to stop at East
Croydon and at Bromley South.

 

 

 

(end)
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From:                               <

Sent:                               09 December 2016 08:42

To:                                   Your Views

 

My view on the  mayor  pledge  is that we should  have  more affordable housing.

I live in  and we have  been  in the  regeneration for the last 16 years

Everything  that  has been  build is not affordable  for the  residents in  our area.  
A lot of  the property are sold before  they are  build to China.

How is  the London mayor going to  help us residents in . 
With  homes we can afford.

I  await your response.

Kind regards 
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From:                               <

Sent:                               28 October 2016 16:34

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A City for All Londoners

 

Follow Up Flag:               Follow up

Flag Status:                     Flagged

 

Hello,

 

A City for All Londoners is a very positive document and I welcome the plans set out in the document to "ensure that
everyone, regardless of their background or circumstances, is able to share in and make the most of London’s
prosperity, culture and economic development."

 

Thanks,
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From:                               <

Sent:                               01 November 2016 12:56

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          air pollution from london buses

 

To whom it may concern,

 

I am concerned about air pollution caused by London bus drivers idling their engines while stationary or parked.

 

While I am pleased that there are environmental measures and plans are being put into place by TfL the idling of
engines by bus drivers is totally unnecessary.

 

I am aware that local councils would be able to issue  fixed penalty notices to idling drivers under the Road Transport
vehicle emissions regulations 2002.  Although we are now in 2016 the majority of councils never adopted these
regulations.   

 

I have therefore started a petition to ask TfL to retrofit London buses with anti-idling devices.  There are about 8600
buses in London of which only 1600 are hybrid buses.  The remaining buses cause considerable pollution.  To retro-fit
these buses would pay for itself as it would also reduce fuel consumption.

 

My petition: 

 

Best regards

 

 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click here to report this email as spam.

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/8d7nlBBf84TGX2PQPOmvUtA0IxE6yMtziXeVjpKJOFkBUFEgWeeEMRLnYaRJNSq85F0zzfM4K+EDMGoTToeXlw==


From:  <
Sent: 24 November 2016 09:27
To: Your Views
Subject: City for all London

Hi

My views are that it is a good ambitious plan, especially to reduce air pollution and create 'healthy 
streets'. The cycling and walking ambitions and vehicle use reduction are particularly interesting to me 
and I fully support these. I also support the elimination of road danger and more deliveries by bike. At 

we are piloting using electric cargo bikes for our own event delivery and also to trial a loan 
system for businesses of these bikes. Healthy streets for walking and cycling for town centres and 
development plans are also important to me. Consolidation centres and overnight deliveries, reducing 
HGVs at peak times is important to reduce pollution and danger on the roads.

Thank you for the ambition

Sent from my iPad
Disclaimers apply - full details at 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From:                               

Sent:                               31 October 2016 08:22

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Comments on A City for All Londoners

 

Follow Up Flag:               Follow up

Flag Status:                     Flagged

 

We are a group representing renters and others in London who would like London
to catch up on its forty year failure to build enough homes. Since soft launch in
April 2016 we have gathered over 900 email subscribers and followers on Twitter
and Facebook. We have been astonished how much support there is in London for
getting millions more homes built.

The cost of housing in London has risen horrifically far above the cost of building
it, because of the scarcity of places where new homes are allowed to be built. A few
improvements to the current system would fix that over time, generating a boom in
economic growth from the construction of many beautiful well-designed homes.

We welcome the Mayor’s desire to tackle the housing crisis expressed in A City for
All Londoners. Here are our suggestions.

1. We urge more homes in each growth location

The only way to have any hope of catching up with the forty year backlog is to
prioritize building in town centres, in suburbs, and with a review to see which
green belt designations are still appropriate, 60 years after they were made.

The edicts against growth in Elizabethan and later times had to be amended
(thankfully, or London would not exist as we know it today). History moves on.
Protecting fields of rapeseed next to tube stations is not environmentally friendly;
similarly some beautiful non-greenbelt countryside should be much better
protected, partly because bans on housing in sensible places are causing



development to ‘leap over’ the greenbelt.

2. Keeping up isn’t enough

We have a forty year backlog of failing to build enough homes in London. Nobody
is happy with the system, except a few very large developers and the worst
NIMBYs. Our new homes are among the smallest and most expensive in the world.
Many of them are not as well-designed as they could be, and don’t match what
locals want.

London as whole is only half as dense as Kensington and Chelsea, which few would
consider an ugly place to live. We need to make it easy to densify existing suburban
housing, turning semi-detached houses into terraces and making sure that almost
anyone is allowed to one or two additional floors to their home.

If we only try to keep up with new demand, we will fail. Rents will continue to rise
and thousands of people will continue to be forced out of London.

We need to aim to fix the forty-year backlog. That will take millions of new homes.
If the Mayor does not wish to touch greenbelt, that means energetic action to
change rules to allow easy densification of small suburban plots with the support of
local voters. There are many different ways to achieve that.

3. Fixing the system can be popular

There are many ways to fix the system with the support of local voters.

Many of them can be promoted to boroughs via the London Plan under existing
powers of the Mayor, although the Mayor should also press for more powers.

The London plan should provide a presumption that permission for one or two
additional floors should be granted on existing buildings as of the date of the new
plan, unless there are truly exceptional circumstances reasons for refusal of
consent. It could similarly provide a presumption in favour of permission for
joining the space between two semi-detached houses at full height if both owners
consent, for extensions into a limited portion of a back garden subject to consent of
affected neighbours, and perhaps even more importantly a presumption for roof



gardens and terraces. Sunlight is important; it should not be left for pigeons.

Individual streets could be given a consultative vote on whether the local plan
should provide for those houses to be extended upwards, backwards or joined
together into terraces. In that way, all the homeowners on a street could benefit
from the increased value of their home from the expected planning consent for
increased space. The London plan could encourage local authorities to organize or
pay close heed to such polls. If such a step is an important part of getting local
consensus for more homes, it is a valid part of a strategic plan and well within the
Mayor’s powers.

Neighbourhood planning areas could be offered the chance to vote directly on new
developments as an option instead of the traditional planning-by-litigation process
that neglects the wishes of local people. (We believe that would require national
legislation either creating the vote option or delegating to the Mayor the power to
do so.)

4. What gets measured, gets improved

The only credible study that measures pricing per square foot (rather than uselessly
comparing, say, the price of a 1200 square foot apartment in San Francisco with
one of half that size in London) shows that London is the most expensive major city
for rent in the world. (See Christian Hilber, LSE, UK Housing and Planning
Policies: the evidence from economic research, Table 1, available
at http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/61745/.)

