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n September 2004 the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act came into 
force and it introduced significant changes

explained in various publications from 
the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister and 
in our earlier newsletters. This is an update
on the opportunities for civic, community
and amenity groups to be involved in putting
in place the planning policies for the future
that will affect our quality of life in the capital.

Local Development Frameworks

Planning Policy Statement 1– Delivering
Sustainable Development – detailed the
Government’s aims for land use planning at
regional and local level. It included a section
on Community Involvement. The intention 
is that everyone should have the opportunity
to say what they want their local policies 
to be. The first stage was the preparation 
by each Council in London of a Community
Plan, which should have been all completed
by now. There was an article about them 
in issue 43 of newsforum. Societies should
check that their Community Plan includes
the changes they want, as it will influence
the content of the Local Development
Framework (LDF) which will replace the
Unitary Development plan in each borough.

All Councils had to submit to Government
in March 2005 a list of the development plan
documents that they intended to produce 
as the content of their LDF. That list is called
a Local Development Scheme and societies
should familiarise themselves with their

boroughs version and think of the key policies
they would like to see included. It is a good
opportunity to achieve local policies to replace
ones that may have been unsatisfactory in
UDPs. Some plan documents are mandatory
for all boroughs, on subjects of core strategy,
site specific allocations of land, area action
plans and a proposals map.

Members will find the area action plans
their best opportunity to have put in place
the policies required.

Boroughs are now issuing their Statements
of Community Involvement to propose how
they will engage people in this process. 
Do make sure your organisation is recorded
with your Council for consultation in the
preparation of the LDF content.

The organisation Heritage Link has
produced a guide to the LDF system 
for heritage groups and a copy is enclosed. 
If you need extra copies, please contact
Heritage Link on 020 7820 7796 or download
a PDF version from their website. For further
information see Planning Policy Statement
12 and the associated Creating Local
Development Frameworks: A Companion
Guide to PPS12, both on the ODPM website
or in your library.

Sub Regional Development Frameworks

There was a double page article in issue 
43 of newsforum which I wrote to explain 
the purpose and significance of SRDFs. 
The Frameworks for the five sub regions
were published in July and will be open for

consultation into September. This is another
chance to identify any issues that affect your
area that were not covered satisfactorily 
in the London Plan or your UDP. The SRDFs
should identify cross border issues and the
ways in which sustainable growth, spatial
allocation and community and environmental
benefit will be achieved.

SRDFs will inform both the preparation 
of LDFs and of any amendments required 
to the London Plan. It is important that you
examine with your Council officers the content
of your SRDF and respond to the consultation
on any aspects that you want to see included.

London Plan changes

There are some developments in housing
policy for the capital – see News briefs and
the article by David Lewis in this issue. Draft
alterations to the London Plan have been
published on housing provision targets 
and planning for waste and for minerals.
They are available from the GLA or through 

www.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/
sds/lon_plan_changes/index.jsp

The consultation on them is very short
and finishes on 9th September.

Let the London Forum know how you 
get on with all these planning changes.
Peter Eversden Chairman 

Annual General Meeting

See you at the AGM on 22nd September.
We’ll have a party, a talk and discussion too.
See back page for details.
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News from the GLA and the Mayor of London

he last year has provided members
with more indications of how the Mayor
handles planning applications that have

to be referred to him. 

Lots Road

At the Lots Road appeal inquiry, he provided
a team of officers, with legal representation,
in support of the applicant’s proposals for two
tall towers on the Thames. 

Kew Bridge Road

At the Kew Bridge Road appeal inquiry he
has supplied written evidence of full approval
for a large development that does not meet the
requirements of the Site Brief for the location.
Surprisingly, his officers in TfL have written
to the same Inspector to express concern
about transport capacity and road safety.

Gunnersbury

The Mayor gave full support to a development
in Gunnersbury, including a low percentage
of affordable housing. The Council refused
permission for the application and was
supported after an inquiry by an ODPM
decision that rejected the appeal. The reasons
included failure to meet PPG15 requirements.

Commerce Road – Brentford

In another case at Commerce Road,
Brentford a society found that the Planning
Decisions Unit (PDU) of the GLA had written
to their Council to state that the Mayor“ 
is minded to support the applicant at a 
public inquiry should planning permission 
be refused or the application be called in 
by the Secretary of State.” That is daunting
to a borough case officer and the society 
has complained. 

The Mayor has the right to direct refusal
of an application but not to tell a borough 
to approve it.The boroughs expect the
Mayor to have assessed a referred planning
application against all policies of the London
Plan. Therefore, they tend to accept his
conclusions as a balanced view. There are
exceptions, as one borough planning officer
said to me,“Why am I the one having to
identify the London Plan policies to which
the application doesn’t conform?” Some
Stage 1 reports that the PDU has issued 
to Councils lack the identification one would
expect of such non-conformances.

These issues will be taken up with the
GLA as they could lead to developments

that would not meet the standards for quality
of life, sustainability, matching of infrastructure
and facilities, protection of wharves,
conformance with Blue Ribbon Network
policies and respect for the existing built
environment and heritage.

Evidence has been given about this 
to both the Assembly’s Planning and Spatial
Development Committee and its Environment
Committee. However, the GLA Members’
opportunities to be involved are limited.
Three years ago they scrutinised this subject
and produced a report ‘Behind Closed Doors’.
The problems they identified then seem to
be valid still. At the Kew Bridge Road appeal
inquiry the applicant put into evidence a letter
of approval from the Mayor’s representative
to themselves after a closed doors meeting
with him. The letter was not copied to 
the borough.

Challenged in public

During a live phone-in on Radio London
about housing the Mayor was taken to task
by David Freeman about his plans for high
density housing in Greater London, with
particular reference to the Brentford
warehouse plans for new tower blocks.
Asked if he realised how concerned the
populace was, the Mayor reportedly replied
that he should speak to the homeless in
London and see what their reaction was.
Homeless people cannot afford the ‘luxury’
properties which predominate in most housing
developments. It is affordable housing which
is lacking [Editor – see David Lewis’ article
on page 04]. He also said that London was 
a very green city with plenty of open spaces.

Report of the Assembly

The recommendations made in 2002 
by the Assembly members will be discussed
with the GLA to see what progress has been
made. The following are extracts from the
Assembly scrutiny report.

A radical change to the planning system

London’s new strategic planning system...
defining feature is that all executive planning
power lies in the hands of the Mayor. This is
a radical departure for the UK and a decisive
break from decades of local authority
committee-based public decision making.
The Planning Advisory Committee has
conducted an evidence-based investigation
of the Mayor’s planning decisions on strategic

planning applications and the boroughs’ 
own local plans. Their main findings 
are summarised:

Although the GLA Act 1999 does not
require him to do so, the Mayor has taken 
a deliberate decision to exercise his planning
powers in private. He has chosen to act
behind closed doors, in total contrast to 
his initial manifesto promise to introduce
‘the most open, accessible and inclusive
style of government ever seen in the UK’.

