CANADA WATER CONSULTATIVE FORUM


Date
:     
Monday, 11th May 2009  

Venue
:   
Alfred Salter School, Quebec Way, Rotherhithe SE16 7LP

Forum Members:

Cllr Paul Noblet          
(CPN)  
                  Mohamed Backelani      (MB)

Cllr Lisa Rajan            (CLR)       
                  Janet Hodge                   (JH)

Cllr David Hubber      
(CDH)          
          
      John Hellings                  (JHe)

Kath Whittam           
(KW)                
       Volunteer 2                     (tba)
Spencer Whitworth   (SW)                    
       Faith rep                         (tba)

Bob Muid                   (BM)                                  Youth rep                        (tba)

Ray Woolford            (RW)                                  Disability rep                   (tba)

Barry Duckett              (BD)                                   Older Persons rep          (tba)

Hannah Dalgleish        (HD)

Anna Devlett              (AD)

Jo Sistern                    (JS)

Lisa Hollamby            (LH)

Pauline Adenwalla     (PA)

Ann Clayton               (AC)

(those in attendance are highlighted in bold)

In Attendance:

Patrick Horan, Karen Date, Jerry Hewitt, Philip Baker, Patrick Holden, Ian Moore, Steve Cornish, Ana Gradiske, L Smith, Ann Riley, C.J.Wills, Andy Weetch

Apologies for Absence:

These had been received from:

Katie Nicholls; Mairi Mills; Cllr Hubber; Cllr Rajan; Cllr Noblet; Stephanie & Jim Lodge

1.  Welcome Address

The Chair welcomed all those present and voiced disappointment that none of the Councillors had been able to attend due to a Lib Dem meeting commitment. She had understood Cllrs were going to ensure that an LBS officer attended.  

2.  Previous Minutes

The 30th March minutes were accepted as a true and fair record of the previous meeting.

3.  Matters Arising - Action Points

The Chair referred to written evidence of how often she personally had tried to get a response from James Oates regarding the multi modal questions put forward prior to 30/3/09  Forum.  James had undertaken to answer these questions and put the questions and answers on the LBS website. This however was not the case.

The Chair then introduced the evening’s speaker, Chris Baker who was to give an update on health provision in the CW area. 

4.  Presentation:  Chris Baker, Head of Premises Development, Southwark PCT

By way of introduction Chris referred to Lord Darsey’s report, ‘Healthcare for London’.  Chris highlighted polyclinics, the large health facilities model, at which patients would be able to obtain a wide range of services and would it was hoped, reduce the need to visit local hospitals.  He went on to explain that the current and predicted rise in local population had increased the need for access to local GP services and improved technology meant that with the right equipment a local service could undertake additional work such as blood tests.  This would relieve the burden on Guy’s, St Thomas’s and King’s, enabling them to concentrate on major medical issues.  Also the use of a local service would improve continuity for the patient.

Chris explained that from January to April 2009 his colleague, Rosemary Watts and consultants had undertaken a borough wide consultation based on the booklet  ‘Transforming Southwark’s NHS’. The PCT was waiting for the publication of the Consultation Report. Until that was available he was not in a position to comment other than to say that it would involve 4 key health centres based in Dulwich, Peckham, Elephant and Castle and in the Bermondsey and Rotherhithe area.

Some preliminary work regarding suitable sites in the Bermondsey and Rotherhithe  has been undertaken.  Sites under consideration were Albion Street, the old library; St Olaves Nursing Home and Sites A and F.  Site E had been excluded as not being suitable because of its proximity to Downtown. The PCT intention was to work with Barratts on the redevelopment of the Surrey Docks Health Centre.  Even with planning in place SDHC would take approximately a further 2.5 years to build. This would meet the immediate needs of Surrey Docks area. 

There were pressures on all four of the designated polyclinic areas. The PCT also needed to consider financial issues before making recommendations for final approval. It would then take a further 5-10 years to implement the proposals. 

The Chair expressed concern that if the Surrey Docks Health Centre rebuild was  at least 2.5 years away,  how long would it be before there was any additional medical provision in the Canada Water area. Chris responded that the delays in SDHC would not prevent CW planning i.e. firming up on the site options, designing the complex and deliverability issues.  This would take at least 3-5 years given the time required to obtain planning permissions etc.

The Chair said the Water Gardens with 240 flats units was already occupied.  Site B1 would soon be occupied and B2 was under construction. All new residents would require medical services and these had been clearly identified in the agreed BL-CQs Master Plan. 