We know many tech workers and entrepreneurs who have moved to other major
cities for cheaper housing. The problem keeps getting worse. Even New York and
San Francisco are far cheaper per square foot, and Berlin still more so.

The GLA economics team has cited other studies that are unfortunately deeply
misleading because they do not control for apartment size. A typical 2-bedroom flat
in SF or New York is much larger than in London, because average compensation is
higher and because each square foot is cheaper. Studies that simply compare the
average price or rent for a 2-bedroom flat are worse than useless in comparing
costs across cities, because of those differences in average size.

http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/61745/


If we really want to fix the housing crisis, we need to measure how badly we are
doing compared to other places.

If there are concerns about area definitions, for example both Zoopla and Zillow
offer APIs that would allow sampling for specified areas. Please let us know if we
can help.

There is no serious chance of fixing our housing crisis if we aren’t even bothering to
benchmark how badly we are doing against global competition like New York and
San Francisco. If we fail to realize that London is doing much worse on housing
costs, we are deluding ourselves about the scale of the problem. We estimate that
UK GDP and productivity per capita are 30 percent lower because of the shortage
of housing in London and other high-productivity cities. If central government
estimated that number itself, we think housing would get a much higher priority.
The ONS does tell us that approximately three-fifths of total housing costs are due
to the value of land with planning permission. There is an obvious way to reduce
that.

4. Housing history

Figure 4 on page 35 is slightly out of date. The excellent Outer London Commission
included a more up-to-date graph at figure 3.1 of its Sixth Report.

5. Let’s work together

We would be happy to provide comments or help in person. You can reach us at
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From:                               <

Sent:                               23 November 2016 10:23

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Interim West Anglia Rail Enhancement (Phase 2)

 

Dear Mayor of London

 

I very much support your ambitions to focus new housing around Crossrail 2 and other transport nodes. However, the existing Crossrail 2 and
associated Lea Valley Line quad tracking project proposals miss out on an incremental step that could bring forward investment.

 

Network Rail recently delivered a new station for the Lea Valley Line at Lea Bridge, which has already vastly exceeded projected patronage. It is followed
by a third track being extended to Angel Road Station by 2018, which will be re-built to unlock over 10,000 homes and 6700 jobs at Meridian Water as part
of a £3.5bn regeneration project. http://meridianwater.co.uk

The Taskforce are currently working towards delivering quad tracking during CP6, with work commencing 2022, to be completed by 2026. However, there is
a gap between 2018 and 2022, when existing Network Rail teams on the ground will be disbanded and redeployed to other projects, loosing vital
knowledge and capacity with them, with no ongoing physical development on the ground occurring during that time for the Lea Valley Line. I believe this will
cause material harm to existing quad track delivery timetables.

The third track to Angel Road and Lea Bridge Station form Phase 1 of Rail Future’s proposals for the line. This email seeks to promote Phase 2, for which a
business case has already been developed and which can be employed to ensure that works and improvements can be demonstrated to the public,
maintaining momentum for the scheme as a whole, because this project must be all about delivery and not just talk:

Report: www.railfuture.org.uk/DL505

Presentation: www.railfuture.org.uk/DL500 

 

http://meridianwater.co.uk/
http://www.railfuture.org.uk/DL505
http://www.railfuture.org.uk/DL500


 

Fig 1: Phase 1 & 2 of Rail Future’s initial proposals for the West Anglia Mainline “Lea Valley Line”.
Phase 1 is under construction but Phase 2 awaits approval and funding.

 

 

Phase 2: extends the third track from Angel Road to Brimsdown. It would deliver turn up and go services for London stations presently suffering two trains
per hour, such as Ponders End, where comprehensive regeneration projects are underway http://pollardthomasedwards.co.uk/project/alma-
estateregeneration/

Brimsdown is a logical end for Phase 2 before the big push towards full quad tracking, because it extends the third track as far as can go before level
crossings have to be closed. The track bed here is a linear alignment without obstructions falling entirely within Network Rail ownership and no land

http://pollardthomasedwards.co.uk/project/alma-estateregeneration/
http://pollardthomasedwards.co.uk/project/alma-estateregeneration/


assembly is required. If planned now, work on Phase 2 could commence as soon as works are complete at Angel Road in 2018, with services delivered to
Brimsdown before 2022, at which time full quad tracking can proceed between 2022 and 2026 to deliver the services to Stansted Airport that it requires to
realise its potential. However, these impoverished London locations should not have to wait until 2026 for improvements that can be delivered now. Utilising
Phase 2 as an interim measure would maintain momentum on this strategic project that eventually produces the Broxbourne Branch of Crossrail 2.

Pickett’s Lock Station:

 

 

Fig 2: The northern Crossrail 2 alignment edited to include Pickett’s Lock Station

The Rail Future proposal includes a potential new station at Pickett’s Lock. It is notable for the Lea Valley Athletics Centre, which
formed the site for Britain’s 2005 World Athletics Bid comprising a 43,000 seater. The business case would need to be done and
Enfield Council do not presently have resources to develop Lower Edmonton as well as Meridian Water, but passive provision could be
provided for a station here at no additional cost in-case a development came forward, though it would be criminal in my opinion for
Crossrail 2 to by-pass the N9 postcode in my opinion because it is one of London's most deprived areas yet over 50,000 people live in
this postcode alone, with significant population growth projected and existing rail links there are at capacity.

 

Ponders End sustainable transport interchange:



 

Fig 3: Proposed new bus interchange with Ponders End Station to complement rail enhancements.

 

As a footnote, Ponders End Station is sited on a strategically important location on the A110, which forms the only east to west connection between Enfield
and Waltham Forest inbetween the M25 and A406 North Circular Road due to reservoirs blocking all other routes, but this station is not yet integrated into
east to west bus networks.

Ponders End Station can however be connected to bus services from Enfield to Chingford by opening a bus junction from Wharf Road onto the A1055.
Minor works are required including alterations to the base of the rail station foot-bridge. This would have the immediate benefit of facilitating a diversion of
the 313 bus from Enfield to Chingford from the A110 through Wharf Road and past a new rail interchange bus stop to provide Waltham Forest direct access
to the Lea Valley railway, instantly doubling bus provision to the station. Many other new bus routes could be facilitated by this interchange including a route
from Angel Road to Ponders End via Chingford Mount, reconnecting areas with poor public transport accessibility.

