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In this question the phrase 'regeneration where it is needed' already begs certain questions: who 
decides where it is needed, and what kind of regeneration?  This is a key question when considering 
(a) Figure 2.19. 
 
On (b) Policy SD10, this policy makes reference to 'a thorough understanding of the demographics of 
local communities and their needs', 'taking into account local circumstances', and 'locally-sensitive 
policies'. 
 
Two main premises of the draft London Plan militate against this.  First is the unrealistic and 
unfounded prediction of population growth up to 2041.  How can anyone predict so far in the 
future?  In 2006 no one was predicting the financial crash of 2007-8.  This has all the hallmarks of a 
theoretical desk exercise. This would not matter except that it is the basis for the pressure for 
growth - described as 'good growth' which begs the question good for whom?  It is the basis for the 
emphasis on house building even if it does not meet need, on densification and intensification 
regardless of the effect it has on London's current residents and small businesses. 
 
I will take two examples of what is actually happening on the ground in Hackney, where I live.   
 
1) Dalston features in the town centre network table A1.1 on page 474.  Its residential growth 
potential is considered high, and it is a strategic area for regeneration.  A two bedroom flat in the 
recently constructed Dalston Square rents out at £2,200 - £2,400 a month.  Now Ridley Road Market, 
a long standing market popular with local people, is threatened.  The covered market which runs 
alongside the street market has been sold and the new owner wants to demolish and build a block 
of flats for sale with some kind of retail capacity at the bottom.  It is clear that Dalston is now a 
magnet for speculative house building and that this is forcing out services to local people.  This is in a 
borough with a council housing waiting list of 12,500 and 3000 households in temporary 
accommodation. 
 
2) Hackney Council is proposing to build on the current site of Britannia Leisure Centre in Hoxton 400 
flats for market sale; the development also includes 48 social rented homes and 33 shared 
ownership - a total of only 17 per cent 'affordable' housing (19 per cent by habitable room).  It 
justifies this breach of its own policy of 50 per cent affordable housing by saying it is including a 
secondary school, plus a replacement leisure centre.  Figures prove the school is not needed in the 
area, and the existing leisure centre could be fully refurbished for half the price of building the new 
one, which will also be on the designated open space of Shoreditch Park.  The development, as well 
as being very dense, includes towers 25, 20, 16 and 10 storeys high.  There is so little family housing 
in the 481 dwellings that they are only expected to house 109 children of all ages from pre school to 
post sixteen.  This high and dense development, which has also been approved by the Mayor of 
London, will rob neighbouring dwellings of daylight and sunlight, put immense pressure on local 
public transport (the site has a PTAL rating of 2-4), and blight local residents with at least six years of 
demolition and construction.  It will also encourage developers to build equally high and dense 
projects, transforming the area.  Is this 'good growth'? 
 
In policy GG1, 2A says boroughs should 'engage communities'.  In the case of Dalston, and in the 
case of the Britannia Development Plan, Hackney Council can point to hours of engagement.  
Examination of the type of engagement reveals that this has largely been on a one to one basis, 
where the council is able to control the message and therefore the response.  Even a determined 



two year local campaign has found itself unable to compete with the publicity resources of the 
council. 
 
Hoxton and Dalston now lie in the City Fringe Opportunity Area.  The council can say they carried out 
their statutory duty in relation to publicising the OAPF, published in December 2017.  Yet hardly any 
Hackney citizens even know of its existence and its potential effect on their lives. 
 
What is happening in Hackney does not correspond with the aim stated in GG1 of building 'an 
inclusive London', particularly not in relation to the crucial category of social class.  Nor does it 
contribute to building 'strong and inclusive communities'. 
 
The basic premises of the London Plan, stripped of the verbiage, instead set an agenda that 
encourages development which is aimed not at meeting the needs of all London's residents, but at 
making money, for property owners, developers and, councils hope, for them. 
 
 


