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Community participation in urban regeneration has advanced significantly since the
Skeffington report was published over 35 years ago. Successive government
approaches to local involvement have attempted to move participation beyond
government rhetoric to create real and practical opportunities for local communities

to get involved.

This dissertation studies community involvement in urban regeneration with a
particular reference to the area of Spitalfields in East London. It demonstrates that
changes in approach to regeneration have significantly affected the ability for local
people to get involved in the improvement of their neighbourhoods. Following recent
initiatives launched by the current Labour government and the introduction of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, opportunities for participation are at an all
time high. However, questions remain concerning the reality of community

participation particularly for small and minority groups.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1  Scope of Research

Urban regeneration is a well used, yet little understood phrase. Efforts at urban
regeneration have played a part in the development of virtually all major urban areas
in the UK over the past 50 years and have affected the lives of millions of people.
Yet today, the problems that urban regeneration attempts to solve continue to “tax
the ability and ingenuity of policy-makers, planners, developers and citizens alike”
(Roberts, 2000, p.17). There is no set formula for successful urban regeneration and
individual urban problems often require unique responses depending on a wide

variety of socio-economic factors.

There is a widespread belief that the involvement of local people in regeneration is a
beneficial practice, both to the lives of the community and the overall outcome of the
scheme. Experience has shown that “solutions which are imposed on a community
rather than developed with them won't deliver lasting change” (DETR, 1998 in
ODPM, 2003, p.19). Community involvement in urban regeneration appears to be at
the very heart of government policy. Yet studies have consistently shown that lip
service has been paid to true community participation and that, in practice, public
participation policy has often been found to be little more than rhetoric (Wilson and
Wilde, 2003).

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine recent developments in community
participation in urban regeneration with particular reference to the regeneration of the
Spitalfields area of East London. Conclusions will be drawn and recommendations
made for the improvement of community participation in regeneration in both
Spitalfields and the UK as a whole.

1.2 Aims and Objectives
The four key aims of this dissertation are as follows:

¢ To critically examine the development of community participation within urban

policy and, in particular, its influence on urban regeneration.



e To examine how the current government’s urban policy, and in particular the
new planning system, will impact on the regeneration of Spitalfields in terms
of community participation.

e To gauge the feelings of different stakeholder groups within the Spitalfields
area and identify key issues of concern regarding community participation in
regeneration.

e To make recommendations, in terms of community involvement, for the

continued regeneration of Spitalfields and for urban regeneration in general.

1.3 Research Methodology

1.3.1 Primary Sources

A total of 11 interviews, lasting from 25 minutes to 1 hour, were conducted with a
wide range of individuals including a local authority planner, local councillors, the
principle developers, local business and pressure groups, a conservation group, and
representatives of the local MP (see Appendix A). Importantly, many of those
interviewed lived and worked in the area and had first-hand knowledge of the issues

that were raised through the research.

Interviews were semi-structured, and based on frames of reference familiar to
participants. Interviews were recorded and later transcribed for further analysis (see
Appendix B for example).

1.3.2 Secondary Sources

Academic journals and books, novels, national and local newspapers, community
group newsletters, local authority publications, and regeneration initiative brochures
were used to generate additional information on urban regeneration and public
participation. Information on government policy was principally sourced from the
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM).
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1.4  Structure

The literature review in chapter 2 analyses the development of participation policy
within planning and regeneration in the UK, considers the justifications for public

participation and examines the use and meaning of the term ‘community’.

Chapter 3 provides two case studies of public participation issues in regeneration.
Covent Garden highlights the problems arising from poor involvement of the local
community while Elephant & Castle provides an example of a community

involvement initiative that set a precedent for future urban regeneration projects.

Chapter 4 gives a detailed examination of the regeneration of the Spitalfields area of
East London. An historical background and analysis of the current socio-economic
dynamics of the area is followed by an examination of the regeneration that has
been undertaken thus far. The chapter also explores the opinions of a wide variety of
stakeholders on community participation in their local area.

