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1. WELCOME & APOLOGIES:

PA welcomed everyone.  

2. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING (14/11/05):

The Minutes of the previous meeting had been circulated and an error had been noted.  The number of flats given for Site C (page 5 para. one) was in fact 650 and not 290 as erroneously stated.   AD felt that the reference to BL-Canada Quays not consulting with Conrad Phoenix regarding the location of the swimming pool on their land was badly phrased.  SW did not agree.  He said the Minute correctly recorded his comment and his position had not changed.  Whilst it appeared that discussions may have been ongoing since the masterplan was published, SW maintained that he had not been party to any negotiations before announcement of the pool’s location.  

Proposed:
Brian Hodge

Seconded:
Kath Whittam


Agreed
3. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES (14/11/05 ACTION POINTS): 
BLCanada Quays 
See AD’s note attached

Mellish Fields

See NR’s note attached


Education:
Statistical data showing how many primary school children currently living on the peninsula were actually being schooled elsewhere and vice versa will be available 16/1/06 meeting. Still outstanding.  MS to attend a future Forum to provide update

Transport:
SP reported that the ‘brief’ had been prepared and would go to Community Council in February.  SP was reluctant to delay it any further and he agreed to circulate CWCF for comments.


Kendal Mackay’s report was awaited.

Community Strategy 
Due to consultation expiry just prior to Christmas,  PA had submitted a response on behalf of the CWCF.

Youth facilities: 
PA felt this to be a very important aspect.  SP had prepared a brief paper (rather than a formal report) which has been circulated to the Executive in draft.  Once agreed, the report will formally be circulated more widely.

Downtown:
Notification of the Appeal date was awaited but it was expected to be around 24th April.  

Mulberry:
The Appeal was also dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate

Site C:
No plans submitted as yet.

Site E:
SW was asked the current position following dismissal of their Appeal?  He advised that nothing has been done as Conrad Phoenix are awaiting the Inspector’s full report (expected February/March 06). 

Future of Forum:
Funding is due to expire March 06.  Bob Muid to prepare report for discussion.

BH took the opportunity of reminding the CWCF and the community that following representations from the local community and the Forum, Appeals on Sites E and Mulberry had both failed. (Downtown application refused and awaiting Appeal).  The key points were unacceptable heights, densities and design.  BH felt that design was key and it demonstrated that the community, Harmsworth Quays, Southwark Council and CWCF were right to object.  

4. BUILT ENVIRONMENT:

Hilary Satchwell, is a local resident and member of the CWC Planning Group who is a director of local firm of Architects.  HS kindly agreed to make a presentation to the CWCF/community to help their understanding of what ‘Built Environment’ and other jargon actually mean.  HS’s first asked what makes a successful space?  She felt it was the buildings, the spaces in-between, their uses and facilities – in other words,  the places created needed to really work for those living there.  HS felt that there were 7 key elements to good urban design and these could virtually always be used to determine whether or not a scheme was good, ie:

· Character: somewhere that feels special and you know exactly where you are.

· Continuity and enclosure: street that have a ‘strong edge’ and has a relationship with the street (a good example would be Coin Street).
· Quality of public realm: these are the spaces in-between buildings.  They could be formal open squares or just streets, spaces, front gardens.  Ideally an area for play or simple recreation and relaxing that appeals to different age ranges, cultures, etc but something that appeals to all of the community.  Using good materials, whilst costly at the outset, play an important part in ensuring that the area remains attractive and free from neglect and disrepair. 

· Ease of movement:
good access which enables people to get where they want to easily, in particular by foot.  The second priority would be for cyclists and those using public transport and thirdly car users.  Having said that, HS did stress that although not to be encouraged, there are many reasons why car usage is necessary (elderly, disabled, weekly shop) and it is important that access routes work well.

· Legibility: a clear idea of where roads, pathways, etc are leading, ie Canada Water’s blue glow is an attractive feature which highlights the route to be taken for the underground station.

· Adaptability: this can be hard to achieve in a new development.  Over time, buildings that can be adapted to changing usage work best, ie designing a building only available for one use and one set of owners is a wasted opportunity.  

· Diversity: the type of building, type of use, different environments and endeavour to create a mix so that not all buildings and spaces look the same.  Public art, heritage, community references should be included. 

Having stressed the importance of the above factors, HS said it was often complex to apply these factors!