Conclusion: When we all discuss the Lea Valley rail, wouldn't it be great to be able to trumpet real advancement on the ground and ongoing works to project
sponsors rather than just being a think tank. If phase 2 is allowed and can commence 2018 to be delivered by 2022, promoters of the scheme can take
those it seeks to impress to the regeneration at Meridian Water and show them ongoing works towards Phase 2. With palpable delivery, that energy and
drive and momentum will make future steps inevitable. Disbanding engineers from the line and having this gap between 2022 and 2026 in contrast presents
material project risk, inevitably resulting in skills and capacity being re-deployed to competing projects, potentially causing project drift and further decades
of deprived communities along the Lea Valley in London suffering rural rail service frequencies of two trains per hour.

Yours sincerely,

 



From:                              

Sent:                               07 November 2016 15:37

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          London Plan

 

Dear Sir/madam,

I am responding to the consultation on London Plan. While the document has many positive aspects, there are some
details I would like to comment on.

1. Walking and cycling

Since the election of the new Mayor it seems that progress on cycling improvements has slowed. Some of the
Superhighways are being reconsidered, there is no concrete funding for mini-Holland style improvements and as far as
many boroughs are concerned, the status quo persists. In my local borough, , funding for cycling is scheduled to
be £200,000 per year for the next 5 years under the LIP, i.e. £1 per person per year, less than one-twentieth the amount
spent on cycling infrastructure in the Netherlands. The United Nations recommends at least 20% of transport budgets
should be spent on walking and cycling. Given the widespread benefits of active travel, the Mayor should ensure it is
funded appropriately. Major cycling schemes take years to design and build, so the Mayor must announce funding
opportunities as soon as possible, and provide sustained investment in active travel at Dutch levels.

Opposition to good-quality cycle schemes such as Cycle Superhighway 11 (Swiss Cottage to the West End via Regent's
Park) should not be allowed to get in the way of the scheme, because the park should not be a thoroughfare. Good
quality cycling schemes sometimes attract severe  early opposition from a vocal minority, even in the Netherlands, but 
the quiet majority tends to support them as long as they are explained properly, and in the long term they become better
accepted as people  appreciate the benefits.

The Mayor and TfL should ensure excellent communication with the public so that Londoners can appreciate the 
benefits of these schemes and are more likely to accept the initial disruption of construction.

2. Public transport

As well as the major new railways being built in London, the Mayor should fund local connectivity improvements to
enable more efficient non-radial journeys in outer London. For example, building new Central line platforms at Park
Royal in West London would allow interchange between the Piccadilly and Central lines at this location. 

A railway along the route of the North Circular Road is also required, because currently the only fast way to travel
between the boroughs in north London is to drive along the North Circular. A tunnelled railway could be built along the
route Brent Cross - Temple Fortune - East Finchley - Muswell Hill - Alexandra Palace - Turnpike Lane - Seven Sisters.
This could be built in a single-bore double-track tunnel with single-track stations, which would greatly reduce the cost
of constructing the stations. It would allow some people to avoid travelling into Central London to change trains, and
would therefore reduce congestion in Central London as well as on the North Circular.

Other cities such as Paris are building new orbital rail lines. The Brent Cross coalition has long argued for a light
railway linking the Brent Cross redevelopment to east and west London, which could partially use an existing freight
line (the Dudding Hill line).



3. Motor traffic

There is a high demand for road space in London, and currently the demand is limited by congestion. This is a very poor
way of managing demand because it wastes people's time. It is essential that road user charging is implemented
throughout London, and is in operation at all times that demand needs to be suppressed. For example, tolls could be
placed at the entrance to each borough.

 

'Free' or subsidised car parking is inappropriate in a large city like London, but local authorities are reluctant to
introduce parking controls because councillors fear the loss of support of local residents. TfL and the Mayor should take
the lead on ensuring that parking is seen as a service that has to be purchased. A workplace parking levy could generate
useful funds. The cost of residential on-street parking also needs to increase, and for fairness there should be an
equivalent increase in council tax for homes with a driveway or off-street parking. 

Standardised oyster-based parking systems (touch in when you park, touch out when you leave) across London would
be convenient and transparent. They would allow people to pay for parking without having to predict in advance how
long they are going to stay, and without the inconvenience of having to find coins to put in a meter.

Car clubs should be promoted, particularly while they are starting up in outer London. They allow people to have access
to a car without requiring a large number of individually owned cars to be parked.

 

If the new Silvertown Tunnel is built, I the northbound bore of the Blackwall Tunnel should be restored to use by
pedestrians and cyclists, as when it was originally built in 1897. This tunnel is unsuitable for large motor vehicles as it
has sharp corners. Two-way traffic in the southbound Blackwall Tunnel should provide sufficient motor vehicle
capacity. There is currently no river crossing north-west from North Greenwich that accommodates pedestrians or
cyclists. People trying to make this journey by bike (e.g. from Greenwich to Stratford) have to take a long detour to
cross the river, and the nearby river crossings are slow (walking through the Greenwich foot tunnel or taking a cable
car).

4. Planning and housing

Planning departments and housing regulations should ensure that more affordable housing is built, and that new
properties are sold or rented to London residents to live in, rather than bought by foreign investors and left empty.
Increasing council tax and reducing the cost of living expenses (e.g. healthy food or tube fares) will give an advantage
to residents over investors, and discourage speculative investment in property in London.

Major car-oriented developments (such as the Brent Cross Cricklewood development) should not be built in London.
The Brent Cross plans are particularly appalling, with enlargements of major roundabouts and motorways but no
consideration of segregated cycle paths or east-west rail lines.

 

5. Health

The NHS can work more efficiently if information was shared more
readily, particularly in London where many people receive care from a
number of different hospitals and clinics which do not communicate
with each other. It should be possible for clinicians in hospital,
clinics and walk-in centres to view a patient's GP records with their
consent (this is technically possible but requires funding and the



agreement of GPs, and is being done in Manchester and elsewhere).
There should be a regional repository for patient letters and
investigations (probably for the whole of London, similar to what is
being set up in Manchester and was recently introduced in Moscow), so that tests do not have to be repeated 
unnecessarily and clinicians do not have to waste time phoning  different hospitals or sending/receiving correspondence
about patients.  I am well aware of these problems and possible
solutions.

Information about A&E and outpatient waiting times should be made more readily available, so that patients and GPs
can choose which hospital to use in order to balance the load. The current arrangement  of CCGs and NHS trusts does
not lend itself to pan-London cooperation and budgets are too tight to fund improvements to the system. This is  an
opportunity for the Mayor to facilitate co-operation between London health services for the benefit of all Londoners.

Thank you for considering my comments.
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From:                              

Sent:                               09 November 2016 00:34

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          London Wildlife

 

Dear Mr Khan,

 

In response to your A City for All Londoners vision, I wished to express my general support for the vision, but register
my dissatisfaction that wildlife isn't mentioned isn't at all - despite the clear and demonstrable benefits wildlife and
green spaces make to London and Londoners (beyond just 'services' such as natural flood protection), as well as the
intrinsic value of wildlife and wild spaces themselves. 