A call for openness and accountability

We believe that good practice demands
openness, and the accountability and
scrutiny which result. We call upon him 
to hold his planning decisions meetings 
in public. Ultimately the law may need to
change to force this, if the Mayor remains
unwilling to comply.

The Mayor and the developers

We have been alarmed to discover that 
the Mayor receives presentations from
developers immediately before his private
meetings where he takes his planning
decisions. We are not suggesting that any
impropriety happens in these meetings, but
we believe that running both activities back
to back is deeply unwise. It sends the wrong
messages. We fear that this practice leaves
the Mayor vulnerable to the accusation 
that his decision making is open to improper
influence from a select group of powerful
people with privileged access to him, whilst
everyone else is excluded. The Mayor must
do more to distinguish clearly between giving
strategic advice to developers and taking
statutory planning decisions by exercising
these different roles separately.

Failure to inform

The Mayor is not very good at keeping
Londoners informed about what he is doing
on planning. He does not release agendas 
or minutes of his decision meetings. True,
he releases on the GLA’s website his letters
to boroughs containing his views and decisions
on strategic planning applications, but he does
not do this for his representations on boroughs’
Unitary Development Plans. He excludes
Assembly Members from his meetings, does
not consult us actively, and does not respond
to the Committee’s recommendations. He
has failed to come up with his long-promised
live planning applications database.

Behind closed doors 
An Assembly scrutiny of the Mayor’s planning actions revealed worrying trends: 
three years ago GLA Members examined the way applications referred to the Mayor were
handled and produced a report: Behind Closed Doors. The problems they identified then
seem to be valid still. These are their comments, with observations by London Forum.

T
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he draft Supplementary Planning
Guidance (SPG) on Sustainable Design
and Construction published in 

March 2005 does not cover all the essential
conditions for sustainability of this vital 
area of policy. We propose some detailed
amendments to the draft, as set out below. 

Introduction: The London Forum
supported the Mayor’s target of reducing
London’s 1990 level of carbon dioxide
emissions by 20% by 2010, rising to 23% 
by 2016; and attaches importance to the
Mayor’s London Plan commitment to ensure
the Plan’s policies contribute to achieving
those targets. The introduction to this SPG
should set its provisions in context by
indicating,at least in broad terms, the
contribution they can be expected to make
in the period of the Plan and in the longer
term; and by cross-referring to the challenges
presented by the poor energy performance
of the existing stock of buildings. 

The short paragraph on Monitoring
(Section 1.8) does not do justice to the
seriousness of the present situation: 
there is already widespread non-compliance 
with Building Regulations. We consider 
that implementation of this SPG will be key,
but there must be adequate monitoring 
to ensure that approved proposals for
development are actually put into effect.
Although not identical in coverage, the 
SPG and the Building Regulations do overlap 
in the topics for which adequate monitoring
of compliance is likely to be a particularly
important consideration. We therefore
support the logic of giving building control
officers, after appropriate training,
responsibility for monitoring compliance
with this SPG as well as compliance with 
the Building Regulations. We urge the Mayor
to apply whatever pressure is necessary 
to ensure that solution can be adopted 
and properly resourced. 

There must be a clear indication where
responsibility lies for applying the SPG. It
should be explained that development types
A, B, C and E listed in the table on page 10
are categories of development which are not
referable to the Mayor but which he considers
boroughs should deem as ‘major’ by analogy
with the definitions used in the ODPM P52
form. The SPG should not leave that to 
be inferred from an entry in the glossary. 

Section 2.1.2: The London Forum
recognises that there are many places 

in London where increases in density 
are desirable and will make an essential
contribution to sustainability. However, 
the reference in the SPG to the matrix 
for residential densities in table 4B.1 of 
the London Plan should follow more closely
the wording of paragraph 4.45 of the London
Plan committing the Mayor to ensuring that
planning applications referred to him are 
‘in conformity with’ the matrix. The draft uses
the phrase ‘have regard to’. More seriously,
the Mayor’s preferred standard in the
corresponding section of the SPG’s own
matrix says that, subject to certain conditions,
developers will be expected to exceed the
ranges for residential densities in table 4B.1.
This is in direct conflict with the London Plan,
the London Forum would be strongly opposed
to such a policy, and the draft SPG should 
be amended on this point. 

Section 2.3.2: We welcome the
prominence given here and in the matrix 
to the Mayor’s energy hierarchy. The SPG
should refer to London Plan policy 4A.8
(Energy assessment) as the legal basis for
requiring developers to apply the hierarchy.
Use of the hierarchy should be shown in the
matrix as applicable to type E developments
as an essential standard, rather than merely
needing consideration. Policy A4.8 specifically
requires boroughs to request an assessment
of such proposed developments,
demonstrating the steps taken to apply the
hierarchy. Indeed, this requirement of the
London Plan applies equally to any residential
development of more than 10 dwellings, 
and therefore to development types B and C, 
if such developments are to deemed ‘major’
(see comments above on page 10 of the draft). 

At this point in the matrix the Mayor’s
preferred standard (shown as applying to 
all types of development except car parks)
represents a big step backwards from the
essential standard, in that it omits passive
design, heat pumps and any clear reference
to cooling systems. It needs redrafting. 
The paper is available at:

www.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/
sds/sustainable_design.jsp

w

The Mayor should respond to feedback
from the boroughs and clarify when and how
he wishes to get involved in matters of local
detail on strategic planning applications, and
how doing planning business with him could
be improved.

Recommendations 

We make eight recommendations to the
Mayor for his attention and action:
1 We call upon the Mayor to complete

without delay his long-promised planning
applications database. This should be placed
on the GLA website so that everyone 
can see how the Mayor is dealing with
planning applications.

2 In the interests of open government 
and accountable decision making, the
Mayor should give a formal response 
to recommendations which the Assembly
makes on his proposed representations 
to boroughs on their UDPs, and make
public his representations to boroughs 
and post them on the GLA website.

3 We call upon the Mayor to honour his
manifesto commitment to Londoners 
and hold his planning decision meetings 
in public. We note that current legislation
does not prevent this.

4 If the Mayor refuses to go public of his 
own accord, we may have no option but 
to call upon the Government to amend 
the Greater London Authority Act 1999 
to require him to hold his planning
decisions meetings in public.

5 The Mayor must distinguish clearly between
giving strategic advice to developers and
taking statutory planning decisions by
exercising these different roles separately.

6 The Mayor should consult actively 
with Assembly Constituency Members
before arriving at decisions on strategic
planning applications.

