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Notes from GUA meeting 09.02.17 

1. Follow up on items from the OPDC review and GUA communication with Fiona 

Fletcher Smith:  
 

The last GUA meeting agreed that Eva should send a polite reminder to Fiona Fletcher 

Smith regarding her promise to respond to the key issues raised by the GUA, but which 

have not been addressed in the OPDC Review report.   
 

In response, GUA was emailed a report summarising stakeholders’ views that had 

received during the review, by GLA officer Tim Somerville (on 5th February).  Tim advised 

that the GLA would ‘continue to review the OPDC’s progress in implementing 

recommendations arising from the review and in taking into account wider stakeholders 

views, through their role on the Board and as part of ongoing dialogue with them’.  He 

said that the report had also been forwarded to Victoria Hill and that she had been 

asked to take into account points raised in OPDC action and business planning.   
 

Comments made by the GUA and others are covered in the report.  GUA meeting 

attendees were asked if the wished to do any more in relation to this issue?  At the GUA 

meeting in November 2016 attendees felt that it might be worth speaking to, or 

meeting with London Assembly regeneration committee members. The committee has 

a scrutinising role in terms to London’s Mayoral Development Corporations. Members 

of the committee have made visits to the OPDC area – but community representatives 

have never been involved in these.   
 

The following comments were made during discussion: 
 

• The report faithfully captures fundamental points that community groups made and 

Victoria Hill has been asked to take comments into consideration, so we should give 

some time for this to occur.   

• Victoria Hill noted, at the OPDC community forum meeting in January, that there is 

difficulty in progressing items relating to the review, socio-economic regeneration 

and the renegotiation of the memorandum of understanding with the government, 

without a chair of the OPDC board being in place.  It may well be that at present 

she is unable to consider GUA’s points regarding the operation of OPDC board and 

planning committee.   

• Interviews for the OPDC board chair are due to take place in March – so we should 

hold off doing any more on this until a chair is appointed and Victoria Hills has had 

an opportunity to discuss issues with them.   

• The key issues raised with Fiona Fletcher Smith in the GUA letter of November 2016 

were those that were raised previously with Victoria Hill (in August 2016) but where 

no positive actions had been proposed.  The same concerns are now going back 

again to Victoria Hill.  
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• Surely, we want to know if the issues we raised are going to be taken into account.   

• Perhaps the new chair should meet with the GUA or the wider community?  This 

should mean meeting with different groups but also meeting with the GUA. (JH)  

• Yes -as occurred with Fiona Fletcher Smith, which was a very good meeting. The 

London Assembly has the right and a duty to review Mayor and functional bodies 

(including Mayoral Development Corporations), but the review has perhaps 

distracted them on this key role. Victoria Hill was invited to meet with London 

Assembly members at performance and budget committee – although there was no 

discussion on the particular detail raised by GUA.   

• Could there perhaps be a preliminary or more informal way of meeting with one or 

two members of the London Assembly Regeneration Committee? (JR)  

• There is a big issue around the huge developments being proposed and the way 

that this is being progressed, including in Scrubs Lane, with a preponderance of tall 

buildings.  Is good quality place-making (as has been raised previously by Henry) 

being sacrificed for simply getting large numbers of homes in the pipeline? They 

seem to be on a trajectory without taking into account people’s concerns. 

Challenges on this matter may lie with the consultation on the next draft of the 

local plan. However, there is no certainty of when this will be published.   

• Officers say the consultation is ready to go – but the draft will need to be 

considered by a new chair, then the planning committee and OPDC board.  

Publication may not be March as first suggested.  

• AS noted that she had mentioned to one of the planning officers that it must be 

disappointing (given their hard work in getting the Local Plan ready for 

consultation), that there is a delay in getting it out for consultation.  She was told 

that they are pleased to be ‘slowing down’ at present.   

• But, the planning committee continues. There is no slowing down on approving 

planning permissions and pre-application advice is still being given out. 

• The committee members are: Navin Shah (Chair), Shaun Bailey (Deputy Chair), Tony 

Devenish, Andrew Dismore and Fiona Twycross.   

AS offered to speak to Victoria Hill and request that she add this issue to her list items 

to discuss with the new chair and for information on the protocol relating to progress, 

once the new chair is in place. This was agreed as a positive proposal.  It was also 

requested that AS ask Victoria Hill for regular feed-back on this issue.  

SH was asked if she would again distribute the letter sent to Fiona Fletcher Smith 

in November 2016.  

2. GUA annual report  
 

The GUA annual report was published in December – produced mostly by Eva.  In part, 

it was produced to provide a summary of work carried out over the previous year – but 
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also for the grant funders.  A huge amount of work was carried out over the year and 

the GUA has had successes in its work.   
 