However, in essence, HS felt that these ‘rules’ could be applied to all levels and scale of development.  She had identified some case studies (outside of Southwark) where the development demonstrated the success of the above principles and Coin Street, SE1 (situated between the Oxo Tower and the South Bank) was an example of good urban design.  The development was run by a Housing Association with buildings which were not particularly modern architecture and appeared to be a maximum of 5 storeys in height.  Coin Street sits between Tower blocks, early Victorian terraces housing, next to the modern South Bank complex with a river frontage and has great character and good quality of public realm.  The development contains clearly defined streets, (continuity and enclosure) good access routes (ease of movement) and also has private courtyard gardens for residents to share that are not for the public.  The houses have good front doors and a front garden with areas for bins, meters, etc being well designed and good threshold spaces.  It also has good legibility with retail, commercial units, offices and corner shops sitting well with tall buildings at it’s edge.  The homes have generous floor-ceiling heights and this makes future adaptability possible.  Buildings with low ceilings do not adapt well.  The mix of units, large family houses, shops, a community facility and vacant block that will provide a future IT training facility all make for good diversity.

HS then spoke in greater detail about ‘density’ and tried to demonstrate that it need not bring concerns and fears as density alone does not tell you if a scheme is good or bad.  Good design is the essential component.  All units need to have privacy with more than one window (north facing windows are far from good).  It is better to have units split into smaller sections rather than large numbers of tenants using one or two entrances.  More entrances encourage neighbours to meet and socialise and this in turn brings about better security and more community cohesion. Ideally public routes should have good lighting and be overlooked.  Small sections bounded by iron railings can look good.

HS closed by again saying that the above criteria can be applied to new developments.  BD felt that density was a problem and he wanted to see the heritage of Canada Water and the surrounding area reflected.  He felt it was a very important that everyone was aware of the area’s history and should build on this feature.  HS fully agreed – she referred in particular to the sculpture on Stave Hill which clearly lays out the docks and how unique the area was.  A gentlemen was very concerned about density and was not convinced it was bad as he felt too many residents in close proximity was not feasible.  Len Hatch pointed out that one of the reasons Coin Street worked so well was because a whole community (from Southwark and Lambeth) moved their as one unit – this included a large existing nucleus of families.  HS agreed that this was a key feature but the good design meant that they enjoyed living there too.  Steve Cornish expressed concerns regarding density, in particular, Downtown with 7 blocks on what small plot which are approximately 10ft apart.  In addition, he felt undercroft parking encouraged crime and he would prefer to see all car parking at ground level.  

HS cited a number of reference guides that she felt would be helpful (please contact JR for assistance or information on sourcing these publications). HS advised that having studied the plans, she was of the opinion that permission would be refused.  SC sited the demolition of the Bonamy Estate which was then rebuilt but residents were still keen to move away.  HS agreed that social problems need addressing – the correct design can help make improvements.  SC said local people want their children to live in the area but by not addressing the transport problems, the situation will continue to deteriorate.  Severe problems already exist and another 7,000+ residents are predicted.  

PA thanked HS for her excellent presentation which had given CWCF members and the audience a good deal of food for thought.  The key points will be useful in determining the merits of the planning applications for Sites A & B.

5. SITES A & B:

5.1 New Library at Canada Water 
Adrian Whittle (Head of Libraries) gave an outline of how the new library might operate and what it is likely to contain.  The building is will be modern and of an interesting design but what happens inside is as important as how it looks.  He stressed it would contain books and lots of them!   It will also contain other features and innovative ideas to make it a place that is well used by the community throughout the day.  

A large IT facility with plenty of staff on hand to assist with research and provide information.  Self-service systems for withdrawing and returning books will enable many more staff to be available to offer assistance.  The reference section will not contain large numbers of material as this can be sourced via computers which allows more than one person to read a particular item – this again frees up space, time and staff.

Meeting rooms will be available and there will be a voluntary sector presence.  It is hoped that a café will encourage visitors to spend more time at the library and toilets will be available.

AW was previously involved with Newham Library and had first hand experience of how a new revitalised library can be the anchor in any regeneration scheme.   Adrian was keen to consult widely to hear views from the community and was happy to attend future CWCF meetings.  In addition, there would be focus group meetings, questionnaires, consultation (with young people in particular) and, of course, current users.   