 

Khan is right to value London's diversity - so why no mention or appreciation of the fact that over 13,000 different
species have been recorded in the Greater London area? This incredible wildlife diversity must be celebrated and
protected - for the benefit of wildlife and for the benefit of ALL Londoners. 

 

Please can concrete steps be taken - and the plan be amended - to ensure that our precious green spaces (such as
Sydenham Hill Woods, One Tree Hill and Camberwell Old Cemetery in South London), under ever greater stress and
threat from development, are protected by law and by his specific plans for London.

 

Best wishes,
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From:                              
Sent:                               29 October 2016 18:51
To:                                   Your Views; Jennette Arnold; Mayor
Subject:                          My suggestions
 
 
 
My suggestions:

Housing- how many spaces/building/empty homes do we have? I see so many in London. Councils/ the
Mayor should have the power to buy/take these spaces (once they have been empty for a period of
time) and create homes for the public to live in.

Public sector housing-  (more than the average Londoner) 60% of my
pay goes on rent and councilor tax/bills. This means i cannot afford to save a deposit to hope to buy
one day. We must be able to build public sector homes in London. 

Cap on agency fees. One agency i took at recently was charging over £400 worth of fees. I went with
another much more reasonable one charging £120.

We much also help build supported accommodation for older people. Maybe older people are lonely,
poorly and living in spaces not equipped and to big for them. This would free up bigger homes and help
support our elderly. 

Transport- a real cap on travel for 4 years. Khan lied to us at the election and not all travel is frozen.
We must have a real freeze on all travel fairs. 

Take all other train lines under the mayor. 

Give poorer London college/6 former's a small fee each week to help encourage them to stay in
education and help with the fiances.

Thanks



From:                              

Sent:                               24 October 2016 11:10

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          My View 

 

Follow Up Flag:               Follow up

Flag Status:                     Flagged

 

Good Morning Mayor Of London 

 

I hope you are well. I believe there should be social media work placement opportunities for over 25 years old.  To have
champion a true champion in British Boxing Leyton WalthamForest left alone in school colleges and universities .
Police I have nothing against them manners  self respect and integrity should involve during the policing course. British
Boxing world criminal rate should be looked after. The United Kingdom court of law information should put forward to
avoid any mistakes. 

 

I am not politician but desire to go forward with respect humbleness and willing to learn more about court of law. 

 

I hope you don't I See What I can I Do it be nice to see a change. 

 

You're Sincerely 

 

 

 

Follow Me on Twitter: 

Follow Me on LinkedIn: 
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From:                              

Sent:                               29 October 2016 08:23

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          Re: Feedback on A City for All Londoners vision document

 

Hello

The email below does not appear to have reached the Mayor and Deputy Mayor. Please note my response to your
consultation, and also note one example of domestic violence against a man that ended in him being murdered. There
simple is not the support for male victims of DV and mental abuse that is afforded to women. #violenceisviolence. Let's
end DV.

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3488919/Male-domestic-violence-victims-t-help-lives-risk-says-brother-
lawyer-killed-wife.html

 

On 25 Oct 2016 9:23 p.m., "M Ali" <  wrote:

Dear Mr. Sadiq Khan, and Deputy Mayor Linden,

 

I read your vision document "A City for All Londoners" (published this week) with great interest, and welcome the
positive vision you have with regards to improving air quality, housing, transport and the economy.

 

I would like to provide some constructive feedback based on my personal experience, and based on what has affected
others I know, On page 83, I welcome your commitment to "confront violence against women and girls...doing more
to reduce victims of domestic abuse".. However, this statement highlights the lack of understanding of how much
domestic violence affects men in London (both straight and gay). And by doing so it perpetuates of a very dangerous
myth i.e. that men are not victims of domestic violence, and that we need to be tough, and not let it show. Many men
are scared to report domestic violence for fear of being laughed at. 

As humans It affects us mentally, physically and emotionally just as much as women, if not more,
and has massive impacts on our children, and other relationships too. With this under reporting by male victims we do
not know what the true figures are but the charity Mankind has put some salient facts together, which shows that 40
per cent of DV is suffered by men, I strongly recommend you watch this video and see how peoples perceptions of
DV against men need to change, and you can help that change.

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SzfLVyNHJgQ 

 

For strategies to be truly fair, equal and support the rights of ALL Londoners I strongly urge you to make sure you
make sure that you make a point of sending a strong message against domestic violence against women AND men,

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3488919/Male-domestic-violence-victims-t-help-lives-risk-says-brother-lawyer-killed-wife.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3488919/Male-domestic-violence-victims-t-help-lives-risk-says-brother-lawyer-killed-wife.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SzfLVyNHJgQ


and make sure agencies and police are appropriately trained. We need to educate the general public that DV against
men is not something to be laughed at. 

 

I have also heard of an incident
 

 

I hope you will take what I have said on board and incorporate this feedback to shape the strategies that you are
developing for London.

 

Thanks,
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From:                              

Sent:                               24 November 2016 10:44

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A City for All Londoners: Health or A City for All Londoners: Healthy Streets

 

Dear Mayor,

I am very pleased to see that transport is one of the most
significant and effective ways that you can improve the health of all
Londoners. 

 

It is great to see a strong focus on making it easier and more
attractive for people to walk and cycle, particularly by reducing the dominance of
traffic. 

 

Active travel is the main way that Londoners get their exercise
and many more Londoners need to walk and cycle more to benefit their
health. 

 

I strongly support the Healthy Streets approach taken in the report, which
will improve everyone’s health, reduce inequalities and make London a more
liveable city.

Many thanks
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From: 
Sent: 24 October 2016 13:19
To: Your Views
Subject: Black cabs

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi there,

I've had this thought a while, and now you're open to questions and suggestions, I'd like to tell you it. 

Black cabs are a huge part of London. Each taxi covers hundreds of miles a day, and if I remember, has 
quite a high CO2 output, just below the max threshold for the highest tax band, I think. Now, would it be 
possible to talk to car manufacturers and get them to retrofit hydrogen cells to those cabs? 

The benefit for the manufacturer would be millions of miles of data for them to analyse, and a test bed 
to improve the technology. 

The benefit for Londoners would be the creation of a world first network of hydrogen stations, and the 
best bit, a huge reduction of CO2 and NOx on the city streets, giving us cleaner air, reduced emissions 
penalties, and working towards meeting targets for climate change. 

Just a thought. 

