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Strategic and Local Regeneration Response 

M15 – Would the Plan be effective in ensuring that development contributes 

positively to regeneration where it is needed and the building of strong and 

inclusive communities in accordance with Policy GG1?  In particular: 

a) Would Figure 2.19 provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 

the identification of regeneration areas in local plans and neighbourhood plans? 

b) Would Policy SD10 provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 

the preparation of (i) policies in local plans and neighbourhood plans and (ii) 

regeneration strategies and programmes 

 

Response includes reference to following sections and policies within the Draft 

London Plan: 

p xiv para 

Policy GG2 Making the best use of land Section: N/A Policy GG2 A, B, D  

Policy H2 Small sites Section: 

Policy H14 Supported and specialised accommodation Section: 4.14.1  

Policy H18 Large-scale purpose-built shared living Section: 4.18.2, 4.18.6  

Policy E10 Visitor Infrastructure Section: 6.10.3 

Policy G2 London's Green Belt Section: G2 A 1 

Policy SI1 Improving air quality Section: 9.1.1 

Policy T3 Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding Section: 10.3.3 

Policy T6 Car parking Section: 10.6.2 

Chapter 12 Monitoring Section: M1, 12.1.3 
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The London Borough of Redbridge adopted a Local Plan on the 15th of March 

2018 which embraces much of the policy direction of this draft London Plan.  I, 

along with other residents, challenged the Redbridge Local Plan at the inspection 

in public on equality and sustainability grounds.  However, the Plan was deemed 

to be Sound by the Inspector, David Smith, who is now one of the Inspectors of 

this London Plan.  Just like the Redbridge Local Plan, this London Plan has not 

seriously considered alternatives to the spatial distribution of housing advocated 

in it.  It has used designations such as ‘Strategic Areas of Regeneration’ (SAR) to 

impose housing on certain areas, rather than taking a broad and balanced 

approach to considering alternatives, thus making the Plan illegal. 

The adopted Redbridge Local Plan has resulted in 15,000 of the approximate 

17,000 units in the Plan being situated in Ilford South, the most deprived part of 

the Borough.  This statement utilizes the experience of Redbridge residents to 

inform the debate about the spatial policies within this draft London Plan, 

particularly for Outer London. 

Based on lived experience, this London Plan will not be effective in ensuring that 

development contributes positively to regeneration where it is needed or to the 

building of strong and inclusive communities in accordance with Policy GG1.  

Policy GG1 will not be attainable given the many equality factors which have 

been overlooked in this Plan, including the monitoring, which completely lacks 

an equalities framework.  

Thus, figure 2.19 does not provide an effective and justified strategic framework 

for the identification of regeneration areas in local plans and neighbourhood 

plans.  These SAR are defined in Policy SD10 2.10.1 as those that lie within the 

20% most deprived in London, so this means that where the most vulnerable 

people live, is where most of the housing will be situated.  These SAR often 

overlap with the previous designations of so-called Opportunity Areas (OA), 

Investment and Growth areas and Housing Zones, which also have been deemed 

suitable for housing growth. 

The negative effects of so-called ‘regeneration’, as outlined in this statement will 

affect the ethnic minority population to a greater degree as they are 

proportionately poorer than the indigenous population and live in the more 

deprived areas.  In the case of Ilford South and, highly likely in other deprived 
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areas, it will also disproportionately affect the young, as there is a marked 

difference in the age demographics of the more and less affluent areas.  This 

also makes the Plan illegal as it does not fulfil its public sector equality duty to 

reduce discrimination and will rather exacerbate it between individuals with 

protected characteristics. 

The focus on the protection of the Green Belt is an extremely short-sighted 

approach in a Borough such as Redbridge, which is one third Green Belt.  It 

panders to the affluent that live near the Green Belt and has no empathy for 

those who are living in the highly dense, congested, under-resourced and 

unhealthy environments that the spatial strategy of SARs and OAs are creating.  