7 The Mayor should agree with the London
boroughs a protocol on strategic planning
applications, dealing with applicants, and
the conduct of good working relationships
between GLA, TfL and LDA officers, and
the boroughs.

8 The Mayor should publish guidelines 
on the general factors which would trigger
his intervention on a referred planning
application. This should also include the
circumstances under which he would wish
to get involved in Section 106 negotiations
between boroughs and developers

GLA Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance

Sustainable design 
and construction
A summary of the Forum’s response to the draft 
paper published by the GLA by David Lewis.

T
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Overall progress

oroughs are adopting the London 
Plan’s 50% target for negotiating 
the proportion of affordable housing 

in schemes by private developers. However,
this is only a negotiating objective, and the
prospects for achieving it will depend very
much on the economics of particular schemes,
the crucial factor being the availability of
public subsidy. 

The Housing Corporation’s current strategy
of putting a large part of its resources into
subsidising owner-occupation for key workers,
rather than into social rented housing or
shared ownership, is causing upward
pressure on house prices and widening the
housing divide. It is failing to achieve its aim
of retaining key workers; beneficiaries tend
to purchase a house at some distance from
their work (where prices are lower) and then
take jobs nearer home. It was only with
difficulty that the GLA persuaded the
government to make assistance conditional
on retaining the house for a specified number
of years; otherwise the subsidy could simply
have provided a stepping stone to moving
out of London altogether.

Density

Some boroughs are now focussing increased
densities around town centres, in accordance
with London Plan policies. But the London
Plan Annual Monitoring Report showed that
densities in new housing schemes have
actually been declining in some Outer London
boroughs and in some South London boroughs
there is at present a sharp transition from
town centre uses to low-density residential.

Vauxhall Tower

For Vauxhall Tower, the Mayor accepted less
than 50% affordable housing on the grounds
that the current proposal contains more
affordable dwellings than the previously
approved scheme and that a tall building with
‘various sustainable features’ would cost
more. The Inspector disregarded the latter
point because no evidence was presented
to support it. He also attached little weight
to Lambeth’s draft UDP expectation of 50%
of habitable rooms to be affordable housing,
or 40% where there is no public subsidy, 
on the ground that there is no reference
in the London Plan to provision on the basis
of habitable rooms. The Inspector concluded
that the 40% of affordable housing proposed

was adequate, even though the cumulative
proportion in all applications approved for
this development since 2000 would be only
32.5%, a low provision of affordable housing
compared with some recent waterfront
apartment schemes.

In his ‘minded to grant consent’ letter the
Secretary of State does not take issue with
the figure of 40% but with the way in which
it has been calculated, as a proportion of
dwellings rather than of habitable rooms. In
those terms the current proposal contains a
lower proportion of affordable housing than
the previously approved scheme it is intended
to supersede. When the previously approved
scheme was considered, both the Inspector
and the Secretary of State favoured calculating
the proportion of affordable housing in terms
of habitable rooms; but that predated adoption
of the London Plan. The Secretary of State’s
letter does not contain a direct statement on
this point, but says that if [the current proposal]
were balanced it would provide a similar
proportion of affordable dwellings to private
whether measured in terms of units or of
habitable rooms.

On the substantive point, the Inspector
did not consider the proportion of studios
and one-bedroom units in the current
proposal (80%) would result in an unbalanced
development and said the mix was very similar
to the previously approved scheme. However,
the Secretary of State considers that the mix
of units should more accurately meet the
housing needs identified in the housing needs
assessment. It is left to the developer to put
forward proposals which fulfil that criterion.

Under the Section 106 undertaking, half
the affordable units would be social rented
housing and half shared ownership; but the
proportions would change if there was delay
in entering into a contract with a registered
social landlord, and after 24 months from
implementation of the planning permission
all the affordable units could be occupied 
on a shared ownership basis. Paragraph 30
of Circular 6/98 indicates that the tenure of
affordable housing is not normally a matter
that should be controlled by conditions
or planning obligations. Nevertheless, the
Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector
that in this case there must remain a proportion
of social rented housing, although he has
not yet endorsed the Inspector’s suggestion
that this should not fall below 25%

Affordable housing
David Lewis reports on progress on affordable housing following the South London
Partnership event on 4th May 2005 with Duncan Bowie (lead officer on the subject within
the GLA) and, on relevant points arising out of the Vauxhall Tower case.

B
Speeding up planning

More changes in planning
law now implemented

New powers for Local Planning Authorities
to ensure that developers deliver on planning
permissions and speed up the planning
system were announced on 3rd August 2005
by ODPM Minister Phil Woolas. 

The powers in the 2004 Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act aim to reduce
the uncertainty caused by speculators who
benefit from increases in land value upon
receiving planning permission but have no
intention of development. This is the next
piece in the jigsaw of planning reform that
will speed up the system and provide more
certainty for communities and developers.

The reforms will mean that:

– Local Authorities will have greater powers
to decline to determine repeat planning
applications from developers trying to
wear-down resistance to inappropriate
development;

– Most planning permissions will be granted
for three years, instead of the current five,
except where the local authority agrees
to a longer period;

– Statutory consultees will have to respond
to requests for advice within 21 days 
to help speed-up planning decisions;

– Concurrent inquiry sessions may be 
held at inquiries into applications for major
infrastructure development called-in by the
Secretary of State to reduce inquiry time.

Public Enquiries 020 7944 4400
www.odpm.gov.ukw



n 2002 the Treasury gave Kate Barker the
daunting task of reviewing issues underlying
the lack of supply and responsiveness 

of housing in the UK: apparently a reflection
of Government concern over what it saw 
as a shortage of housing in the London area,
and the consequent high costs compared
with other European capitals. There was,
however, an inherent contradiction in the
title due to the Government’s assumption
that this could be achieved by simplifying
(and weakening) the planning system,
whereas, in my opinion, it needs to be
greatly strengthened. Some developers will
never be persuaded to invest in brownfield
land, in accordance with Government policy,
so long as they see the planning system as
weak, and likely to give way on that very policy.

The planning system, since its inception,
has tended to bend unnecessarily to short-
term political pressure at the expense of
long-term sustainability: but, when it has
stood firm, as in the case of the London
Green Belt and in the case of historic buildings
generally, it has been remarkably successful.
A decade of saying “No” loudly enough did
eventually lead developers to realise that the
Government actually meant it: ironically, in
the case of historic buildings, allowing them
to make a greater profit out of conversions
than they would have done through demolition
and redevelopment!

There is much to be said for pressure 
to provide more housing in London through
the use of derelict land, and through a better
use of under-used land, by raising housing
densities. But much still needs to be done to
persuade the public (including local councillors)
that most existing urban densities are not
only about half those of most European
towns and cities but also far too low to
provide self-sustaining communities served
by a sustainable public transport system. 
It particularly needs to be brought home 
that higher-densities need not mean a return
to tower-block housing.