PA felt that libraries were landmark buildings and the hub of any community.  KW asked whether Southwark Libraries were happy with the amount of space allocated for the new library and Adrian agreed that it was a good size.  Barry Mason (Southwark Cyclists) said that Greenwich Council’s heritage centre at Woolwich was very large and a big local resource which was a major feature of the area.  BD agreed that local heritage should play a large part and he felt the Millwall Dock Museum was an excellent idea that could be adopted at Canada Water.  HS asked when the library might be delivered and KW advised that she had been given a date of 3-4 years.  SP gave an anticipated timescale of 2008 and agreed to revert/circulate details.  Stephanie Lodge (Southwark Friends of the Earth) asked whether the library would be designed to assist blind and partially-sighted users and AW said that the building specification will ‘a requirement to make it fully accessible’.  AW offered to provide examples of how Tower Hamlets’ library had helped visually impaired visitors.  In response to SC’s question as to how it’s size compared to Albion Street (Rotherhithe) Library, AW advised that it was approx. four times the size and only a small library when compared to that proposed for Canada Water.  A member of the floor asked what would happen to Albion Street?  Having heard of the many benefits that a library can bring for an area, it was worrying to think what could happen if a library was lost.  AW advised that no decision had yet been taken and that over the next two years, consideration would be given.  BD hoped that something could be done for the Albion Street area as it needed all the help it could get.  AW advised that consultation regarding the library is likely to commence within the next few months and he would come back to CWCF for their comments too.  BH asked that consultation on the new library should also include and take account of plans for the old (Albion Street) library.  He stressed that the local economy could not take further erosion/decline. 
5.2 Sites A&B

AD introduced Phil de Yong (P) of Ove Arup – Transport and Sam Hine (SH).  Consultation was underway for three planning applications submitted in late December 05.  A member of the floor expressed concern regarding  a Libdem newsletter which had referred to the ‘plan being agreed’.  Notices had been placed on sights around the area and many were unsure as to who exactly had been consulted.  CWCF advised that the masterplan does not actually have any planning status at present – an agreement of the outline planning has been agreed.  BD advised that some of those living on the Canada Estate had received up to eight letters per household.  BM advised that the supporting planning documentation was still not yet accessible via the Canadawater-southwark.com website (BL-Canada Quays/Southwark Council).  Even more worrying, it did not appear to have been updated since May 2005.  BM urged everyone to visit Canada Water Campaign’s website (www.canadawater.org) to access the planning documentation; the entire brief was not posted as the documents had been condensed to save time/capacity.  AD advised that there had been problems in updating information and it was being worked on.  PA expressed disappointed after all these years, current information has been difficult to access.  Having said that , glossies and CD roms were available at Time & Talents.  In addition, as current information was not available on Southwark’s website, CWC had circulated their networks notifying them that details were available on the CWC website.  PA advised that on Monday alone, the CWC website had received 100 visits.   In general discussion, members of the floor commented that the plans appeared to be different from the original (winning) design, the development was much larger than the heights of existing buildings and that the diagrams appeared misleading.  BL-CQ responded by saying that the plans were accurate with regard to height and the visual assessments correctly show building mass, etc.  They further commented that they planned 2 x 10. 1 x 7 and 1 x 8 storey buildings.  A member of the audience again said that diagrams for Needleman Street were misleading as this looked like a 10 storey building, up close to the edge of the road, facing a 4 x storey block.  Whilst BL-CQ confirmed that the drawing were quite correct, it was again stressed that the plans were misleading and ‘anything could be done with angles’.  
GO asked whether the planning applications were solely for Sites A&B and BL-CQ said that they were.  He went on to say that it was incumbent upon landowners responsible for other sites to make their own assessment of the planning applications.  Len Hatch was very concerned about the high density and the potential for creating a weekend wilderness.  He also referred  to the London Plan and the strict provisions for landscaping, play areas, etc to compensate – he felt that the present planning applications would create canyons.  He felt that there had been a desire to mislead local people/Southwark Council.  SC referred to claims regarding a ‘large public space’ and many agreed that this parcel of land was in fact ‘tiny’ and could in no way be classified as a park.  PA advised that the supporting documentation available at T&T was sizeable (16 volumes in all) and anyone wishing to have a CD could obtain one from Jackie or, alternatively, visit the Canada Water Campaign website.
SH advised that the application identified buildings for use by the community and that there was a need for a variety of potential uses.  BL-CQ were asked why so few 2-3 bedroom properties in the 35% social housing allocation?  It was indicated that a proportion would be shared, mixed, council (30%) and social (70%).  SC asked whether provision for school places and doctors had been taken into account?  He said that the Surrey Quays area (along with the national picture) had huge shortages and couldn’t cope with existing demand  how would it manage with a 40% increase in population?  SH advised that BL-CQ were in discussions with the PCT.  He said the doctor’s conclusion suggested that there is some capacity.  BH asked again whether the PCT had actually said that there was spare capacity?  SH said that they had and AD further advised that the two groups were involved in ongoing discussions.  BH referred to the PCT’s topic paper and their attendance at the May 2005 Forum.  At that time they had advised that the area was currently 2 ½ doctors under-staffed and if the population were to increase by 5,000 as predicted, a further 2 doctors would be required to cope.  Therefore, the area would in fact be 4 ½ under-resourced.  AD referred to a recent mapping exercise that may have used different bases.  BH said that the CWCF would be grateful to learn how the mapping exercise was carried out.  Bob Muid (BM) asked for clarification of the heights of the two towers proposed for the site – the diagrams appeared to show a tower on top of a 9 x storey block.  AD referred to the previous masterplan which had proposed a 16 x storey tower and following discussions with the planning department, it will not now be a tower.  GO asked whether a collective view had been taken with regard to transport issues on Lower Road?  BL-CQ advised that they had prepared a study/options for Lower Road and there was some scope for small level improvements.  GO asked whether this information was public knowledge and whether any schemes would be implanted given the construction planned?  AD advised that this information was currently with Southwark Council.  JG queried when the voluntary sector/community would know what areas have been allocated for voluntary use?  She had seen the Mezzanine Scheme in operation and felt that although an excellent idea for some, it would not work here.  JG expressed concern that a future presence could be lost in the plans and she asked for an indication of the square metre allocation.  BL-CQ would provide details.  