Thanks,
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From:                              
Sent:                               25 October 2016 11:31
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          A City for all Londoners Consultation
 
Follow Up Flag:               Follow up
Flag Status:                     Flagged
 
I would like to highlight two key issues I believe should be included in the final vision. 
 
The first is to do with available support for Postgraduate students under the theme in the report "social mobility". I
believe strongly more needs to be done to support Postgraduate students studying in London. Currently, they have to
rely on Scholarships and/or Bursaries (if lucky enough!) or resort to the new Postgraduate Loans which come with a
hefty interest rate. 
 
The Mayor should introduce a Postgraduate Fund for Londoners who wish to study at Postgraduate level, whereby they
have to write to the Mayor explaining in so many words, why they are deserving of the Mayor's Postgraduate
Fund/Bursary to support their studies. The Fund on offer can be anything between £500 to £1000 (max). For further
information, see www.postgrad.com They offer funds of £500 max which, ok, is not brilliant but still every little helps!
Also, the criteria for obtaining this fund is not comprehensive or restricted and complicated. It merely says write in 500
words why you are deserving of this £500 fund. Also the fund should not just be for those studying on academic courses
but for vocational studies too. Give students a break! For further info about Postgrad.com's fees and funding, please see
the link below:

Postgraduate courses | Postgrad Course Search | Postgrad.com

www.postgrad.com

Search the most comprehensive postgraduate course search database in the UK and Europe to find your perfect MA,
MSc, MBA or PhD program.

Secondly, I believe the Mayor should investigate the code of conduct surrounding Bouncers for Bars, Pubs and Clubs.
Too often, I hear and read stories of Bouncers abusing their authority and adopting heavy handed tactics towards
members of the public who just want to have a good evening out in bar, pub or club. The customers are not threatening
but sometimes Bouncers take something the wrong way or don't like somebody's attitude and use it as an excuse to
chuck people out or bar them from entering. Moreover, when some demand ID they can be aggressive. 
 
Much more needs to be done to train Bouncers to be fair in their dealings with the public. A working group should be
set up with an official body for complaints where the public can go to and complain if they find behaviour to be
unacceptable. 
 
Other issues that should be mentioned in the final draft of the Mayor's document should be tackling the bad habit of
some people tagging alongside fee paying travellers on the London Underground so they can bypass the ticket barriers.
More needs to be done to combat this bad and threatening behaviour. Why should decent law abiding citizens have to

http://www.postgrad.com/
http://www.postgrad.com/
http://www.postgrad.com/
http://www.postgrad.com/


suffer this nonsense and let the fee evaders get away with it?
 
Also, please extend free travel on New Year's eve not just for a few hours before the big countdown but for the whole
day! Again, give Londoners a break!
 
Finally, I believe more needs to be done to promote the historic old counties throughout London, e.g. Hounslow in West
London is part of the historic county of Middlesex. The local council should be encouraged to permanently fly the
Middlesex flag not just outside its civic centre and public buildings but have the crest on "welcome signs" coming into
the Borough. This should be adopted elsewhere where boroughs have links to historic counties.
 
Thank you for taking my views into consideration and I hope that some will be adopted.
 
Regards
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From:                              

Sent:                               26 October 2016 12:08

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          A City for all Londoners feedback

 

Dear Sadiq

 

Thank you for inviting feedback on your consultation document of which I would like to share:

 

1.  London is becoming uncompetitive - when compared with other UK cities like Birmingham, Manchester and Liverpool: The
cost of living, working and doing things is becoming so expensive that visitors, entrepreneurs and working people are being
forced out. Post Brexit this is having an impact on International Business.

 

So we need to make London competitive with added value.  London needs to be affordable for housing, living, working, and
pleasure.

 

2.  To acheive this, there needs to be a bigger design and desire to develop and improve the suburbs. Example: Croydon has
empty office space and capacity but business and London life tends to be centralised. If we can continue to develop place
making rather than just shopping districts; we can spread the "love". But - this will require a commitment to help London
Boroughs improve their districts, events and out of London experiences.

 

3.  Business rates are due to increase next year - this is going to have a serious adverse affect on the cost of living and /or
running small businesses. We need more imaginative live/work schemes in housing developments and opportunities for rate
freezes, discounts or even business rate free years.

 

4. High Streets are dying - this is due to out of town shopping malls and perosnalised delivery. Our Boroughs need help in
creating enjoyable environments in which to shop and socialise. And - there is a cost to personalised deliveries which needs to
be recovered as it is generating more traffic, pollution and taking business away from the High Street.

 

5.  Night time economy - a hidden and "diverse" social and business activity. In any plans or narrative, we need to celebrate
that London is 24/7 and acknowledge the work of invisible people who clean offices or premises, manage and operate
transport, deliver our food, keep us safe and a host of other services on which we depend. Perhaps we need a "thank you"
event for the night-timers!?

 

6.  Young people - they have had a raw deal in the past eight years. Whilst they receive their free travel passes; we are at risk
of ignoring their concerns as we face Brexit. The graduates will survive - but those who were hoping for other careers or jobs
are at risk if London becomes uncompetitive or if the economy falters. So; a revival of young peoples engagement and
involvement in proposals and plans is needed to engergise Civil Society and give hope where there is disillusion.

 

 



Overall - you need to ask a young person or someone with a young family: do you have confidence that you will be able to
afford to live and work in London in the next ten years ?

 

Thank you for your time in reading this and I wish you and your colleagues success in your term.

 

Sincerely
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From:                              

Sent:                               09 December 2016 13:07

To:                                   Your Views

Subject:                          The Mayors Vision: A city for All Londoners

 

 

Much of this paper is supported, but the continued dash for growth needs to be controlled

more strongly than suggested to ensure London is indeed fit for all Londoners.

 

 + More measures to reduce congestion on roads, footways and transport systems

are needed.

 

+ Minimising noise and air pollution is urgent too.

 

+ As a representative on the Mayors Older People's Advisory Forum, I am aware that

Lmust have much better toilets and seating plus green spaces.

 

+ High rise flats should always be banned as they cause isolation and fragmentation of communities.

 

+ Creative industries and high tech businesses should be encouraged with other job creation

schemes in suitable Outer London locations to avoid over-intensification on the City and West End.

 

 

Thank you

 



From:                              
Sent:                               09 December 2016 11:08
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          re: please find attached views
Attachments:                 Model response to consultation - a City for all Londoners(F).docx
 
please find attached views
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1 
 

Response to the consultation on ‘A City for all Londoners’ 
 

London’s housing crisis exists as a result of continued application of policy that 
• consistently ignores the needs of households that are unable to meet the costs of 

market housing; 
• feeds the property market / property investment and the unaffordability of housing, 

rather than ensuring the provision of secure not-for-profit low-cost social-rented 
homes; 

• creates transience rather than stable and sustainable communities in which household 
members might demonstrate a long-term commitment to their locality and safely raise 
the next generation.  
 