Although the average density of new
housing in London is twice that of the
country as a whole, it is only half that of the
nineteenth century streets and squares
which make up the majority of inner London’s
much-loved conservation areas. In other
words, London’s population could be greatly
increased while still housing people in the
sort of dwellings they aspire to: perhaps,
when redevelopment takes place, through
a modern interpretation of our Georgian
heritage. Communities built thus would 
be sufficiently compact to support shops,
primary schools, doctors’ surgeries, pubs
etc. within walking distance of everyone’s
front door. They could also be served
economically by frequent bus services, 
thus reducing car-dependency and its
environmental consequences. Also, 
of course, in town centres which are also
public transport nodes, densities can be
considerably higher to accommodate those
without small children who want to live
close to their work or to town-centre
facilities generally.

Densities could also be raised in towns in
the South-East outside London: not so easily
perhaps, because their inhabitants may have
deliberately chosen a life which is not urban.
But one reason for the collapse of community
life in small towns and villages is the fact
that most of them now have a density 
of population half of what it was historically:
leading to the closure of local shops, schools
and pubs, through lack of customers.

As I see it, therefore, there is great scope
for increasing housing in the South-East
within the curtilage of existing urban areas
and smaller settlements. I feel, however,
that the Government would be strongly
advised not to allow their enthusiasm for
more housing in the South-East to lead 
to large incursions into the region’s already
dwindling countryside. Such a move might
lead to short-term popularity through 
the (vain) hope of an eventual reduction 
in house prices, as supply more nearly
meets demand. But it seems that the amount 
of housing needed to make a significant
reduction in prices would lead to the very
concreting-over of the South-East which
John Prescott wishes to avoid; to a massive
transport problem which always follows
dispersal; and to a deterioration of the
environment which would make the region 
a less pleasant area in which to live and work.

All this could lead ultimately to a decline 
in London’s popularity as a world city and 
a movement of businesses that needed to 
be located in large cities to more attractive
locations in mainland Europe.

The alternative must surely be a firm
“No” to the idea that a substantial part of
new housing in the South-East can be on
greenfield land, combined with much greater
encouragement for developers to make use
of brownfield sites, especially in the north 
of England where many businesses could
be encouraged to re-locate, through a stick-
and-carrot approach, rather than the carrot-
only policy which failed so dismally in the
1970s. As Richard Rogers claims, in “Cities
for a Small Planet”, if the collapsed industrial
town of Bilbao in northern Spain can be
revitalised, and draw industry back to it, so can
the northern towns of England. When I met
Kate Barker she agreed that this was an
important issue, but pointed out that it was
clearly not included in her terms of reference.
Harley Sherlock

Housing and Planning
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The Barker Report on improving housing
supply and simplifying planning
On the Report’s anniversary Harley Sherlock reflects on it as new policies are published. 

“ A modern interpretation of
our Georgian heritage would be
suffiiciently compa� to support
shops,primary schools,doctors’
surgeries,pubs etc.within
walking distance of everyone’s
front door.”

“ The Government would be
strongly advised not to allow
their enthusiasm for more housing
in the South-East to lead to large
incursions into the region’s
already dwindling countryside.”



Spotlight on a member society
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any local amenity societies have
come into existence after the loss 
of a well-loved building or open

space. In Bexley’s case it was a reprieve 
for an important building which made people
aware that a dedicated watchdog was needed
to fight for the local heritage – so they set
about founding one.

In 1970 the London Borough of Bexley
applied to pull down the dilapidated but still
noble Georgian stable block at Danson,
whose Palladian mansion and park were in
the council’s care. Polytechnic lecturer and
local resident Peter Barnes fought the council
at public inquiry, under the aegis of Bexley
Arts Council, and won. Permission to demolish
was refused. Barnes then chaired a working
party which resulted in the establishment 
of a local amenity society “to protect the
natural and man-made amenities of the
borough and in particular Danson stables”.

Two significant points here. First, it was
the whole 15,896 acres of this outer London
borough that Bexley Civic Society took as
its territory, stretching from the Thames, in
the north to Sidcup and the A20 in the south,
from the foot of Shooters Hill in the west to
the borders of Dartford in the east. It included
places as different as Thamesmead 
and Sidcup, Bexleyheath and Crayford, 
Old Bexley and Blackfen. 

“Let it fall down”

Secondly, the public inquiry result on
Danson was a respite rather than total victory.
Thereafter for many frustrating years the
council adopted a policy of taking the minimum
action necessary to stop it from falling down.
Indeed one council leader said the answer
was to “let it fall down”. Moreover Danson
mansion itself was now under threat with
the council unwilling or unable to face the
growing cost of restoration, that much greater
because of its inaction.

In 1988 it seemed that a white knight was
riding to the rescue. A developer, Laurie Taylor,
agreed to repair both mansion and stables 
in return for a lease allowing him to live in
the one and use the other as workshop or
offices. The society welcomed this but was
concerned that he also wanted consent for 
a large office building. It was anyway all too
good to be true. In 1991, after warnings from
the Georgian Group about the state of 
“the most important Georgian building at
risk in the country”, Taylor absconded, having

quarrelled with both the council and English
Heritage, and having also removed such
important fixtures as doors, fireplaces and
chandeliers. The council called in the police.

Artefacts recovered

A real white knight then did appear. At 
an emergency meeting which the society
attended, English Heritage offered a generous
repair grant, but the council was unwilling 
to commit to a long-term restoration plan or
even support establishment of a preservation
trust. But then things began to look up. 
The missing artefacts were recovered; 
the council’s attitude became more positive;
and in 1995 English Heritage took a 999-year
lease of both mansion and stable block and
set about restoring them. The stable block 
is now a restaurant; the Grade I mansion,
gloriously restored, is administered by 
a independent charitable trust.

The Danson saga preoccupied the society
for more than 20 years, but it did not prevent
it from fighting other battles and making
progress on other fronts. By prompt action 
it secured the listing of a number of buildings,
including Sidcup Place, an unusual 18C 
and 19C building standing amid parkland 
and now a pub-restaurant, and an unaltered
1930s Modern movement concrete house
in Danson Road. Other potential Grade IIs
the society could not get listed, including
Uplands primary school, which BCS chairman
John Mercer particularly regrets. It was
demolished to make way for a new school
building. As a retired teacher, he has reason
to know that new schools often have 
a life-span of only two or three decades;
Uplands had lasted for most of the 20C
and could, he argues, have been adapted 
to meet changed requirements.