SH asked if attendees felt it would be a good idea to distribute the report more widely.  
 

Attendees said they would and requested that the annual report be forwarded to: 

London Assembly members, local relevant councillors and MP’s, GLA planning officers, 

OPDC board members and officers, and the borough community and voluntary sector 

groups in the boroughs of Brent, Ealing and Hammersmith and Fulham. 
 

3. Timetable of work, meetings and events for the year.  
 

Much of its forthcoming work will be focus on the developing draft (reg19) OPDC Local 

Plan.  It is hoped that the JR’s grant funding will provide support for the GUA through 

the consultation, the EiP and possibly further consultation on the inspector’s report.  
 

It was noted that OPDC held a lot of consultation events during the draft (reg18) Local 

Plan consultation. GUA members were encouraged to attend those events, while GUA 

meetings focused on areas that the OPDC was not covering.  Particularly, this included 

the draft evidence base documents and pulling everyone’s comment together in a 

collaborative response that GUA members were able to submit as it was, or amended.  
 

For the reg 19 consultation, the OPDC will hold some events but not as many for the 

reg. 18 consultation.  They will see the draft as being almost ready for submission to a 

planning inspector to assess whether it is ‘sound’ (meets required ‘tests of soundness) – 

prior to adoption.  Their events this time will not be open debates on options for 

inclusion in the Local Plan.  OPDC planners will highlight that at this stage, responses to 

the consultation will need to focus on much more technical ‘tests of soundness’.  These 

require (as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework) that the Local Plan is: 

• positively prepared (that it meets infrastructure requirements and that these are 

objectively assessed and are consistent with achieving sustainable development);   

• justified – (founded on a robust and credible evidence base and is the most 

appropriate strategy compared against reasonable alternatives); 

• effective – (deliverable, flexible, able to be monitored and is based on joint working 

with neighbouring authorities);  

• consistent with national and regional planning policy.  

A special GUA meeting could be focused specifically on this.  

It was reported that LLDC planning officer, Peter Farnham, has suggested that the GUA 

liaise with them around consultation events – so that our meetings / events don’t clash.  

Discussion on the reg. 19 consultation included the following information and 

comment:  
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• in responses to the consultation, alternative wording to policy might be proposed 

and that the inspector would be sent all the responses submitted to the reg. 18 and 

19 Local Plan consultations; 

• one of the documents the OPDC has to submit to the inspector is the analysis of the 

consultations they have carried out previously; a table that lists in one column, 

consultee comments and in another the OPDC’s responses to this; 

• responses would normally mean written response;  

• responses could include alternative proposals that might make policy ‘sound’; 

• in making a comment, for example on density levels, groups could potentially argue 

that the densities and targets for housing are not deliverable.  It might be argued 

perhaps that these are not fully justified by a robust and credible evidence base; 

• it would be best to understand the new draft and the evidence behind it and then to 

have a coaching session, so that groups formulate responses in the way that it is 

expected; 

• we will need to look at the extent to which the OPDC has taken on board the 

comments that we made previously; 

There was some discussion on the types of events that might be most useful for GUA 

members.  Generally, attendees felt that shorter sessions (rather than an afternoon and 

evening session such as that organised around the evidence based documents last year) 

would be better is held on week days. 

It was noted that dealing with all the evidence based document along with the Local 

Plan will be difficult. There will be around 40 evidence based documents to consider 

and although it has been requested that the OPDC provide some of these for 

consideration prior to the formal start of consultation starts, this seems unlikely.  

It will be important to look at the OPDC’s evidence (for example on density or targets 

for housing) and to consider if these are really achievable or sustainable and perhaps to 

look at our own evidence to counter the evidence provided.  JR suggested that this 

might be achieved by looking at other areas such as the Vauxhall and Nine Elms 

Opportunity Area. People will have heard the story that someone did a back-of-an- 

envelope analysis of the V&NE area and then transposed it to OPDC area.  This might 

be an interesting comparison.   

AR and MB suggested that other areas might also be considered including Kings Cross 

and Stratford. It was noted that the size of passage ways and stairs at Stratford station 

are an issue and that it is a nightmare there to figure out how to get from one section 

to another. 

GUA members felt that events based on themes would be best, so that representatives 

can attend the sessions they are most interested in.  It was felt that meetings should 

deal with the draft policy, any relevant evidence based documents and possibly include 
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a short session on making effective responses to the consultation, focused on the tests 

of soundness.  

Some of JR’s grant funding could be used to organise an event to bring people 

together from the OPDC and other areas and which might coincide with the work that 

her students are working on. This might be possible in the Old Oak area – perhaps in a 

venue such as Desmond’s church. 

