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 M58: Central Activities Zone, including Isle of Dogs (north) (“CAZ”).  

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:  

b) “locally orientated uses” in the CAZ (paragraph 2.4.5) and Policy GG1 “building 

strong and inclusive communities”.  

No. Local communities need access to local shopping centres – they are critical to making living 

within the CAZ manageable and affordable. From the point of view of residents, particularly poorer 

residents, a thriving retail centre is their most important piece of social infrastructure, trumping 

even open space.  

Although 2.4.10 identifies (c) CAZ retail clusters and (d) locally identified CAZ retail centres – both of 

which often serve local residents – a new (minor change) note in the text at 2.7.1 (to Policy SD7) 

makes clear that these locally critical CAZ retail centres will not be protected by the sequential test: 

“In order to support the vitality of town centres, it is important to take a sequential 

approach, focusing on sites within town centres before considering edge-of-centre sites… 

[But] Policy SD7 ‘Town Centres: development principles and Development Plan Documents’ 

does not apply to CAZ Retail Clusters or any town centres located wholly within the Central 

Activities Zone (CAZ).”  

To provide an example: Lower Marsh & The Cut in Waterloo is a typical Victorian high street and 

market which serves the 12,000 household local community (of which 50% is social housing), with 

22,000m2 of mainly independent shops and some chains (Iceland, Boots, Co-op, Sainsburys, Tesco), 

internationally recognised theatres (Old Vic, Young Vic), plus cafes and restaurants for the 45,000 

local employees and millions of visitors. The mix of local residents and workers provides sufficient 

purchasing power to support a vibrant retail centre serving all needs. Its successful development 

with modern retail practise remains within the confines of a large number of small plots, a high 

percentage of which are owned by the mainly independent retailers themselves. In 2003 it became 

one of the first Business Improvement Districts in the UK.   

Up to 2004 it was classified as a District Centre; it was then classified as a CAZ frontage within the 

London Plan (now recognized as a CAZ retail cluster in the draft LP). As a District Centre it was 

protected from out-of-centre retail development by the sequential test. But this protection was 

swept away by the CAZ: as a result, proposals for 6,000m2 of retail outside the centre (at the Shell 

Centre) have been approved subsequently by the Secretary of State without any reference to the 

sequential test or disaggregation, and most recently approval was granted for 12,000m2 GIA of retail 

at an out-of-centre site at the former Waterloo International Terminal, devoted to large chains not 

serving the residential population. Developers adjacent to this new retail centre are now in pre-app 

discussions for a further 3,000m2 of retail.  



2 
 

None of these developments have been positively planned as part of a wider retail strategy for the 

area. They are not near or within the residential areas. The use of the sites for retail was simply part 

of the calculation of the landowner as to what development would provide the best return. 

The impact of these developments upon our Victorian high street is likely to prove devastating, with 

significant demand from workers and visitors leaking away to the new centre. The sequential test 

approach was adopted by central government in the 1990s precisely to consider the impact of this 

kind of development. 

We recognise the global significance of the CAZ as a shopping destination, which is based upon the 

unique qualities of the CAZ, including its thriving residential communities. We also appreciate the 

improvements that have been brought about by the enlivening impact of retail on out-of-centre 

street frontages throughout the CAZ, such as the development of retail along the length of Kingsway 

over the past decade. But these are frontages, not new significant out-of-centre retail centres.  

Application of the sequential test in the CAZ would not automatically rule out out-of-centre 

development, particularly in the highly singular locations of the CAZ, but would simply require 

proponents of such proposals to justify their location and assess the likely impact upon the vitality 

and viability of the established retail centre.  

As the draft LP currently stands, the purported ‘planning’ of the UKs central economic district is in 

fact being left to the changeable whim of landowners and developers when it comes to retail. 

Besides issues of sustainability, to successfully plan a thriving future for central London requires 

planning for the viability of its residential population. 

The change sought would be to insert a note to SD4 – at (c) in 2.4.10, perhaps: “in order to support 

the vitality and viability CAZ retail clusters and locally identified CAZ retail centres, it is important 

to take a sequential approach, focusing on sites within town centres before considering edge-of-

centre sites – see Policy SD7 Town Centres”  

Plus delete the proposed minor change at 2.7.1 