River Cray meadows

Another success is defence of the green
belt, where the society works in concert
with strong local residents’ associations –
outstandingly, the splendid sweep of
meadowland along the upper reaches of the
little River Cray. There are useful overlaps 
of membership: for instance, former BCS
chairman John Harrington chairs the North
Cray Residents Association. He and the BCS
are backing proposals to restore a listed
stable block on the edge of the meadows 
it for use as a house with a wildlife study
centre alongside.

The society has also been involved with
two other Grade I listed historic buildings. It
was instrumental in setting up the Crossness
Engines Trust which cares for and is restoring
Joseph Balzalgette’s fine sewage pumping
station on the Thames just east of
Thamesmead – part of the system that saved
19C London from disease ridden pollution
and ended “the Great Stink”. The other
building is Red House, built for William Morris
by his architect friend Philip Webb. London
Forum vice-president Ted Hollamby, a leading
architect-planner and also BCS stalwart, lived
there for half a century and strove to preserve
it; and the society set up a Friends organisation
to help in this. When, after his death, the
National Trust acquired the house, the Friends
in effect became its agents for visitor
management. Working as volunteers, they
open it five days a week, 52 weeks a year. 

Jury still out

On the planning side, the society has striven
to steer a reasonable course, opposing bad
or inappropriate development but giving a
fair wind to proposals aimed at helping the
local economy. Sometimes knowing which
is which is tricky. The BCS supported a new
Safeway supermarket in Sidcup in the hope
that it would revive the local shopping centre
and not too seriously add to traffic congestion.
Some members believed the reverse would
happen.“The jury’s still out,” says John Mercer.

One big plus has been a steady
improvement in relations with Bexley council.
An early success was the establishment 
of what is now called the conservation area
advisory committee, which also advises on
listed and locally listed buildings. Officially
the BCS has two representatives, though
such is the membership overlap among 
local organisations that a majority of the
CAAC are in fact BCS members. The
council’s planning committee of course
has the final say, but “they usually follow 
our recommendations”.

Good modern buildings

Other planning preoccupations include
coming to terms with the new regime 
of local development frameworks, and the
controversial Thames Gateway Bridge, on
which BCS opinion was divided. Its members
share fears that traffic heading south from
the bridge would swamp local roads and
cause widespread environmental damage.

M

Spotlight on Bexley Civic Society
A long fight to save Georgian stables and conserving a borough’s green spaces.
Tony Aldous reports. 
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Faced with making a submission to the
current public inquiry, it came down in favour
of a bridge – but rail and pedestrian only!

Bexley Civic Society runs a full social
programme and in addition to its newsletter
has published more than 30 walks leaflets
for all parts of the borough, priced just 30p
each. It also runs an annual children’s art
exhibition, now in its 30th year, held at
another Grade I listed mansion, Hall Place. A
former BCS chairman, barrister Peter Hofford,
is a trustee of the Bexley Heritage Trust which
runs Hall Place and, as of two years ago, 
the Danson mansion. And when in 1994 
one of its most active members Charles Burr,
left it a bequest, it decided to use the money
to mount an annual award for projects 
that help to improve amenities. They have
included a sludge-powered generator 
at Crossness, a restored Victorian lodge, 
the restoration and upgrading of Erith’s pier
and waterside, and a new pub in Bexleyheath
with echoes of classic 1930s tube stations.
BCS is conservationist, but it clearly also
supports good modern design.
Tony Aldous

Age 34; born 6th May 1971

Circumstances of birth Bexley council wanted to demolish
Danson’s Georgian stable block. Permission refused, but the affair
made people realise that Bexley’s historic environment needed 
a watchdog.

Biggest successes (1) After years of campaigning, both Danson’s
mansion and its stables are secure. (2) Prompt action by the society
has secured the listing of many important buildings. (3) Successful
defence of the green belt, notably Foots Cray Meadows. (4) Key role
in founding and running Crossness Engines Trust and the Friends
of Red House. (5) Running children’s art exhibition. (6) Establishment
of council’s conservation areas advisory committee.

Biggest disappointments/frustrations (1) Some potential Grade II
buildings it proposed for listing not accepted. (2) Failure to expand
membership sufficiently. (3) Task of reviewing conservations areas
given the society by the council’s conservation officer leaves 
it potentially with the embarrassing task of recommending 
de-designations. (4) Worries that supermarket which was supposed
to strengthen Sidcup town centre may be destroying the retail viability
of high street. (5) Some infill schemes are over-development.

Present preoccupations (1) Involvement in new planning
arrangements including local development frameworks. (2) Thames
Gateway Bridge and feared impact on local environments. 
(3) More effective publicity, including upgrading society’s website. 
(4) Securing future of Grade II listed stable block in Foots Cray
Meadows. (5) Finding someone from Bexley to take Harold
Martin’s place on London Forum. 

Working details Executive committee of eight, chaired by society
chairman John Mercer. Sub-committees: Planning, Conservation
and Environment; Publicity and Membership; and Social and
Education. Newsletter four times a year. Area representatives
intended to act as the society’s eyes and ears. Publications
include a popular series of leaflets on walks and places of interest. 
Charles Burr Heritage Awards given annually. Subscriptions:
individual £7, family £10, disabled/senior/student £4.

Special characteristics The society concerns itself with the whole
Borough of Bexley, which stretches from Thamesmead and Erith
in the north to Sidcup and Old Bexley in the south, and from Oxleas
Woods in the west to Crayford in the east. It has been described
as a series of villages with suburban development in between, 
but its glory is its wealth of much valued green open spaces.

Last word “We are a green borough, and we aim to keep it that way”.

Society profile – Bexley Civic Society

The society
works with
strong local
residents’
associations 
to defend the
green belt,–
outstandingly,
the splendid
sweep of
meadowland
along the upper
reaches of
the little 
River Cray.

Bexley Civic Society
Contact John Mercer
65 Longlands Road, Sidcup DA15 7LQ 

Telephone 020 8300 3136

email johnolive@fish.co.uk 

www.bexleycivicsociety.org.ukw

Sidcup Place
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The Olympic bid

n the 20th July, Tom Ball attended 
the ‘2012 London Bid Forum’ – the
last meeting in its original format – 

to promote and encourage support for the
Olympics to be hosted in London. It was 
to report back on the Singapore experience,
and give a preliminary appraisal of what
happens from now until 2012, and beyond.

What should have been a meeting of total
celebration, was otherwise overshadowed
by the bombing and mayhem of the 7th July,
and the concerns raised by terrorism now
affecting London, as well as elsewhere. 
The latter so alien to the underlying ethos of 
the Olympic Games, but which causes many 
to believe that the spirit of sports can serve 
a better understanding between peoples, 
as well as providing wholesome activity 
and encourage a healthy mind and body.