1. Sadly, there appears to be little in ‘A city for all Londoners’ that demonstrates 
anything but a continuation of the status quo, that is -  

(a) support for growth that has consistently impacted negatively on the ordinary working 
class households and which is now being renamed ‘good growth’.  The growth of huge 
amounts of luxury, private housing, along with high-end finance, business, professional 
and research employment sectors is not just something that ‘some feel’’ has impacted 
detrimentally on them.  It continues to be evidenced in the increasing levels of 
homelessness, overcrowding, households languishing for decades on housing waiting 
lists, living in temporary homes or being forced out of the capital, and in increased 
levels of deprivation and polarisation; 

(b) the persistent use of the term ‘affordable housing’ for housing that just isn’t affordable, 
or worse still, to suggest that such housing is ‘genuinely affordable’; 

(c) the allocation of affordable housing grant to reduce the cost of market-priced rented 
homes for ‘middle income earners’. This would continue to feed the pockets of private 
landlords at the expense of delivering not-for-profit, low-cost social-rented homes for 
families for whom there is very high evidence of need;   

(d) the Mayor distancing himself from his statutory responsibilities to not only assess the 
levels of housing need and the ever-growing backlog of need in London but also to set 
out in strategic policy how he will address that need (including London’s high levels of 
homelessness);  

(e) unacceptably negative views expressed about large social-rented housing estates – 
(particularly since there is concern that this is actually negative expression about the 
people who live in social-rented homes, rather than necessarily the homes they reside 
in).   

 

The building of large council estates was no ‘mistake’, it was a genuine attempt to meet 
the housing needs of a wide range of households. It did so successfully for many years 
and delivered, and to an extent still does, relatively stable and sustainable communities. 
In London, many large housing estates were built adjacent to places providing high 
numbers of local jobs.  The real mistakes that have been made in London are the over-
development of market housing (compared to evidenced need), the creation of luxury 
blocks of flats for high income households, that contain no social and minimal numbers 
of so-called ‘affordable homes’ and their monopolisation of large sections of the 



2 
 

riverside and of central and inner London. This is what has created, or is at least part 
and parcel of, London’s dysfunctional housing market, with extortionately high private 
rents and increased exclusion of ordinary working class households from accessing 
reasonably priced homes in which to raise their families and grow old in; 

(f) a failure to address the problem of ongoing loss of social-rented housing as a result of 
unnecessary demolition;  

(g) no consideration of how voluntary and community sector groups will meaningfully be 
engaged in developing and monitoring strategic housing policy, leaving the developers 
to have greatest influence on policy through the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners Board; 

(h) continuation of policies that are based around transport and people having to make 
long journeys to work, rather than developing lifetime neighbourhoods where 
communities may have access to homes and jobs locally and thus reduce transport 
needs;  

(i) development of more opportunity areas without any assessment of whether these 
‘opportunity’ areas that are now near to being fully developed have provided any 
genuine opportunity or benefit for communities with below median incomes – either in 
terms of homes or jobs. 

 

2. Strategic housing policy contained in the London Plan and the London Housing 
Strategy should; 

(a) no longer include the sham term - ‘affordable housing’.  Strategic policy should 
specify the exact types of housing being referred to and make clear the distinction 
between not-for-profit low-cost rented homes and those that have high-cost rents 
simply because they provide a large profit for private landlords.  A target of 50% 
affordable housing means nothing if at least 65% of this is housing isn’t actually 
affordable;  

(b) provide evidence for the Mayor’s assertion that building more market homes will 
bring down the price of market homes in London.  How many market homes will 
need to be delivered to bring down the prices? How much available housing land in 
London will this use up?  

(c) set out precisely how the Mayor will address the shockingly high levels of need, 
including the backlog of need, for social-rented homes in London. Between 2005 
and 2015, almost 200,000 net market homes were delivered in London (124% of the 
London Plan target for market housing) forming 70% of the total number of homes 
delivered, while less than 48,000 net social and so-called ‘affordable rent’ homes were 
delivered (only 53% of London Plan target for social/’affordable’ rent homes) and 
forming only 17% of the total number of homes delivered; 

(d) assert that affordable housing grant will be used proportionally on addressing 
evidenced housing need.  The Mayor’s proposals to spend more than 60% of the 
affordable housing grant on delivering intermediate and London Living Rent homes is 
not evidence based. Evidence would suggest the need to spend it all on delivering 
social-rented homes;  
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(e) protect existing social-rented homes (including allocation of funding to support 
housing refurbishment) to prevent unnecessary demolition of perfectly good and 
structurally sound low-cost rented homes;  

(f) provide a presumption against development on the green space and gardens of 
social tenants’ estates; 

(g) provide a more sophisticated housing density matrix, which will take into account household income levels, proximity of 

financially accessible sport and leisure, community, youth and play facilities, levels of ongoing management and 

maintenance funding, levels of overcrowding and preservation of local character. The link between high densities, over 

development of the wrong types of housing and the failure to protect open space and other community amenities of all kinds, is of 

huge concern and should be properly monitored; 
(h) ensure that public land is used exclusively to develop social-rented homes and supporting green, play and social 

infrastructure, including homes developed by community-based housing such as: Community Land Trusts, co-operatives and 

collective low-cost self-build homes and not be handed over to private developers; 

(i) link policy on housing, health and well-being.  Households that are adequately 
housed in secure homes at costs they can afford, require fewer and less expensive 
medical interventions.  Poor, cold, insecure, overcrowded, cramped and unaffordable 
housing is linked to a range of increased physical and mental health conditions and 
premature death.  At a time when transience is increasing, not just in the private but 
also in the social or ‘affordable’ rent sector, it should be noted that children in families 
who have to move frequently are at particular risk of poor outcomes.  Failures to 
address the need for social-rented homes can only continue to impact negatively on the 
health of those with the lowest incomes in London;  

(j) ensure new homes being built to last for a minimum of 150 years; 
(k) provide a commitment to encourage (with the boroughs and educational 

establishments) the development of training courses across London to address 
skills gaps in the construction industry and to pressure developers to provide 
higher levels of apprenticeships for young Londoners who experience excessively 
high levels of unemployment. This is not a new concern and should be addressed 
properly by ensuring that young working class Londoners can gain reasonably well-paid 
employment in the construction industry.  It is shameful that this has not been fully 
addressed previously;  

(l) commit the Mayor to full engagement of London’s voluntary and community 
sector groups (including tenants’ organisations) that have a focus on housing 
policy, in developing and monitoring housing strategy.  This should be supported 
by the Mayor’s office to fund the establishment of a voluntary and community sector 
housing forum to relate directly to the Mayor’s office, and for the forum to have six 
representatives on the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners’ Board.   