With regard to Site B, the entrance to the underground station appeared to have been moved.  BL-CQ said that the entrance would remain in it’s current location, although there may be some change.  A resident of Woodland Crescent asked whether a 1 x 10 storey tower was planned for Site A.  SH advised that Site A would contain a 10 storey tower, and another 10 storey tower would be located on Site B overlooking the Albion Channel.  A member of the audience asked whether BL-CQ had considered the impact on schools caused by 800 new residents. BL-CQ advised that they do not expect this number to cause any problems as they have been advised that there is spare capacity, however, this was under discussion with Southwark Planning.  The floor asked whether this was because most of the units were not designed for families?  Discussions were taking place with Southwark Council (Education Dept.) as to the available capacity.  BD said the local people he represents were hoping for 3 or 4 bedroom properties and he stressed that this was the way to create a sustainable community.  He again said that they want people to stay in area and 1 and 2 bedrooms are insufficient for family units.  PA fully endorsed BD’s comments.  She felt that families make a community and people renting one bedroom units may bring social problems which skews the population.  Concern was expressed about the proposal to build so closely to the bus terminal, underground station and a very busy road.  It was noted that 4 buses an hour throughout the night produce high levels of pollution and noise from constantly accelerating and breaking.  Someone said that .6 and .7 car parking units will be insufficient and would inevitably lead to parking on residential streets.  It was again highlighted that the Jubilee Line has insufficient capacity to cope with present levels (even with additional carriages).  The East London Line (ELL) upgrade promotional material refers to additional numbers of passengers previously destined to transfer at London Bridge now being able to use Canada Water – how will the Jubilee Line cope with further demand due to come on line around 2010?  PA asked what the term ‘stacked housing’ meant for a section on Site A as she was concerned that the application wording of 596 ‘flats’ could be incorrect?  PA asked whether the houses were townhouses or masionettes and AD advised that the houses could be classified as masionettes.
A member of the floor enquired about the replacement underground station entrance/exit on Site A[3]and BL-CQ advised that this would be ‘re-provided’ within the new building and the public realm has been changed to include a new entrance.  Although Jeremy Simons (JS) was not able to go through every page of the planning application, he expressed concern at the number of sq. metres per unit (?74) and the number of 1 x bedroom flats.  He was disappointed to see so few 3 bedroom units and it seemed that the common areas were reduced and that rooms sizes were small.  Kitchens did not appear to be separate and he feared more pied a terres/2nd homes with no family accommodation.  He too asked for clarification of ‘stacked housing’ of which there are 55 and he was unsure if this would confirm with the Canada Water’s SPG.  Needleman Street looks to be 8 and 10 stories in places with the building frontages immediately at the pavement edge (in contrast to Woodland Crescent and Basque Court opposite which are set back) and he felt this would create a canyon and wind issues.  He felt the density was too high and it constituted over-development on the two sites
The subject of the ES comments on Air quality was raised (58.9) and in particular the effect of dust created “ ….. only a small proportion will be fine which can enter human ….”.  This dust will particularly effect Swan Road, Woodland Crescent and anyone living, walking or working nearby.  BH pointed out that the area has one of the highest respiratory health rates anywhere in London and air pollution would be exacerbated during construction.   As documented at previous CWCF meetings, the area (Rotherhithe) suffers a much higher degree of pollution than the national rate.  He felt it could not be dismissed as if it did not matter and the community needed to know what steps during development of the two sites will be taken to minimise the health risk.    In addition, BH said the proposals for parking were inadequate and the new residents would end up parking in nearby square and closes.  He felt this issue should be dealt with at the planning stage to prevent the adverse knock on effect of insufficient parking.  BM cited current levels of pollution from car emissions and a member of the public said people should be forced onto public transport.  Whilst many agreed with the theory, congestion at exit and egress points (for buses) and on the Jubilee Line cannot solve existing demand.  JH said that other areas of London have higher levels of cars with huge queues belching out fumes but they don’t have our levels of pollution – it was not just about car volume.  In fact, JH said modern cars are quite clean and it was the buses, taxis, etc which were the problem.  Other factors such as the incinerator in Deptford all affect the situation.  
BL-CQ felt that there was no significant health risk to anyone and they were happy to arrange to discuss this issue in detail.  The question was again asked whether the area was safe and BL-CQ said that the conclusion of their investigation said that it would be.  BH said that for some, it would have a significant effect and that he was very disappointed that BL-CQ have submitted outline planning applications where the community and Southwark Council are being asked to improve densities and buildings.  The Planning Inspector and Hilary Satchwell’s briefing all refer to good design being crucial and the suggestion to go for an 18 x storey tower is wrong.  BH said it was wrong to get people to agree to development without seeing design proposals or showing details.  He said blind faith does not work.  BL-CQ said densities were in line with SPG guidance, ie 700 rooms per hectare.