A quality bid

Richard Sumray and David Power were of
one mind; that the award of the International
Olympics Committee (IOC ) to London to host
the Olympics, was due to the quality of the
Bid and its content; the live presentation 
by the participant team including the role of
‘Seb’ Coe, the presence of some 38 ‘youth
ambassadors’, and the recognition of the
conviction from Tony Blair, the Government,
the Mayor of London; and in an awareness
of the growing enthusiasm from the people
of London and Britain. The emphasis placed
on live culture, a city of many nations, and
above all on the holistic values of sports,

meant that other bids were overtaken. Ayesha
Quershi. ‘Community Relations Manager 
for the 2012 Bid’s Team, described how 
“the IOC took in breath, when the ‘London
team’ entered the room to make the final
live presentation, with ‘Youth Ambassadors’
representing 28 communities and 30
languages”: the IOC were impressed by
their enthusiasm, understanding as well as
their frank commitment. This was in marked
contrast with the over long video and the
‘grey suits’ of the Paris ‘live’ presentation.

The decision brings with it the need for
continuing activity in support of developing
all aspects relating to the Games. The
commitment to London is one of the greatest
single decisions for London for very many
years, involving so much planning and
development and regeneration of the 
‘five Boroughs’ in the vicinity of Stratford
and Lower Lea Valley.

During the Bid process, there was an
increasing recognition that sport had been
ignored, reduced in school curricula,
swimming had been dropped completely,
facilities had been closed, and far too often
school fields had been sold off. Now there 
is an appreciation of the lost value of active
participation, and a commitment has been
given by central government that this must
be reversed. The awareness and recognition
has put sports high on the list of provision. It
must be turned from words into deeds. This
is part of the greater obligation undertaken
as the host nation.

An enabling Bill

The ‘Olympic Bill’ sets up the enabling powers
for the ongoing work – through the ‘Olympic
Delivery Authority’ (ODA); and in turn the
‘London Organising Community for the
Olympic Games’ (LOCOG) which will enable
the running of the games. Until such time as
the ODA is established – a few months off,
the existing London Development Agency
(LDA) will continue to act. LOCOG’s
establishment will be small for the first few
years, but will be very significant in setting
the ground rules. It has sole rights to the 
use of the Olympic logos’s and from which
considerable revenue will accrue, as part 
of the funding of the running of the Games. 
Now that we are no longer a ‘bid city’, 
the logo requires upgrading – an important
fact since it will be seen all over the world 
up to 2012.

The Olympic bid
The Olympic bid – a tremendous success; now what follows? “The presentation 
won it for London”. Comment by Tom Ball. 

OMany believe that the spirit 
of sports can serve a better
understanding between peoples,
as well as providing wholesome
a�ivity and encourage a healthy
mind and body.
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The Olympic Bid Continued

Generating of interest and support

Generating of interest and support will be
continuous, along with involvement in all 
the physical projects for the Games – venues,
accommodation, transport, access, disability
requirements, volunteers, community
engagement, staff hire and local job training,
sustainability,environment, culture, all manner
of services provision – and testing of systems,
ticketing, languages, and sports training – 
to name but a few of the headings. A
volunteer force is needed from now on, and
may ultimately include as many as 25,000. 
The force was significant in Sydney, and here 
in the Manchester Commonwealth Games.

The ongoing work growing out of the
conceptual plans through to the final plans
for the whole project, based around Stratford,
is one which is generating a tremendous head
of steam already. It will require skill of those
in the controlling seat to ensure that the
balance of local and national interests are
properly considered. Seven years to opening
is enough time providing the planning and
consideration of all aspects are brought
along together. This not only is required 
to achieve a successful Games but also 
to ensure best value for money and a good
legacy. Athens was seen to have left much
too late; London has a good starting position
and a recognition that to plan wisely and
considerately will produce a successful
Games, and future beyond. The launch 
of the Olympic Lottery in August is a tangible
start of the project. Work is starting for 
the Cultural Display which will be London’s
demonstration at the end of Beijing that 
we take on the mantle for 2012.

But a cautionary note, was voiced 
by Richard Sumray, who has at least four
Olympics behind him. There will be times
when adverse publicity during the developing
process will be voiced; there will be
disagreements – exaggerated or biased. 
As with all great endeavours, one must keep
focused on the quality of the ultimate goal. 
It is at that moment that all the doubters
some how fade away and change their tune,
becoming enthusiasts. Perhaps some noted
that phenomenon during the relatively short
few years to the IOC’s tremendous decision.
But I feel sure Reader that you are not one,
and that you are one hundred percent 
in support – and may be a volunteer?
Tom Ball

Changes to Listing and Use Classes Order

rom 1st April 2005, changes are made 
to the way in which historic buildings
are listed. These include the transfer 

of the administration of the listing system
from the Department for Culture, Media 
and Sport, to English Heritage: the first stage
of a wide ranging reform of the system for
protecting and managing England’s historic
environment which the government intends
to implement over the next few years to
simplify the listing process and deliver greater
openness and accountability.

The main changes are:

– Instead of applying to DCMS for listing 
of a building, applicants will in future apply
directly to English Heritage. English Heritage
will make an assessment of the building
against set criteria and a recommendation
to list, de-list or amend the grade will be
made to the Secretary of State at DCMS.

– English Heritage will notify owners if an
application to list their building is made 
by another party. At present, owners are
not necessarily informed that an application
for listing their property has been made 
by another party.

– English Heritage will consult owners 
and local authorities on applications to list
buildings. At present there is no mechanism
to allow the property owner or the local
planning authority to make representations
on a proposal to add a building to the list, 
to alter its grade or even to de-list it.

The idea of an information pack for listed
houses was first introduced some time ago
by one of our members, the Bedford Park
Society. They issued books to over 360
Grade II listed houses in their conservation
area to explain what the listing means in 
a planning terms. Details of each building’s
changes since it was built and old
photographs were included in the packs,
obtained from local history, society and
Council records. Technical Notes are being
prepared by the Society for the packs 
on brickwork, joinery, trees, fencing, etc. 
to help houseowners, who are urged 
to add further details to the contents and
make the manual available to future owners. 

English Heritage will begin to introduce
clearer information for owners of listed
buildings about what the listing of their
property means. Information packs for
owners will be sent to all owners of newly

listed buildings from April 2006. For further
details, visit the English Heritage website:

www.english-heritage.org.uk/ or
download the PDF ‘Listing is Changing’.
w

New arrangements for
listing of historic buildings

F
Changes to Use Classes Order

Important changes

From 21st April 2005, The Use Classes
Order has been changed to allow more
control over the conversion of restaurants
into takeaways, bars or night-clubs.
Previously restaurants, pubs and
takeaways had the same classification and
could be changed into one of the other
uses without planning permission. Under
the new measures: Statutory Instrument
2005 No. 84, The Town and Country
Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment)
(England) Order 2005, they are separated
into specific use classes.