RW expressed his concern that for at least 3 years the Forum had been discussing CW medical provision and polyclinics, in particular the siting of the same.  He felt that if a decision was not taken by the PCT imminently that there would be no land left available for development.  BM reiterated this. The plans put forward by Conrad Phoenix for Site E had been rejected by LBS / PCT and site F belonged to SEGRO who currently had no plans to sell so it was already off the possibles list.

Chris said that his department were working closely with LBS and that the commitment is definitely there.  BM put forward the possibility that Conrad Phoenix could build Site E as proposed but simply not furbish.  Chris responded that the PCT did not want to pre-empt the outcomes of the consultation. IM reiterated that Slough Estates were Site F freeholders and it was not for sale.  BM stressed that the PCT options were limited as development was already in progress on many CW sites. 

KW said it was her understanding that the CW area was currently short of 9 G.Ps.even before the increased demand generated by the new buildings. Doctors lists in the area were already full.  In their assessment of the health services in this area developers had included in their headcount doctors surgeries across the river, such as Wapping and also areas as far afield as Deptford.

Chris confirmed that there was additional medical provision within the Bermondsey Spa scheme and that the Drummond Street centre would remain open. The Chair indicated that Surrey Docks had a catchment area to justify rebuilding of the medical centre. Canada Water required additional facilities to accommodate the new residents and this was in the CW master plan. It seemed that like the swimming pool medical provision was being air brushed out. 

PH raised concerns regarding access to the Surrey Docks Health Centre for people with disabilities, particularly since the Barratt hoardings had been erected. Chris fully accepted that this had been an issue and explained that they had inherited several buildings with significant issues.  PH said that legally there was a need to comply with the DEA.  Chris agreed that there was a duty of care to staff and patients and that the PCT was working hard to convince GPs to undertake works that were their responsibility but that they had limited powers to enforce this.  He felt that pressure would be better applied by the patients themselves and asked Patrick to liase with him to move this issue forward.

Action:  Patrick Horan to liase with Chris Baker re access for all to surgeries

SC expressed the view that Health was such a key issue for the area hence that he would like to register his personal complaint that none of the Councillors felt able to attend.   He mentioned the Judicial Review on the Downtown site that Dr Holden was fully aware of.  He commented on the tiny pathway to access the surgery and highlighted the fact that local residents would increase in number by a third which would prove a massive burden for the PCT and local surgeries.

SC went on to say that it was unacceptable that the promised Community Hall in the Downtown proposal was much reduced in size and was being pushed into the Health Centre.  SC thought that at one point the Albion Street Surgery had tried to obtain the former job centre site to increase their facility. Recently an application had been submitted to convert the former job centre into 3, 2 bed flats on the first floor and a fast food outlet and a general store on the ground floor. 

SC asked for the car park on the Downtown site to be reopened as application 3 was dead in the water so there was no reason that he could see for it to remain closed. Chris was not aware of the details of the licence agreement with Barratts as the land was owned by the council.

RW asked whether the PCT concerns were simply financial or whether there was pressure from different groups, for example, was there similar demand in other areas?    Chris replied that currently the strategy was not clear, the consultation in all areas would define the key elements.  Obviously finance was an issue he said but not the only issue and therefore the key elements would be pursued and decisions taken based on the result of the consultations.

The Chair pointed out that she understood the nurses on the first floor at Albion Street Health Centre are re locating so the problem of space for doctors is eased in the short term. She sought clarification for what was proposed for Canada Water from BL-CQs ( AD).  AD responded that she did not know.  Chris reiterated that it made sense to build a polyclinic as the business model was sound in the longer term.  The service strategy would be looked at post the consultation outcomes.

KW was concerned how this would be pushed forward as, in her opinion,  a surgery was very much needed now in Canada Water. BM was interested to know that when the results were available who would they be shared with?  The Chair added that consultation around the model did not preclude the development of a traditional,  additional surgery at CW. 

Chris said that the PCT needed to take a view based on the whole of Southwark.  The decision taken was for a letter to be sent on behalf of the Forum by the Chair to the PCT.

Action:  Chair to write on behalf of Forum to PCT

Dr Holden from the Surrey Docks Health Centre said that as far as he is aware all surgeries in the area are still taking patients on in both Bermondsey and Rotherhithe.   10,000 additional patients would in his opinion equate to 5 or 6 extra doctors and this could be accommodated in existing practices.  However, he pointed out that all surgeries would only be able to afford to take on additional doctors as patients registered and the number of new patients warranted an extra doctor.