The GUA has a lot to share with others.  The group was established early on, it has done 

a lot and achieved some good results, including significant influence on the OPDC 

statement of community involvement. It has three developing Neighbourhood Plans – 

which is interesting as a way of local people trying to influence the large-scale 

developments. 

It was suggested that the GUA needed to know when the OPDC is going to publish its 

reg.19 Local plan, although it might also be possible to organise an event before this.  

It was noted that the OPDC could put a draft of the Local Plan to the planning 

committee (this could be done without a new board chair being in place) on 1st March 

and then to the board on the 22 March. 

However, it was also highlighted that the composition of the planning committee is a 

bit open at the moment – will the committee have another H&F committee member, 

will there be a community member?  

If such an event were organised it may have to provide briefings about the emerging 

Plan and have discussion on density and best practice elsewhere, infrastructure, 

environment and delivery.  It could also cover people’s experiences in influencing 

planning outcomes, what strategies have been effective and how have they dealt with 

developers’ planning application consultations. There could be gains in terms of lessons 

learnt. Others could be very interested in what is happening here in an MDC area.  

It was confirmed that the consultation will be eight weeks long.  

There was some discussion on coaching around submitting responses to the 

consultation, the tests of soundness and how to phrase things in a certain way.  

It was felt that some of this may need to be one to one.  It was also emphasised that it 

will also be important that groups make their own responses to the consultation in 

order that they get to the Examination in Public. It is a risk that if many use the same 

response that the planning inspector will restrict numbers being able to contribute.  

Further discussion on the EiP included that:  

• inspectors decide what will be discussed at the hearing and generally they are very 

welcoming of engagement from local community groups / members; 
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• sometimes QCs will represent developers, but that this is not encouraged; 

• it’s up to the inspector to ensure that the public hearing is conducted fairly and QCs 

are given a relatively short reign compared to community members; 

• it is important to get your seat at the table – not the public gallery - so that you can 

advance your arguments there;  

• the OPDC is meant to enter into continued dialogue – in order to resolve any issues 

prior to the EiP; 

• but they may also agree to make changes during the dialogue at the EiP; 

It was noted that consultation on a new London Plan also offers opportunities to share 

and exchange with others.  This will include policy on Opportunity Areas and Mayoral 

Development Corporations. A draft London Plan could be out in the autumn. Some 

Mayoral strategies will also be out for consultation during the year.  

Attendees agreed that  

• we should try to organise and sharing and exchange event as discussed, 

possibly towards the end of March;  

• during the eight-week consultation period we should organise a number of 

theme based meetings covering the draft Local Plan policy, relevant evidence 

based documents and a session at each on responding to the consultation / 

tests of soundness; 

• we should use a range of venues in the area (including Desmond’s Church Hall – 

which is a very good space);  

• GUA members will be invited to JR and her students’ Vauxhall and Nine Elms 

walk about.   
 

4. Sustainability of the GUA network 
 

Given that JR’s grant funding JR’s that provides support for the GUA will last only to the 

end of this year, it might be good for the GUA to begin to think about its own 

sustainability – what happens post December and post the adoption of the OPDC’s 

Local Plan.   
 

Necessarily the network could continue to focus on planning policy and on monitoring 

development and responding to planning applications, but it might want to think about 

having a more active role for example in setting up a development trust – which might 

involve a wider range of community and voluntary sector groups that are not so 

interested in the planning policy issues.  Such a group might support embedding new 

communities and in keeping existing ones together.    
 

SH distributed a short briefing about development trusts and which provided some 

examples mostly from London.    
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Comments from the discussion; -  
 

• This could perhaps support the training for young people – for all those jobs that 

are going to be out there. The big issue would be where to access the money to get 

this up and running?  

• The example noted in the briefing from Milton Keynes is (for example) a Parks Trust 

taking care of a huge amount of green space.  The city’s founders wanted to be 

sure that its unique green landscape would be managed and protected forever, 

without having to compete for funds with other council priorities. It was endowed 

with a substantial property and investment portfolio (this included buildings and 

land- where they have industrial units and officers – which they hire out). It is 

entirely self-funding.  

• Islington the boat club –  which is mostly for young people but also supports the 

Regents Canal club, has an arrangement where they were given 99 year leases 

within the two huge towers on City Road. The rental income supports the boat club. 

It gives them long term security to run the things, which Islington Council is not in a 

position to be able to do any longer. It might be that an enlightened developer that 

could do that here – Car Giant for example. It could provide some buildings for a 

community based development trust to have a constant income stream. 

• The collective might be keen on this. They are opening up something in Stratford. 