Class A3 (Food and drink) is now split into:
Class A3 Restaurants and cafes – Use for

the sale of food and drink for
consumption on the premises.

Class A4 Drinking establishments – Use
as a public house, wine-bar 
or other drinking establishment

Class A5 Hot food takeaways – Use for the
sale of hot food for consumption
off the premises.

Note, however, that an Internet café
(“where the primary purpose of the
premises is to provide facilities for enabling
members of the public to access the
internet”), formerly a sui generis use, 
now comes under Class A1 (Retail) and 
no longer requires permission for change
of use if the previous use was A1retail
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Connecting Londoners with woodlands
A Tree and Woodland Framework for London: This 67-page strategy
document was issued by the GLA in March, and carries a commitment
by the Mayor to ensure no overall loss of wildlife habitats in London,
and that more open spaces are improved and created so that all
Londoners are within walking distance of a natural space.

London Strategic Views Management
This 240-page draft SPG has been published at www.london.
gov.uk/mayor/strategies/sds/docs/spg-views.pdf. Forum members
who gave evidence on this topic at the Examination of the draft
London Plan will be assessing the document.

Street tree maintenance
LB Hounslow has prepared a draft strategy for maintenance of street
trees. LB Ealing consulted on removing all Lime trees from their
roads; the proposal was rejected. Kew Gardens experts visited 
to check the tree works done by both Councils and criticised the
frequency and methods used. Hounslow’s revised tree strategy will
be put to their Executive in July and assessed by Trees for London,
ALG and GLA. Members may wish to check your local authority’s
policy on this topic.

Westminster World Heritage Site
The consultation period on the draft management plan for this WHS
concluded on 28th January 2005. The Mayor had written to EH last
Autumn to criticise it, considering that its objectives and policies 
to establish a buffer zone and to address issues of tall buildings and
views were unnecessary and that they “have the potential to conflict
with the London Plan... Existing designations and protections are
adequate to protect the outstanding universal values of the site.”
How wrong he was, in the face of the ODPM over-ruling of a
planning Inspector’s recommendation for the Vauxhall Tower.

Aviation and Airports: ExMP changes course
The Government put the third runway at Heathrow on the ‘back’
burner’ because it would cause breach of European standards 
for environmental pollution and T5 conditions are not yet met. 
Ex-MP Clive Soley has been raised to the Lords and he is leading a
confederation of airlines and businesses seeking early implementation
of the third runway and a sixth terminal. In its planned location,
these would form an adjacent and additional airport and the next
stage could be a second short runway (the Heathrow fifth) to
maximise its use. If alternation of the first two runways is ended, 
as BAA require, then we will have four flight paths crossing London
and a lot of dangerous and noisy movements between the four
aircraft ‘stacks’ and those runways. One of the two MPs for the
Bedford Park conservation area until the election, Clive Soley seemed
to support campaigns against the third runway at Heathrow as its
flight path would be overhead with no noise relief from alternation
and planes landing at less than one minute intervals at peak times,
but is now heading an organisation set up to ensure that the third
runway and a sixth terminal are constructed. Lord Soley told The Times:
“I have accepted this appointment because of the threat to West
London. It is inevitable that Heathrow will decline unless a third
runway is built. The impact could be similar to the closure of the

docks in East London. Unemployment could go through the roof
and house prices through the floor. Some of my colleagues think 
I exaggerate the threat but I believe the danger is real.” In effect,
the proposed runway and its terminal are some way to the north 
of the Heathrow perimeter and would be an additional London airport,
and the plans could be extended in future to provide it with three
runways instead of one. Most parts of London could be affected 
by the flight paths.

Crossrail and Thames Gateway
In response to a request under the Freedom of Information Act, the
Department of Transport conceded that the success of the Thames
Gateway Project is dependent on Crossrail and that ‘without it, plans
for population and employment growth in London and the South-East
would have to be reassessed’.

Creating sustainable communities 
Greening the Gateway: A Greenspace strategy for the Thames
Gateway is the title of a 40-page booklet produced by the ODPM 
to offer guidance on the integration of economic growth with
environmental enhancement in the Thames Gateway area.

Graffiti on the Underground
At a time when the London Underground system comes under
increasing criticism for its crumbling infrastructure, it is only right 
to highlight the good work they have been doing in trying to address
the scourge of graffiti. Chief Executive Tim O’Toole wrote to London
Forum Chairman Peter Eversden: ‘The decision to remove trackside
graffiti only in the case of obscene graffiti was set by government
when it established the PPP. Those are the terms of the contract
and we cannot change them (without paying more). We cannot
financially penalise the infracos for failing to remove trackside graffiti
unless it is obscene. I agree this is frustrating. The alternative is 
for us to spend additional monies that we do not have on top of 
the considerable sums we already are required to devote to the 
PPP. Nonetheless, we refuse to give up on this problem. We have
successfully attacked the graffiti on trains and are experimenting
with building coalitions to address trackside graffiti. We are reaching
out to community groups, businesses and government to see if 
we can address this problem as a team. We are currently running 
an experiment between Baron’s Court and Hammersmith on the
District Line where we completely painted out the trackside graffiti.
If we are successful in defending our property, we hope to turn this
into a real program’. West London residents’ groups have written 
to express their appreciation for graffiti removal on the trackside
between Earl’s Court and Acton Town. 

Carfree Times: news from Paris
Issue 38 of Carfree Times is now available at: www.carfree.com/
cft/i038.html. It includes news from Paris where,new measures 
to be introduced by 2007, include reducing speeds to 30 km/hr 
and removing a lane from the Seine’s riverside highway to create 
a bike lane.

w

w

newsbriefs
Some key issues of concern to note. 
Meetings, Exhibitions and consultations.
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New Green Belt Directive
The Government has opened consultation on three options 
for improving control of development on Green Belt land. 

Option 1  would require all planning applications where the local
authority were proposing to grant consent for inappropriate
development in the Green Belt to be referred to the Secretary
of State for a decision on whether to call-in the application.

Option 2  would effectively transfer the existing provisions of the 1999
Departures Direction and accompanying guidance, as far
as it relates to inappropriate development in the Green Belt,
into a separate, new Green Belt Direction. It would require
that where a planning application in the Green Belt which 
a planning authority is not proposing to refuse is for any
inappropriate development which by reason of its scale,
nature or location, would significantly prejudice the
implementation of the development plan’s Green Belt
policies and proposals, that application should be referred 
to the Secretary of State.

Option 3  represents a compromise between options (i) and (ii). 
It would require a local planning authority to refer to the
Secretary of State any planning application which it did not
propose to refuse for the construction of buildings with 
a floor space of more than 1,000 square metres; that were
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. In addition, 
it would require planning applications for any other
inappropriate development which, by reason of its scale 
or nature or location would significantly impact on the
openness of the Green Belt, to be similarly referred.