The Chair pointed out that there are physical capacity limitations to each of the existing buildings.  SC highlighted that with additional patients there would also be the need for additional access such as parking and drop off points.  SW said that they would have no objection at this stage in reinstating the proposals on Site E for the Surrey Docks Health Centre should they be requested to do so.

The Chair then thanked the speaker and requested that when the outcomes of the consultation were known that Chris and his colleague Rosemary notify the Forum with a view to making a further presentation to the Forum.

5.  Sites C and E

SW said that there had been little progress other than to resolve a few minor design issues with LBS and liaison with Harmsworth Quays re noise issues. Now under discussion were the S106 monies and the exact amount of social housing agreement.

Decathlon had changed their minds about acceptable trading arrangements whilst Site C was re developed. They have indicated they require a larger temporary building on the site.  This would have huge financial ramifications and impact on the amount of social housing.

RW enquired about proposed polyclinic space on Site E.  If the decision to use this space for residential housing/retail units/ start up business units then his view was that this would increase the financial return.  BM thought that it would be sensible to go ahead ASAP with site C.

SW said that as developers they would welcome the polyclinic on Site E but for Decathlon it was all about high visibility.  They have 20 years left on their lease so the only option open to the LBS would be compulsory purchase but in his opinion this would take a minimum of 2-3 years.

SC said that it appeared that officers were reluctant to commit and were sending out mixed signals. JH said that 70% of the properties planned would be for renting and 30% would be intermediate tenures.  The 3 bedroom flats would be more difficult to sell to the private market and that there was a high proportion of 2 and 3 bed units designated for social housing which made sense.

Site B1 and B2

AD said that B1 (63 dwellings) was nearing completion and was on track for occupation in June.  B2 (178 dwellings) construction had started and the library going through the mobilisation period. 

AD continued that the Site A consultation had been fed back in a report to the architects. At the June or July meeting she would be in a position to discuss this with the Forum.  

BM referring to the public walkway across Site B to the new pedestrian crossing and the tube / bus station. It was being used by lorries etc and was not safe as a route. 

AD said that the temporary access path was in place but that the disabled ramp access had not yet been signed off.  She went on to say that when that and the hoarding were fully erected the path by the waters edge would be closed. The route to Decathlon and SQSC would then be via the new path. IM commented that he had spoken with Anna on the subject. The Chair mentioned that Surrey Quays Road would be close the following weekend and that the signs were already up for this.

AD said that there was a construction meeting scheduled for Tuesday, 12th May.   RW enquired about the business units but AD explained that there was no further update and that LBS had 18 months to take up the option but she did agree to look into it further.  BM added that the completion date for the library would be at the end of 2010.

Site D

RW said that Wimpy had changed their agent but they were still not willing to split the retail space into small units.  Ideas had been put forward such as a dry cleaners, a health spa and an independent cinema.

Mulberry

Andy Snazell, the LFB Borough Commander had notified the Forum that the Mulberry site was being demolished and security fencing erected around the site.  In his opinion there could be some further issues around fly tipping but with the main buildings removed he felt it should go some way to easing some concerns about the fire risk.  The Chair said she had recently spoken with Galliard Homes but as yet there were no plans to implement 07-AP-2806 ( 263 dwellings) .

Surrey Quay Leisure

Hanne Puttonen from Frogmore was not at the meeting but she submitted an updated report to the Forum on the current state of play.  It was agreed that this report would be included in the minutes.

She confirmed that Frogmore have submitted an outline planning application for the redevelopment of the site and that they are waiting for the application to be validated. An update on the submitted proposals would shortly be available on both the Surrey Quays Leisure site (www.surreyquaysleisure.com) and the council’s own website.

Since their last exhibition their project team have been working hard to respond to some of the key concerns raised by the local residents and the relevant stakeholders.  They had included in the final scheme a number of changes in response to the feedback they have received.

The amendments to the scheme include:

Height:  the height of the development was an issue with some of the local residents, particularly residents from Brunswick Quay, who felt that the height of the marker building would cause overshadowing and have an overbearing impact of neighbouring residential properties, thereby affecting privacy.  As a result, the proposed height of the development had been reconsidered and the marker building had been considerably reduced in height from 16 storeys to 10 storeys in order to be more in keeping with the surrounding context and yet still serving the purpose a landmark building at the entrance of the development.

Parking:  This had been a key concern expressed by a number of local residents.  As a result Hanne said that they had decided to increase the number of car parking spaces for the residential element of the scheme by 50 spaces.  However, following a number of discussions with LBS offices and undertaking various surveys, the decision was made to actually reduce the number of car parking spaces for the leisure operators to 350 spaces.  The proposed number of car parking spaces is now in line with Southwark’s aspirations for reducing car useage and sustainability.  They have also increased the provision for cycle storage and disabled car parking within the site in the interests of further promoting the sustainability and inclusivity credentials of the scheme.

