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MATTER 58 – Central Activities Zone 
 

M58. Would policies SD4 and SD5 be effective in ensuring an appropriate mix of 
housing, offices and other development in different parts of, and outside, the CAZ to 
support:  

a) the “strategic functions” of the CAZ (paragraph 2.4.4);  
b)  “locally orientated uses” in the CAZ (paragraph 2.4.5) and Policy GG1 

“building strong and inclusive communities”;  
c) Policy GG4 “delivering the homes Londoners need”; and  
d) Policy GG5 “growing a good economy”?  

 
Trust for London (1296) 
 
Trust for London is an independent charitable foundation, founded in 1891. Our 
mission is to tackle poverty and inequality in the capital, which we deliver mainly 
through grant making of around £9m per annum. We share with the Mayor’s team a 
commitment to a City which works for all Londoners, and to ‘Good Growth’. 
 
We broadly support the Mayor’s approach to the Central Activities Zone and Isle of 
Dogs (North), noting the strong demand for space and conflicting pressures on the 
CAZ and IOD(N) and their fringe areas. 
 
All stakeholders must recognise the presence and needs of the 855,000 residents in 
and around the CAZ/IOD(N) area.1 Of these, 60% are ‘deprived’ in at least one 
dimension and around 7% are deprived in three or more dimensions. The CAZ and 
IOD(N) fringes have high levels of social housing and numerous densely-populated 
residential areas. The resident population has grown in line with London as a whole, 
despite particular affordability challenges and the loss of social housing. A ‘city for all 
Londoners’ should ensure that the CAZ/IOD(N) is a good place to live as well as 
work and visit. This will assist in preserving London’s unique character and 
attractions.  
 
The past decade has seen significant growth of low-wage and flexible jobs in central 
London, servicing the strategic functions of the CAZ as well as, to a lesser extent, 
locally-oriented uses. Examples include sub-contracted cleaners and shop assistants 
in Oxford Street retailers, health-care workers in university teaching hospitals, and 
serving staff in night-time economy roles. Such jobs are frequently performed by 
people for whom housing, food, transport and childcare costs are a significant 
consideration. This reinforces the need for centrally-located, affordable housing, 
social infrastructure and amenities. While we recognise the need to preserve and 
grow office space in the CAZ (and discourage residential development that does not 

                                                      
1 Source: Douglass, G. “Work and Life in the Central Activities Zone, northern part of the Isle of Dogs 
and their fringes” GLA Economics Working Paper 68, August 2015. 258,000 residents live directly 
within the area, with a further 597,000 within a 1km ‘fringe’ zone. 



benefit residents), as outlined in Policy SD5(B) and (C), it should be made explicit 
that this should not lead to a loss of affordable housing, social infrastructure or 
amenities, in order to advance the aims of the Good Growth policies. 
 
Research by RICS2 (which included a case study of Camden, parts of which are in 
the CAZ) has shown that permitted development often results in conversion of 
offices, particularly small offices, to small residential units, often not matching local 
housing need, with a lack of amenity spaces and a significant loss in revenue and 
affordable housing contributions for local authorities. We therefore particularly 
support policy SD5(F), encouraging the introduction of Article 4 Directions to restrict 
permitted development rights across the CAZ and IOD(N) areas and their fringes, as 
being compatible with the aims of the Good Growth policies. 
 
Policy SD5(I) reads as permitting and encouraging land use swaps and off-site 
contributions and appears to contradict paragraph 2.5.9, which is more restrictive. A 
permissive approach to commuted contributions is incompatible with Policy GG4 
(Delivering the Homes Londoners Need). Between 2005 and 2015, significant ‘cash 
in lieu’ contributions were made in place of delivery of Section 106 affordable 
housing and community facilities.3 Payments were estimated to have reached 
£250m in 2014, equivalent to 7,617 affordable homes.4 Some CAZ boroughs receive 
considerable sums of commuted cash payments, and can be slow to commit and 
spend the received funds.5 Policy SD5(I) should be re-worded to make it less 
permissive, to avoid confusion. We would also prefer that the exception outlined in 
paragraph 2.5.9 be narrowed or, ideally, removed. 
 

                                                      
2 RICS, “Assessing the impacts of extending permitted development rights to office-to-residential 
change of use in England” RICS May 2018. Emailed for inclusion in evidence. 
3 Source: Ramidus Consulting Ltd, “Small Offices and Mixed Use in the CAZ”, 2015. 
4 Source: Evans, J. “London councils accept record cash in lieu of affordable housing.” Financial 

Times February 14 2016 https://www.ft.com/content/a9ccf5d4-d2fa-11e5-8887-98e7feb46f27  
5 Source: Bennett, O. and Hibberd, P. “Revealed: Councils have failed to spend £375m earmarked to 
ease the housing crisis.” HuffPost, 22 April 2018 https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/afforable-
housing-section-106-grenfell_uk_5adc993ae4b009869bfa3b37  
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