BL-CQ advised that their outline had undergone extensive consideration with Southwark Council and it allowed them to deliver development of a large area in a co-ordinated way.  It was hoped that by using different architects, different styles would emerge that would benefit the area.  BH said current plans would not bring any benefit.  SP said that details would be submitted shortly.  BH was unhappy that the community were being asked to sign up to the highest level of 700 units without being able to judge the design.  JH asked whether this level was in compliance with the SPG?  The Planning Statement refers to ‘non-residential uses in accordance with Southwark PCT’ and JH asked for clarification.   I698 habitable rooms per hectare equalled 11,300 sq. metres meaning that 50% of the site was non-residential and would include the new library, council officers and retail.  JH felt the reality was that a huge number of units were crammed on to a very small site and appeared massively higher than 698.  She commented that some might say it could be construed as ‘cooking the books’.  To clarify the situation, JH asked for an explanation of the true density – she felt the planning outline was not honest or accurate and to use the library, council offices, etc was an attempt to bring down the ratio.
BL-CQ felt that there was no significant health risk to anyone and they were happy to arrange to discuss this issue in detail.  The question was again asked whether the area was safe and BL-CQ said that the conclusion of their investigation said that it would be.  BH said that for some, it would have a significant effect and that he was very disappointed that BL-CQ have submitted outline planning applications where the community and Southwark Council are being asked to improve densities and buildings.  The Planning Inspector and Hilary Satchwell’s briefing all refer to good design being crucial and the suggestion to go for an 18 x storey tower is wrong.  BH said it was wrong to get people to agree to development without seeing design proposals or showing details.  He said blind faith does not work.  BL-CQ said densities were in line with SPG guidance, ie 700 rooms per hectare.  It appeared that 225 sq. metres had been allocated for council use and BH asked which offices would be sited there?  CWCF were informed that Cherry Garden and Abbeyfield have now merged and Rotherhithe Housing.  PRESUMABLY THIS MEAN THEY WILL BE  USING THE SPACE earmarked on Site B[2] - to be clarified/confirmed.  BH said that part of any transport assessment should look at the impact of parking and a multi-modal study is sadly missed.  BL-CQ responded by saying that car parking allocation will be in accordance with Council recommendations.  It was again stressed that car users will simply park on residential streets if inadequate parking is not provided – they will never solely rely on public transport.  BL-CQ again stressed that they were following Council guidelines in an effort to reduce car usage and encourage public transport and that if there was no provision, people would have to use buses or tubes.  Again, the audience said this type of policy would not stop people using cars and BL-CQ replied by saying that those buying homes on the sites would be fully aware there was no parking provision.  BH said that there was no mentioned in the documentation about the problem of increased parking on residential roads
BH referred to commuter and locals using Canada Street and Quebec Way for parking because they are one of the only non-controlled roads in close proximity to the tube.  Lack of parking for Sites A and B and double yellow lines on Surrey Quays Road will exacerbate the situation.  In response BL-CQ said that they felt it unnecessary to include large amounts of parking as the site was so well served by public transport and does not require parking on site.  BH suggested that they spend a week travelling between CW and Chiltern via public transport.  BH said that the Environmental Statement did not appear take into account the cumulative effect of other developments.  BL replied that no account had been taken because the population growth on those sites would not exceed 50,000.  BH reminded everyone that large scale development was also planned for Stratford, Millennium Quay, Canary Wharf, Lewisham, Greenwich, Silvertown, etc.  BL-CQ said that the ES (Environmental Statement) would not be expected to consider these developments as best practice.
Finally, BH asked that formal thanks be given to Anna Devlet of BL-CQ for supplying glossies and cd roms for the community which were available at Time & Talents.  He had gone through the 16 volumes of documentation and had some worrying comments.   BH said that the SPG has been ‘challenged’ and he asked BL-CQ to elaborate?  He said that the SPG was a crucial document and necessary for the redevelopment of Canada Water.  SP advised that this document had been ‘challenged by other sites – not A or B’.    BH said that page 17 of the SPG, says that the area is unsuitable for tall buildings over 30 metres and he asked whether the 10 x storey building proposed would be 30 metres?  BL-CQ responded by saying that wording refers to ’35 metres from ground level may change’.  BH asked again whether or not it is 30 metres in compliance with the SPG or is the planning document incorrect?  BL-CQ said that the height was above ground level and BH surmised that this meant they were proposing a building of 35 metres.  
BH asked where retail would be sited on Site B given that the area outside Surrey Quays Shopping site has 60,000 sq. metes?  The original proposal did not contain retail on this site.  BL-CQ said it was part of a strategy to introduce activity to the area.
CIDU:

Abdullah Mohammed (AM) of Southwark Council’s Community Involvement Development Unit had been asked by Cllr Hook to look at what other Forums in the Borough currently exist and how they work.  AM felt that there were many available but some had a weakness in their connection and he was keen to see how the governance worked.  He suggested community forums could act as an ‘umbrella group’, ie faith, information sharing, etc.  AM felt societies were difficult to define and were less flexible and often concentrating on local history or conservation of an area only.   He suggested talking to existing groups currently in place such as the voluntary sector, youth forum, faith groups and linking in with these other networks will make it truly representative.   Define what area is covered, eg Walworth Triangle focuses on that area and local groups and residents shape it’s ownership.  Southwark Volunteers’ Active Citizens and other units from within Southwark Council can offer support.  AM offered to provide a note of his briefing and PA thanked him very much for attending the Forum (at very short notice).
7. FUTURE OF THE FORUM

Bob Muid had been co-opted on to the CWCF in 2005 to look at the future of the Forum beyond March 2006.  

Terms of Reference:  He began his presentation by outlining how CWCF is structured and what purpose it serves.  BM found that most of the participants consider the Forum to have been a successful, independent body. Its terms of reference were to “promote, secure and implement a programme of sustainable development for the Rotherhithe Peninsula” not just for Canada Water.  Council Tenant, Private Resident Sector, Business and Voluntary Sector reps (2 each) are elected to the posts.  Canada Water Campaign has 3 representatives and Landowners have 4.  Faith (1) is currently under review.  This composition makes the Group different as it is not just about residents.  There is currently space for 2 youth representatives and CWCF plans to recruit the local young people through the Rotherhithe Youth forum.  In addition, the preferred Master Developer is also included.

Responsibilities:
Primarily to disseminate information and in this it has succeeded.  CWC website (www.canadawater.org) has been the only site that has included up to date information on the various sites.  In addition, posters, newsletters, mailouts and email keep in regular contact and answer queries.  CWCF were actively involved in drawing up the Master Developer Brief (MDB) and produced the 9 topic papers which accompany that Brief.  BM said that CWCF had endeavoured to take onboard the views of all those who wished to comment.  Many had sent feedback via the website and this had been passed on to CWCF.  He stressed that an integral part of the process is access to council officers. 

Before CWCF’s format can be changed, it would require agreement by two-thirds of the membership, ie Community Group (10), Landowners (4) and LBS and, in addition, an Extraordinary meeting should be called giving 28 days’ notice.  

With regard to creating a Society, BM advised that such groups in Camberwell and Dulwich require a subscription fee (£8-£15) and, as such, tend to be exclusive, whereas the Forum is free to any Southwark resident or organisation. Charging to become a member would alienate a large percentage of the local community who are not well off.  

BM showed BL-CQ’s original 2003 proposals which won the competition and then the latest plans submitted for Sites A&B.  He felt that the latest proposals seemed to be more like Southwark’s original 2000 scheme which the community had totally rejected. The current proposals have reverted to considerably higher rise than the original BL-CQ plans. However, the local community had put it’s faith in CWCF to keep monitoring the proposals, as the Forum had done successfully for the past 4 years. BM felt there was a duty to the community and all those living and working here for the CWCF to continue to be involved in the process.  

During the early years of the LDDC the local community had fought for a much more sensitive and sympathetic development of the peninsula and successfully achieved a unique suburban area between Canary Wharf and Tower Bridge and local people really liked living here. BM had spoken to a number of existing and previous members of CWCF and they all felt that the process has only just begun and many wanted to see something more akin to the original BL-CQ plans rather than those currently proposed.  