The most recent statistics show that the total amount of Green Belt
land changing from undeveloped to developed uses between 2000
and 2003 was less than 700 hectares a year, which represents just a
little over 0.04% of the total area of designated Green Belt (as in 2003).

The document indicates that the Government recognises that there 
is widespread concern about the threats to the Green Belt from
development pressures. It states that the main purpose is to clarify
for local planning authorities, and developers, in a free-standing
direction the arrangements and criteria for referring such applications.
The aim is that it should help to achieve a more consistent approach
in the type and nature of applications for development in the Green
Belt that are referred to the Secretary of State for consideration 
as to whether he wishes to call-in the application.

Responses to the options are required by 14th October 2005.

Details taken from the OPDM website. Further information can 
be found at www.odpm.gov.uk/stellent/groups/odpm_planning/
documents/page/odpm_plan_039084.pdf

Exhibition: The Changing Face of London
This exhibition will pinpoint the substantial number of developments
proposed for the metropolis and examine their implications for the
future of the capital. Around £100billion worth of major redevelopment,
regeneration and infrastructure projects is planned for London over
the next two decades – a scale of change that has not been seen for
three quarters of a century. Some 400,000 new homes and around
8million square metres of office space are planned to provide for 
the expected 700,000 growth in population. Projects on show 
range from the new towers in the City of London ‘cluster’, the
redevelopment of White City, Paddington, Kings Cross, Elephant
and Castle, Battersea Power Station and the creation of Stratford
City. The Changing Face of London will give both the public and
professionals the opportunity to compare and contrast these major
developments and take part in the debate about future London. 
For more information, see: www.newlondonarchitecture.org
until 10 September at the Building Centre, 26 Store Street, 
London WC1E 7BT. 

Sub Regional Development Frameworks
Peter Eversden has attended meetings of the GLA SDS team with
the consortium which secured the contract for engaging voluntary
and community groups in the consultation on the SRDFs and the
subsequent London Plan alterations. The group includes Planning
Aid for London, London Sustainability Exchange and the London
Civic Forum. They are sending out a questionnaire that will be seen
as naive by our members who receive it. Members are encouraged
to participate in the SRDF assessment as soon as each one is
published. Future meeting venues will be obtainable from Civic
Forum on 020 8709 9770. The dates are:

West -– Hounslow; Hillingdon; Hammersmith and Fulham; Harrow;
Brent and Ealing -– Wednesday 7th September am.

East -– Havering; Barking and Dagenham; Redbridge; Newham;
Tower Hamlets; Hackney; Greenwich; Lewisham; City of London 
and Bexley – Thursday 8th September pm.

North -– Barnet; Enfield; Haringey and Waltham Forest – Tuesday
13th September pm. 

South -– South Bromley; Croydon; Kingston; Merton; 
Richmond and Sutton – Wednesday 14th September am. 

Central -– Central Camden; Islington; Kensington and Chelsea;
Westminster; Southwark; Lambeth; Wandsworth – Thursday 
15th September pm.

Continued on page 12

w

w
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London Forum Events

City – Building of the Year 2004 Award
In April, London Forum’s President, Sir Richard MacCormac received
on behalf of his practice – MacCormac Jamieson Prichard, the award
for the best building design in the City completed in 2004. Against
enormous competition, the Worshipful Company of Chartered
Architects selected Warwick Court in Paternoster Square.

At a ceremony in June in at the building, the Lord Mayor presented
to the building’s owner, the Livery Companies plaque, which will 
be placed on the outside of the winning building. Congratulations 
to all involved and especially to our President.

Round the Societies
If you have any items you would like to contribute please email
them direct to Helen Marcus (see address below).

Get more involved
The London Forum is looking for people from member societies

to join with those in our HQ team on various subjects as shown

on the enclosed form for nominations and volunteers. Please

help us to build on our influence and progress, to deal with

planning, transport, environment and urban design issues 

and to prepare the events and publications that you want 

London Forum AGM
Thursday 22nd September, 6pm for 6.30
at 77 Cowcross Street

newsbriefs

Peter Eversden Chairman
London Forum, 70 Cowcross Street, 
London EC1M 6EJ
Telephone 020 7250 0606 
email londonforum@wayahead.demon.co.uk

Helen Marcus Membership Secretary
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email helenmarcus@britishlibrary.net
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For information about the London Forum contact:

Editorial team Michael Hammerson, Helen Marcus, 
George Parish, Tony Aldous
Design Ross Shaw
Print Express Printing. Telephone 01733 230 800
Published by the London Forum, 70 Cowcross Street, 
London EC1M 6EJ. Telephone 020 7250 0606

Member societies are encouraged to use London Forum 

news in their own newsletters.
While the London Forum is concerned that the views written in articles are relevant and
honestly held by the contributor, the opinions stated by individuals may not necessarily be held
by the London Forum Executive, who are not in a position to vouch for their factual accuracy.
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Notice of Annual General Meeting 2005
Notice is hereby given that the Annual General Meeting of 
the London Forum of Amenity and Civic Societies will be held 
on Thursday 22nd September 2005 at 6.30pm, at The Gallery
(Alan Baxter and Associates), 77 Cowcross Street, London
near Farringdon Station EC1.

The programme for the evening – You are invited to attend a
reception and party with food at 6pm, prior to the formalities of the
AGM at 6.30 pm. At 7.15 pm, Mr Nigel Kersey of CPRE (London)
will give an illustrated talk on ‘Thames Gateway’. There will be
discussion on that, on London Housing and Green Belt development.

The Cultural Strategy for London
6th October, 6.30 pm in the Gallery, 70–77 Cowcross Street

Lord Smith of Finsbury, who as Chris Smith MP was recently
Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport, and is now
Director of the Clore Leadership Programme and also Chairman 
of the London Cultural Consortium, will be speaking to us and 
to members of the Standing Conference on London Archaeology.

The title of his talk will be “Heritage and London’s Cultural
Strategy.”

Individual members and people from our member
organisations will all be welcome; no need to book, but since 
there is a limit on numbers and we ought to know how much 
wine to buy it would be helpful if you let Peter Pickering know. 
Call him on 020 8445 2807 or email pe.pickering@virgin.net 
if you intend to come.

Walter Bor Media Awards 2005
Tuesday 15th November, 6.30pm 

Our founder president, the late Walter Bor, architect and past
president of the Royal Town Planning Institute, was always keen
to encourage societies to communicate and promote their work
more effectively. London Forum named these awards after him.
Invitations were sent to members in July to submit work or
achievements in various categories, with a new one of Media Impact.

Entries of work from 2004 and 2005 are to be posted or delivered
to the London Forum (address below) to arrive not later than 
Friday 23rd September 2005. Why not bring yours to the AGM 
the evening before? 

Warwick Court