Hanne went on to explain that whilst the submitted proposal was for an outline application, detail on the northern elevation facing the printworks had been included as part of the planning application in order to demonstrate that any impacts of noise could adequately be mitigated.

She then said that she would keep the Forum informed as to the progress of the application and said that if any members would like further information on the proposals they should access their website or contact Azizun Choudhury at azizun.choudhury@four communications.com or 0870 066 8734.  She advised that one could also comment on the proposals via the website:  www.surreyquaysleisure.com
Downtown

SC recapped on the history of Downtown regarding planning applications and the judicial review of 2006.  Hazel Blears department advised the judicial review of their decision but the council themselves were not advised.  Hence nor were the community who asked for a deferral.  The 44 conditions imposed had been signed off so lawyers became involved with the pre action protocol, as the law had been broken.  Nick Stanton , leader of Southwark Council, had at that stage taken over from CPN due to a conflict of interest.  Since that time there had been no response.  However, special permission had been granted to Barratts to cut down a large number of mature trees despite the fact that birds were nesting.

The 44 conditions had still not been met and this included the Health Centre, the Bat Survey amongst other key points.  For 2 weeks the developers continued to chop down the trees.  Eventually by public intervention they were forced to get off the land.  By the time a further survey was undertaken on the birdlife many of the birds had left due to disturbance.  This put pressure on the woodland bio-diversity.

Over 100 trees had been massacred in 2 days.

There were 4 major reasons why they were deemed to have acted illegally.  The lst was impinging on social housing, the 2nd increasing downtown, the 3rd was a small but important technical error and the fourth, that despite many requests there was no sight of the multi-modal study particularly the provision of the data showing how it works.

Application 4 had advised Barratts to spend more time in the area to benefit now and in the future.  Now the Scrutiny Committee will go through the 14,500 people statement.  At no stage was the reprovision of the community hall mentioned.

It was obvious that despite the outcome the site could not be returned to its original state.  He then went on to say that the hoarding was an eyesore and that behind the hoarding is a trash site.  Moving on he said that many in the community were asking for the car park to be reinstated and commented that Sure Start children go through the car park.

Finally he said that the comments on the council website regarding actions taken had only antagonised the community further.  BM said that the ombudsman even if he or she awarded the maximum charge which he believed to be £10,000 was actually peanuts in monetary terms for the developers.

The Chair said that this apparent misconduct needed close scrutiny.

8.  Any Other Business

The Chair raised the planning application (09-AP-0553) for the former job centre in Albion Street.  The proposal was for 3, 2 bed  residential units on the 1st. floor, and a 12 hour a day takeaway, and 14 hour a day supermarket.  She explained that the Albion Street Surgery, led by Dr Otty had called a meeting with the local residents to express their concern particularly over the proposed takeaway.  This was a well attended meeting and over 40 people had sent individual letters to LBS expressing their objections.  

Objections focused on the take away location next to a health centre and directly opposite a primary school which already has a significant number of children eligible for free school meals and poor health, noise from extractor fans, parking, rubbish collection to name but a few.  An example of an objection letter was handed out to those in agreement for them to submit individually with their own reasons for objecting.

SC said that the majority of people could not understand why the job centre had been removed from an area of deprivation.  The nearest one now was at London Bridge which for the majority of the unemployed would be costly even in terms of fares.

It was agreed that the Chair would write a letter to the Planning Department on behalf of CWCF. 

Action:  Chair to write to Planning Department with objections to take-away outlet in Albion Street in old job centre.

KW reminded those present that the Surrey Docks Farm had an event the following Saturday ‘Leap into Spring’.

The following was not outlined at the meeting but an email was received from Julie Dixon, a TfL speaker 30/3/09. She had been asked a couple of questions which she was unable to answer at the time so for those who raised the questions here follows her response:

UPDATE FROM JULIE DIXON TfL 

Referring to Crystal Bridge she confirmed that the project is Rotherhithe New Road which is due to open in June.  She was also asked about the distance between the bollards on Cope Street which they had recently re-opened as there appeared to be an issue that these were too close together.  However the response is that these bollards have been constructed as directed by the LBS.  She also offered to present to CWCF again in December or January when they have started test running and have a better idea of the opening dates for the East London Line.

The Chair then thanked everyone for their participation and the meeting was closed.

Date of Next Meeting:     Monday, 15th June 2009      
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