In Redbridge, as all over London, the more affluent wards use their social capital 

to block housing growth in their areas, even if they have been designated as an 

Opportunity Area, leaving the deprived areas with a huge amount of housing 

which can only be accommodated by extremely high density, high rise 

developments and a huge number of small site developments.  The amount of so 

called ‘affordable’ housing this produces is minimal, with developers continually 

pleading they are not able to make profits from the high density, high rise 

flatted developments.  This spatial strategy, therefore, needs to be amended to 

include equality issues of distribution and the Green Belt needs to be considered 

in a realistic and unselfish way as a possible site for development. 

By ignoring the lived reality on the ground, this spatial strategy will continue to 

exacerbate inequality within London, which has been growing for many years.  It 

will create environments where many of the poor in London continue to 

experience constrained space in all areas of their life, ranging from personal 

living spaces, public realm spaces, congested transport links, reduced open 

spaces, and school footprints to name a few, while the more affluent in London 

are protected from this.   

There is no fine-grained analysis within the monitoring of the Plan at ward level 

(Chapter 12) and no quantitative targets for infrastructure alongside the housing 

and ensuring that it is sited in the areas of growth; no analysis of who is 

occupying the homes built and who is doing the jobs created; no analysis of 

what tenure the homes created are; and no analysis of air quality. 
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Poor air quality is a major issue for London which is failing to meet requirements 

under legislation and has direct impacts on the health, quality of life and life 

expectancy of Londoners. The impacts already tend to be most heavily felt in 

some of London’s most deprived neighbourhoods, and by people who are most 

vulnerable to the impacts. Despite this, the spatial strategy in the Plan does 

nothing to deal with this and will deteriorate further the air quality of the most 

deprived areas. All the modelling shows that, with the new Local Plan in 

Redbridge, all the increased traffic congestion will be in Ilford South, while the 

rest of the Borough will actually see a decrease in traffic. It is the spatial 

strategy that is creating the inequality in traffic congestion and consequently in 

air quality. 

Many of the units within Ilford South are situated on so-called Brownfield land, 

much of which is already occupied.  However, the current occupation status is 

deemed not important and in need of regeneration, without any evidence base.  

This results in, akin to the demolition of the council estates in inner London, the 

demolition or conversion of a huge number of the retail and office buildings of 

the area.   These are replaced by extremely dense, extremely tall, non 

affordable 1-2 bed flats, purchased for buy to let investment and often occupied, 

at least in Ilford South, by an international transient worker population, who 

typically have families.   Flatted developments in town centre are generally 

considered to be for individuals without children and provide very little play-

space, which is detrimental to the development of the many young children 

residing in these buildings.  Transience also leads to less personal investment in 

the area. 

These flats do nothing to solve the huge housing crisis within the Borough and 

instead lead to hikes in house prices and even more homelessness for those 

unable to afford the prevailing rents.  However, this is exactly what this London 

Plan is advocating through its spatial policies, and why they need to be changed. 

The OA and SAR designations do not have independent, robust analyses of 

factors such as population densities; how much new housing has already been 

developed in the specific areas in the preceding years; the numbers of legal and 

illegal flat conversions, ‘beds in sheds’ and Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMO) 

in the area, which, obviously, increases population levels.   
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In addition, the evidence base for the assertion that each individual area can 

accommodate the infrastructure required is very superficial.  For instance, 

schools in llford South are already having to be expanded to cope with the 

current population, which is leading to the further loss of open space for 

children. There is simply not the room for extra buildings on the scale required, 

leading to any new school in Ilford South being on a smaller ‘footprint’ of land 

than desired, often situated at the confluence of highly congested, pollution 

ridden roads.  Children have less space to move around in school and little 

access to outside play areas.  This will add to the health and well-being 

inequalities in the borough and the levels of obesity, which are extremely high 

amongst both adults and children in the deprived areas, will only be further 

negatively impacted. 

Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) is used repeatedly to justify high 

density levels of housing in Ilford South, as is also the case in this draft London 

Plan. The use of PTAL on its own is not a useful indicator of housing capacity as, 

obviously, it needs to be used in conjunction with current and projected levels of 

transport saturation, particularly at peak times. The true extra capacity that 

Crossrail will bring to the stations in Ilford South has not been modelled in a 

comprehensive way, with fanciful predictions of an increase in 70% capacity per 

train used to justify the spatial strategy in Redbridge.  This ignores the huge 

under-capacity at the moment, with people at Ilford having to queue outside the 

station because of system overload. In addition there are developments all the 

way down the line from Shenfield, the start of the line, which will obviously add 

to passenger load. This is a recipe for disaster, as the line will simply not be able 

to cope with all the extra load. Yet Crossrail is constantly used as the driver for 

this housing growth throughout much of London. 

The maximum standards for car parking are also not based on reality. Much of 

the new housing is designated as car-free due to being in a high PTAL area.  

However, people inevitably do have cars: for holidays; because of children; 

because they want to visit relatives easily; socialize easily etc. It is not just for 

commuting to work. We have a huge problem in Ilford South with parking 

conflicts where driveways and access point are often blocked; fire engines 

unable to park as close as they would like to buildings; delivery vans unable to 

find a parking place; vehicles regularly being parked on double yellow lines and 
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pavements, vehicle bodies protruding from drives and obstructing the 

pavements. To achieve this car parking policy there needs to be some legislation 

about car ownership at the same time. A more equitable spatial policy would go 

some way to alleviating some of this overload. 

In terms of Policy H2, the small sites will again be concentrated in the deprived 

areas.  The inherent bias in the planning system with protections for 

conservation areas and the social capital of the more affluent to influence the 

planning system will prevent this from being widely implemented in the more 

affluent areas.  It has and will continue to lead to: family dwellings being 

converted into smaller and smaller units; rear garden outbuildings being used as 

dwellings, with consequent degreening of gardens; any small space being 

deemed appropriate for another unit of housing.  What these developments have 

hitherto created is poor quality housing, which poor overcrowded households 

occupy.  There needs to be quantitative targets for such units in all areas within 

a Borough, not just one target for the whole Borough, otherwise the deprived 

areas simply become the ‘dumping ground’ for housing that nobody else wants.  

The so-called safe-guards in the planning system are simply no safeguards at 

all, when discrimination is rife in which planning applications are allowed and 

which are denied. 

The policy on specialized and supported accommodation also needs safeguards. 

Wording needs to be included to ensure each type of specialized housing is 

distributed throughout a borough, rich wards and poor wards alike. This will truly 

make mixed communities and will not strain the services of the poor wards. This 

has hitherto been much misused by the richer boroughs sending their residents 

with additional needs or who are homeless to the poorer boroughs, which in turn 

situate these types of accommodation within their poorer wards. Such types of 

accommodation should be situated in each borough to ensure mixed 

communities and to stop deprived wards bearing the greatest load. 

In policy H18, it is stated that development proposals for large-scale purpose- 

built shared living schemes should only be supported where they meet an 

identified market need. How is this need going to be identified? Is it Pan-London 

or specific to the borough? Safeguards are needed so that all parts of London 

and all areas within a borough will have such accommodation, not just the 
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poorer areas, which then lose more residential housing.  There are currently no 

minimum space standards for these units.  Planning guidance is absolutely 

crucial in this. There is a crisis of overcrowding that is going on in the poorer 

parts of London such as Ilford South and developers both big and small are 

taking advantage of the inflated prices to justify unhealthily small living spaces. 

As regards visitor infrastructure, boroughs in outer and inner London beyond the 

Central Activity Zone are encouraged to plan proactively for new serviced 

accommodation in town centres to help spread the benefits of tourism to the 

whole of the capital. We need upper targets to be specified for each Borough, so 

that boroughs such as Redbridge, do not prioritize this type of accommodation 

as they have done, again situating it in the poorer wards, and reducing the 

residential stock available for the local population.  These ubiquitous hotels are 

often occupied by a transient migrant worker population and lead to a lack of 

personal investment in the area, which is detrimental to it.  A more equitable 

spatial strategy with an equalities framework would do much to ameliorate some 

of the negative effects of too much transience in one area by spreading it around 

the whole of London. 

 

 

 

 

 