To conclude, it was felt that the CWCF had performed well over the past few years but that there was still far more to be done. As an independent body with representatives from all areas of the community it was well suited to continue to monitor developments on the peninsula and keep residents and businesses informed.  
A Q&A sessions followed:

Cllr Jeff Hook (who represents Rotherhithe ward where Sites A & B are situated) asked how it was funded?

BM said that the CWCF itself is not actually funded but that the Admin. Co-ordinator’s (Jackie  Rose) post is supported. PA advised that LBS had funded the post for 3 years and current funding by BL-CQ/Southwark was due to end 31/3/06. However, both LBS and BL-CQ appear to rely on Jackie Rose to disseminate information on their behalf. LBS does not fund the CWC website and everyone else gives of their time voluntarily.
CLH asked how the post would be funded beyond March?

BM advised that this was dependent on Southwark Council and BL/CQ and should both not wish to continue it would cease
CLH said he was not surprised given the ‘cross examination’ they receive and why would they want to fund it?  CIDU were looking at alternative funding but this may not include developers.

BM replied that the idea was that the developers be included; PA said the purpose was to ‘debate’ and not necessarily be in opposition.   It was further pointed out that Slough Estates, Tesco and Conrad Phoenix are also engaged and the Forum is the custodian of the Topic Papers and MDB for the area.  JH said she found CLH’s comments disappointing and was surprised to hear that consultation is fine just as long as it is compliant and not uncomfortable.  

CWCF has been going for 5 years and there is still a long way to go. The forum does encourage debate but those who attend the meetings see this as healthy and ask questions. That is proper consultation and dissemination of information. The current plan has been modified again from the one that went to public exhibition. If the Forum were to be replaced – what would you put in its place?   It was difficult to find an alternative as the process is really just beginning and lots of issues remain.  JH was pleased that even though there had been differences of opinion, all the landowners continue to attend CWCF and answer questions.  JH felt as a means of consultation the Forum worked well and it was not just a compliant system.  AD commented that BL-CQ have undertaken their own consultation work outside CWCF within the community and hoped that this would continue. 

PA asked how the community would get a broader view if BL-CQ were only engaging with individual groups?

CLH said it was not the intention to wind up the Forum but merely a suggestion that CIDU look at including more groups of those not represented.  

PA referred to the topic papers and the format of inviting the relevant expert speakers to brief CWCF (i.e. PCT, Southwark Education, Enterprise, Library, etc).  All these speakers are considering the impact of the CW scheme on them.  It was noted that all of the speakers have expressed their grateful thanks for being made aware of what will be happening and repercussions it may have.  BM stated that these experts in their field were actively sought by the Forum as part of the drive to inform and stimulate debate.

Lisa Hollamby had to leave but wanted it noted that she (on behalf of Harmsworth Quays) supported CWCF.

JG asked whether BL-CQ would cease funding from 31/3/06?

AD advised BL-CQ ‘were taking a lead from Southwark’ with the potential of month by month funding.

(It was pointed out that there is a proviso to give JR three months’ notice).

GO commented that the CWCF were now at an important stage and there was no reason for being restricted to a month on month basis as opposed to making it annually.  AD again said that BL-CQ were taking a lead from Southwark officers but said that they had not made a decision ‘not to fund’.

Kath Whittam (KW) asked whether the ODPM provide funding?

PA advised that the role does not fit the criteria.

JH said that the amount involved was ‘miniscule’ in the overall budget for the area it covers.  CWCF engage with the people actually living and working here and do not receive large sums given what they pay to LBS.  SP said that no one wished to criticise the work of the Forum but it had reached a point where funding stops and LBS would be negligent if they did not look at the constitution and see whether there could be contribution from other places.  In addition, it seemed sensible to review the situation as funding is an issue.

BH stressed that any review should start with an objective in mind.  Would there have been the consultation which has created changes and involved local people without the Forum?  There has been lots of consultation and CWCF have consistently said that this should be wider and include a Design Panel.  It does need a broader view (not just that of officers).  Planning Inspectors have supported CWCF’s objections and BH felt that the CWCF was in fact a ‘gem of a model’ and in line with PPS 6.  It was a vehicle that could engage with landowners, employers, etc work together – and something that could be used for town centre management.  BH felt that the area made a substantial input to LBS but he also said that if other landowners were to make a contribution, it would demonstrate real representation.  The site was unique and local people have a lot of pride in the area.  He stressed that CWCF and the community were not saying NO to everything but they did not want just any development foisted on them.  The project will take at last 10 years and it has taken 2 years for applications on Sites A & B to be submitted and more applications for other sites also need to be considered carefully.  CWCF is the one place local people can come and have their say and there is a need for the Forum role to run for five years and create greater involvement.  BH said that the Forum had argued long and hard for youth representation and had long been told by officers it was too difficult.  