 



From:                                         
Sent:                                           09 December 2016 11:39
To:                                               Your Views
Subject:                                     Response to ‘A City for All Londoners’ consultation
 
Proposal to boost the number of Londoners with access to a home electric vehicle charge point
 
As the Mayor is undergoing a full review of the London Plan, I believe that one policy that could be significantly improved to
tackle air quality is the London Plan policy on the provision of electric vehicle charge points within parking provision in new
developments.
 
The London Plan adopted in 2011 introduced a policy (6.13) of: “developments in all parts of London must ensure that 1 in 5
spaces (both active and passive) provide an electrical charging point to encourage the uptake of electric vehicles”. This was
accompanied in 2012 with Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) that included a ‘guide for developers’.
 
However, I believe that this policy is both flawed and inadequate. Whilst some residential developments may have communal
parking provision, many others will have spaces allocated to each property, making this ‘1 in 5’ policy meaningless. Additionally,
the policy fails to work for small developments. These failures mean that many schemes seem to have been allowed to ignore
the requirement.
 
The answer must be to make it a requirement that all (100%) new residential parking spaces in London should be equipped
with a charge point.  This policy will both future-proof the parking provision and provide a helpful boost to EV take-up amongst
residents of the new homes being built. With London needing around 50,000 new homes per annum, many new parking places
are likely to be provided over the next decade.
 
I raised this idea at the London Assembly’s Environment Committee on 9th March 2016, but it was not supported by the
previous Deputy Mayor for Environment.  The London Plan Full Review is an opportunity for the new administration to be much
more ambitious and forward looking.
 
Regards,
 

  

 
----------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  The information contained in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be legally
privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and
delete the e-mail and any attachments from your system and do not disclose the contents to any other party.



From:                              
Sent:                               09 December 2016 14:40
To:                                   Your Views
Subject:                          Solution for housing crisis in London
Attachments:                 sadiq.docx
 
Hi,
 
I have attached the document.
 
Thanks, 
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Subject: London Housing Problem 
 
 
Dear Mayor Sadiq, 
 
Thank you for giving me this opportunity to express my thoughts about housing. 
I know that you have very difficult tasks ahead solving Londoners problems. I 
hope this plan helps you solve with one of many problems at least. It is difficult 
to cope with the housing issue with only mayoral powers.  Hence extreme and 
bold measures must be taken and implemented in order to solve the issue. I do 
not know what extent your powers stretch to.  May be my ideas are not viable 
due to the restricted local powers you have. If they are not viable then I do 
apologize sincerely for taking your extremely precious time.  
 
If we address the problem correctly then we are likely to solve it. What caused 
London house prices go sky high? All time low interest rates in banking history 
created environment suitable for sovereign wealth funds, property investment 
funds, national and international business people to make an investment on 
properties globally. England is one of most easy countries to do business in 
terms of administration and 6th easiest country in the world to do business in 
2015. http://www.doingbusiness.org/rankings 
 
London is one of the most popular and attractive city in the world and it became 
the 1st choice of property investment. On top of this increasing population needs 
new homes and government’s target of 200,000 a year and London is falling 
behind 
 
London property prices have more than doubled since they began to recover 
from the financial crisis in 2009. Last month, the average London house price 
was £472,000 – 12 times average London earnings, compared with a long-term 
average of six times, Société Générale said. 
 
You have only 4 years in your post and its not much time to deliver all your 
objectives especially housing. As any planning permission you give now, will 
have the effects seen in 2 years. With traditional and classic methods, whatever 
you do in first 2 years of your career as mayor you will see the results of them in 
last 2 years as far as construction business concerns. More than 800,000 new 
homes need to be built in London by 2021 to keep up with housing 
demand, according to the body that represents the capital's councils. 
You do not have enough time to built 800,000 homes in 4 years. But there is a 
solution, which is a lot easier than building 800,000 homes. 
 
Since 2009 average house price has doubled in London.  The salaries are not 
increased nowhere near that figure. At present average person earning in 
London is around £34K, whereas average London home is around £472K. In 
traditional mortgage lending you can only get mortgage 5 times your salary.  
There are new schemes government has introduced for first time buyers such as; 
 

http://www.doingbusiness.org/rankings


1. “Help To Buy” with 5% deposit and no interest paid first 5 years of 20% 
of the government lending. Question is what will happen after 5 years if 
interest rates go 3%-5%? No one can guarantee what will be the rates 
after few years for as long as 25 years, which most mortgages are for that 
long. Especially after President-elect Trump, I do not think global inflation 
and interest rates will be as low as past 8 years. Anything happens other 
side of the Atlantic will come and hit UK soon we like it or not. 

2. “Right To Buy” Only if you are tenant of the council or housing 
association. What about the people who rented from private landlords? 
Not as comprehensive approach to solve the majority of the problem. 

3. “Shared Ownership” 25%-75% ownership and rest is reduced rate rent 
which is more affordable comparatively but still more expensive than 
country average compare to take home salary to mortgage/rent payment 
ratio and could be risky when interest rates go higher. 

 
In case of individuals cannot keep up with the payments, 1st and 3rd schemes are 
protecting lenders with government backing. Matter of fact they are not really 
public friendly schemes. 
 
In realistic terms there are no homes for lower and middle class income people, 
buying house should not be as risky.   
 
So who is buying all these expensive properties in London? There are 4 different 
categories of buyers for London properties.  
 
1-local investors 
2-international investors (property investment funds, sovereign wealth funds) 
3-local individuals 
4-international individuals. 
 
First 2 own 10+, 50+, 300+ properties and last 2 of them have spare homes in 
London. If all of them are stopped to buy then it will give a head start solving the 
problem but more comprehensive measures are necessary to take in order to 
solve the problem completely. If local and international investors are forced to 
sell off their excess properties then it will bring in excess of 100.000+ properties 
in the market within months. After Brexit house prices are not increasing as 
much and taking such measures will push down houses prices further. All the 
individuals, funds and investors with excess properties doubled their wealth in 
last 8 years. If they are taking advantage and making money out of London, then 
why London does not make money out of them too? London should not be 
playground for rich people and corporations on expense of ordinary working 
class’s basic needs. Housing is a basic need of everyone and owning one should 
not be privilege in a developed country like England. However it’s the case for 
millions of people in London. 
 