They might be other developers – even Imperial college – that might be interested.  

• There was some of this sort in the Kings Cross Area through negotiation with 

developers.    

• Bromely by Bow Centre has offices and meeting spaces (which are hired out) and a 

café, health centre, green spaces and supports the establishment of social 

enterprises.  There is potential to do a range of things if you have the capital 

resources – buildings particularly in the form of buildings to provide regular 

income.  

• There is also money out there that might help to support things like this – for 

example UK Power Networks, but what would need to come first the money or 

trust? Could you get money from the Government – the BEIS (Department for 

Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy)?  

• Could this be done by the Neighbourhood Forum groups?  

• It would be good it they were part of this – but this might also bring in other 

voluntary / community sector groups.  

• A trust would be better – with a bigger wider remit. 

• Ewa might be interested in doing some research on this. 

• Perhaps there could be more discussion about development trusts and also other 

suggestions with representatives from areas where these have been established 

(with the intention of long-term community involvement and ownership)   

• Could we do that at our event?  
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• We probably need another event for this – to invite people who are already doing it 

and who might like to lift their profile in the area. 

• This is one model – I think we should think of a variety of different models. I would 

be worried about the potential of competition with existing struggling voluntary 

sector groups for the same pots of funding. 

• What about some of the temporary use ideas? 
 

It was agreed that this might be just a start of conversation and perhaps other 

ideas and more discussion might be held at a future meeting.  
 

5. Updates   
 

AS provided an update on the OPDC.  
 

• Virtually no board meetings have been held since Sadiq Khan came to office. 

• Interviews for a new chair are to take next week or the week after and the chair will 

be in place by sometime in March. 

• The London Mayor has asked for OPDC budget cuts of 40%.  Board members were 

sent letters asking what we felt about this. AS sent an email saying that since she has 

no support in her role as board member she could not able to comment on this large 

budget cut and wanted to understand what the potential impact on the community, 

before making a decision. Brent and H&F said similar in their responses.  

• There have been a lot of changes in the OPDC structure with some staff going back 

to the GLA. Stephanie Joslin, OPDC Director of Regeneration and Partnerships has 

gon e; Michelle Reeves, Head of Socio Economic Regeneration in Park Royal has 

moved back to the GLA. Lori Hoinkes, Park Royal Business Manager, is also moving 

on.  During the discussions on potential lay-offs Monica had been looking for other 

work and had intended to move on, but is now staying.  Her section has though been 

restructured and is now part of the communication team under Patora Dyrma, Head 

of Communications. 

• AS has been helping with the appointment of a research company that will be 

carrying out a tracking study that will take place over one to three years. They will 

carry out 600 door-knocking interviews with people in and around the OPDC area, 

interviews with 100 businesses and with stakeholders on an online platform, over the 

next few months.  They will be looking at present attitudes and awareness of the 

OPDC and monitor changes over the years.  They are to visit the area soon, to meet 

with some people and sort out the structure of their questionnaire.   

• As soon as the OPDC chair is in place there will be a newsletter.  

• There is a plan to make a film about the local area and local people (to be produced 

by mattr.media 

• Anyone who lives or works in the Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum area and would 

like to get involved with the forum should contact Henry - info@stqw.org 

Representatives of the Forum met the OPDC Planning Committee members recently 

(following a Planning Committee meeting).  A presentation was given and each of 

the committee asked questions.  They said that they were not comfortable about the 
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proposed Neighbourhood Forum proposed boundaries.  The application for 

designation of the Neighbourhood Forum and the Neighbourhood Area has not 

been submitted.  The Forum is keen to negotiate with the OPDC before submitting 

the application and find that it gets rejected.  There will be a 6-week public 

consultation when the application is submitted. The boundaries are within the OPDC 

area, Ealing and Hammersmith and Fulham and the Forum would need to apply to all 

three for designation.   

• Local Ealing councillors are to hold a monthly surgery at The Collective. AS has 

suggested that Monica Kaur might be provided with a platform there (so she might 

take questions from local people about the OPDC) and possibly Henry too (about the 

Neighbourhood Forum).    

• DH asked a question about involvement of H&F within the OPDC. 

• AS reported that when it comes to board meetings they are the most vocal and most 

positive in terms of their contributions.  
 

6. Thanks to Eva for her work with the GUA over the last two years.  
 

Meeting attendees gave thanks to Eva for her hard work with the GUA over the last two 

years and wished her well for the future.  Eva is now working for Health Watch in the tri-

boroughs of Kensington and Chelsea, Hammersmith and Fulham and Westminster.   
 

It is hope that she will still be able to attend some GUA meetings.   

 

 

 