Someone suggested a small working group be formed and invite CIDU to assist with looking at other funding and possibly getting involved with the Active Citizens project.

CLH said that the development of CW will impact on a far wider area than just the peninsula and council tenants should be consulted. (Council tenants already have two representatives on the Forum although they aren’t always present at the meetings) CLH felt that its influence should extend to the whole of Rotherhithe Community Council area.  He did not want to stop the good work being done but was keen to involve more groups to ensure that BL-CQ consulted far and wide.  BM said that with such an open forum as CWCF people can come from all over the Borough and have their say – it is inclusive. (It should be noted that the LBS website for Canada Water does not currently advertise CWCF meetings nor does it have an active link to www.canadawater.org – the CWC website, where forum meetings are advertised). 

BH was not pleased that those who do not bother to attend can suggest that CWCF is elitist.  CLH urged CWCF to look at funding and development in conjunction with Active Citizens.

JH highlighted the reality of living on a building site for approximately 10 years and the problems it will bring.

CLH said that traffic congestion effects everyone.

Len Hatch felt that the developers/Southwark Council were in effect trying to split the community and he questioned the integrity of Southwark Council.  

GO felt the role of the Forum should be extended and that funding should continue until the development reaches a conclusion.   BL-CQ are clearly taking direction from Southwark officers – is it their wish that CWCF is terminated?

SP said that they have had to make budget cuts and CLH said alternative sources of funding would need to be found and that it was a question of restructuring. PA said it was unfortunate if CWCF lost it’s independence and it wasn’t just about the numbers that came to the Forum or the consultation workshops.  She further went on to say that the RCC covers a large geographic area.  The community representation alone has 10 members with various skills and expertise related to the work of the Forum.  Debating planning applications needs to be undertaken by people who can understand the issues.  Either BL-CQ or others need to become involved so that we can at least take matters through until September with some certainty.

JH said that the post should be secured for the future.  JG suggested looking at other sources of funding and a small working group could look at others putting funding in place. PA said there are already 5 groups involved.  Spencer Whitworth (SW) agreed.  BL-CQ have obligations to continue funding until the Masterplan proposals have gained weight and planning terms for Sites A&B and the public realm are delivered.  He felt BL-CQ had an obligation to continue beyond March.  He was happy to talk to Slough/Tesco and other developers in private regarding the possibilities.  He was not opposed to making a contribution.  He went on to say that he felt JR and CWCF were exemplary.  He felt independence was important and his only concern was that outside observers may not recognise the independence.  

A show of hands was taken and 9 voting members wanted to see the Forum continue.

It was agreed that a task group be formed with immediate effect to look at possible funding.

JH proposed a Motion that Southwark Council work to investigate funding for the current post if BL-Canada Quays can no longer fund it and that it should remain an independent body.

Proposed:
Janet Hodge

Seconded:
Kath Whittam

For: 5 (Against 0/Abstain 0)

Officers were asked to report what funding was available at the 27th February Forum; however, SP pointed out that budgets had already been allocated and these would go before Executive on 31st January.  SW said money was clearly not going to materialise and another source needed to be found as an interim measure. 

PA said that the 27/2 CWCF meeting would debate the future of the Forum.  JR’s post would be funded on a rolling 3 month period from end March 2006 and council officers would report their findings in February with a proposal for the following 6-12 months’ funding. This could include contributions from landowners.  JH strongly believed that LBS councillors and officers could find monies available if there was a will to do so.

SW asked that a note of likely expenses, etc together with a plan be circulated to landowners for consideration.   Agreed.  In addition, PA would liaise with landowners/LBS

8. UPDATE ON SITES

Sites A & B:
See above – debated at length
Site C:
SW said that the proposals had been received quite well and CP were due to meeting with LBS officers who wanted to see more detailed design.

Site E:
SW advised that they were in a difficult position given the UDP designation but discussions are ongoing.  

Site D:

Construction work is due to begin in March 06. 

9.  ANY OTHER BUSINESS:  

Rotherhithe Community Council:
Tuesday, 17th January 
at The Links, Rotherhithe New Road
10. FUTURE MEETINGS:

	

	7.00
	3rd April
	Green Issus (TBC)
	Alfred Salter Primary School

Quebec Way

Rotherhithe

London SE16

	7.00
	15th May
	Housing
	

	7.00
	26th June
	Social Inclusion
	

	7.00
	31st July
	Youth
	

	7.00
	11th September
	AGM
	

	7.00
	23rd October
	
	

	7.00
	4th December
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