Local Property investors and individuals:  
Some individuals had few properties before the london property boom started, 
some has bought just in time and they have upper hand once their assets gained 
value and they can easily get loans from the banks so they build up their 



property portfolio to 100s to 1000s. Some has second homes and some has 100+ 
properties through buy-to-rent schemes and their rental incomes are covering 
their mortgage repayments comfortably as interest rates are at historic low. You 
do not have enough power to impose anything on Bank of England to increase 
interest rates and no one has. Its banks job to sell the money and they will keep 
doing that and it looks like there will be few more years at least in horizon with 
very low interest rates. This will only push the house prices higher. 
There are 1000s of people with 10+ properties and 100s of people more than 
100+. I believe you have power to go through local councils to find out how many 
property/ies each individual and company has in London. I am sure you will 
come across with more than 1000 people/companies with 10+ houses/flats in 
their portfolio. So many hard working people can’t even dream to buy a home for 
their family while others enjoy having property kingdom with the help of banks. 
 
International Investors and individuals: 
Individuals; they have spare cash available and most of these visit London few 
times a year. London is so popular and it became a trend to own a property in 
London among Russians, Turks, Arabs, Chinese and etc.  
Investors; The research by opium was conducted only 5 days after the Panama 
Papers revealed how a substantial portion of London’s most expensive 
properties are now owned by foreigners via offshore companies. As you know 
there are 1000s of billions of dollars available for investment globally and in low 
interest rate era they invest some of their funds in property. London is the most 
lucrative city to invest in properties in the world,  
There are many property funds act on behalf of international investors to buy 
houses and flats in London. People from Hong Kong, China, Singapore, Malaysia, 
Dubai, Qatar, Kuwait, UAE, Saudi Arabia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, 
Russia and etc.  
 
Solution: 
How will you force people, companies and corporations to sell of their excess 
properties? 
These people should get rid of their spare properties. Well only way you can 
manage to achieve this is, apply extra tax. This can be in different form of council 
tax. It may be called “Council Surcharge” , “London House Price Inflation 
Charge”, or whatever you name it. Tax/Charge should be at a level that there will 
be no lucrative return for the investment if they hold on to their properties.  If 
any individual or investor owns more than 1 property in Greater London 
Boroughs then they should pay the “… Charge”.  
 
If the investors wants to keep their spare properties, then you will generate 
revenues to fund “100% affordable housing” in realistic terms and not in BORIS 
terms.   
 
If they choose to sell their properties then high number of supply will push down 
house prices further.  It is a WIN-WIN situation. Question is how many private 
houses/flats on rent in London? Answer is 880.000. So the minute you apply the 
“… Charge” there are potential 880.000 homes to go on sale. 880.000 extra 
properties in the market will make prices definitely more affordable. 



 
To decide what is reasonable level of tax, we look at how much money they made 
in last 8 years and will decide accordingly. If an average house in London gained 
between £250K-£300K then paying back £10K  “… Charge” per annum would 
not hurt them as much as hard working people that cannot even dream to buy a 
home. If they don’t have cash then banks will lend them easily against their 
assets.  
 
Deciding on the “… Charge”; What is practical and fair approach, percentage or 
fix charge? If it is a flat/fix rate “… Charge” then it would not be fair approach as 
there are properties start with value of £400K and goes up to £10m+, so if it is 
percentage based charge it would be more fair but then it will create so much 
admin work to calculate each and every single property value and process it. So 
best option is dividing the properties by their values in 3 / 4 categories, e.g. up to 
£500K properties to pay £10K, between £500k-£1 properties to pay £15K, £1m-
£2m properties to pay £30K and over £2m to pay £50K. This measure alone will 
give very good results on affordable housing faster than any other single 
measure. 
 
 Other measures are needed to support this obviously. The minute you start 
applying this tax, there will be around 100k+ properties will be out in the market 
for sale and it will change supply and demand ratio, which will help house prices 
to go down immediately. This will buy you time to get results for the planning 
permission you give right now which will be in effect around 2 years time from 
now.  
 
“… Charge” can be introduced on same principal as congestion charge (CC) and 
Residence parking permits.  
 
Any individual does not reside in CC zone does not enter the CC zone unless they 
have something to do. If they do, they pay £11.50 a day. If they use CC zone every 
day for 1 year then it adds up to £2990.00 Almost £3K. An investor with an extra 
property worth less than £500K will have to pay £10K a year, which is not much 
compared to CC £3K a year sound reasonable. A car takes 7-8 square meter space 
of London a flat is taking much more than that. Against any measure it sound 
very reasonable. 
 
If one mayor can introduce congestion charge and residence parking permit why 
another one cannot introduce different form of charge, which will help prevent 
house price inflation for the sake of Londoners? 
 
Another example is if you live in London you will have to pay for residence 
parking permit for most of the boroughs and if you own second car then you pay 
more. If you do business and apply for business parking permit then you pay 
nearly 3-4 times than the residence parking permit. And if you get visitors 
permit it cost 6-7 times more than the residence PP.   
 
When the issue is about the traffic (CC) or parking (residence, business permit 
and etc.) public are asked to pay these charges, why we can not ask 



individuals/companies to pay more, if they own more than one property? When 
it is about housing which is more important than traffic as people can use public 
transport as an alternative, but there is no alternative for housing. 
 
Regardless of individuals or companies with more than one property in London 
they do business and they must pay for it as in cc or business parking permits. If 
the other charges are fair also this is fair. 
 
If you own more than one property in London then you are creating extra 
demand for the property market. To reverse the inflation on house prices  “… 
Charge” should be introduced. This will help both pushing house prices down 
and generating more funds for 100% affordable housing.  
 
Also for foreign individuals who have properties in London but no one lives in 
there should be same level of “… Charge” applied if they don’t have resident 
permit in UK. 
 
I have tried to outline the plan in general as brief as possible. If you have any 
questions I am more than happy to answer. 
 
With the hard decisions you will be taking and implementing you will make lot of 
enemies from the richest locals and internationals but you will make millions of 
friends. Wealthy individuals and investors need to search for different areas for 
investment. 
 
According to the exclusive poll for the Observer on attitudes to British Housing, 
69% of people think the country is “in the throes of a housing crisis”. A 
staggering 71% of aspiring property owners doubt their ability to buy a home 
without financial help from family members. 37% believe buying will remain out 
of their reach for good. 
 
Mark Carney, Governor of the Bank of England, has said that problems with 
housing are the “biggest risk” to the UK economy. The Confederation of British 
Industry agreed, saying: “ A perfect storm is brewing in the housing market. Now 
is the Time for action.”  
 
 
If London is for Londoners, Let be it!  Moreover, solving Londoners problem is 
solving nations problem. 
 
 
Kindest Regards 
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