Chapter 5 draws conclusions from the research and provides both location specific
and generic lessons and recommendations.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

21 Introduction

This chapter aims to clarify the definition of the term community, summarise the key
issues of community participation in terms of the political development of public
participation and examine the justification for community participation in urban
regeneration schemes.

2.2 The Concept of Community

The issue of defining ‘community’ is crucially important to the success of current
participation legislation. Many policy documents refer to community e.g. Statements
of Community Involvement, New Deal for Communities, and the Sustainable

Communities Plan. Yet the meaning of the term is very seldom considered.

2.2.1 Defining Community

“The concept of community has been one of the most compelling and
attractive themes in modern social science, and at the same time one
of the most elusive to define” (Cohen, 1985 in Christensen and
Levinson, 2003, p. 236).

For over 200 years the concept of community has been the subject of sociological
debate and yet there is still a lack of satisfactory understanding of exactly what the
term means (Bell and Newby, 1975). Hillary (1955 in Bell and Newby, 1975)
identified 94 distinct definitions. Community can be described in terms of
geographical area, social interaction, social ties and bonds in common. Communities

can share attitudes, ideas, beliefs and identity (Christensen and Levinson, 2003).
“There is no single model or definition of community — communities

are as diverse as their members or residents, which is one of their key
strengths” (Fittall, 1999 in ODPM, 2003, p.12).

12



2.2.2 Community in the 21% Century

In recent times, there have been concerns about the breakdown of community. Many
fear that globalisation is destroying local communities and that this is leading to
increased social problems (Christensen and Levinson, 2003). Traditionally, to be a
community, people have needed to be physically near one another. Today, however,
many people find the strongest sense of community within groups that are not
geographically based (Christensen and Levinson, 2003). The necessity to venture
outdoors is reduced as we are served with satellite channels, and internet and email

access bringing information and communication direct to our armchairs.

Urban policy today generally defines community in terms of a territorially delimited
neighbourhood, within which there is deemed to be some sort of shared identity and
set of values or as an identifiable ethnic group (Cochrane, 2003). The critical issue in
terms of participation in regeneration is to ensure that the meaning of community is
understood and that those communities to be involved in the improvement of a
neighbourhood are identified from the start.

2.3 The Development of Public Participation in Planning and Urban
Regeneration

Since its establishment following World War I, the planning system has been viewed
as being primarily concerned with planning the physical shape and development of
town and cities. Planners did not feel a need to consider public opinion:

“Your local planner needs not to be a sensitive ear listening to the
townswomen'’s guild or the chamber of commerce and this, that or the
other. He needs to be a single-minded steam-roller” (Vice-Chairman of
the Plymouth Planning Committee, 1963 in Broady, 1968, p.43).

2.3.1 1950 — 1969: The Early Years

Despite some changes to planning legislation during the late 1950s which obliged
planners to make clearer the reasons for their decisions, public participation was not

encouraged. The exhibition of maps and models, far from being an opportunity for
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public discussion of principles and policy, was designed to impress and convince the
public that what was being done was right (Broady, 1968). During the 1960s some
communities began to openly protest against comprehensive housing schemes and
motorways and strengthened the arguments for more public involvement in planning.
Broady (1968, p.9) stated that “planning has to be thought not only as a matter of
physical design and economic policy but also as a social process of an educational
kind which seeks to encourage the contributions which people themselves can make
to the improvement of their own social environment”. Therefore, it became clear that
not only would the planning system gain from increased participation, but also
individuals and community groups would benefit.

[ro— —T
8 Citizen Control
7 Delegated Power Citizen Power
6 Partnership
5 Placation I
4 Consultation >— Tokenism
3 Informing _/
2 Therapy
Nonparticipation
1 Manipulation
Figure 2.1 A Ladder of Citizen Participation

(Arnstein, 1969).

The Town and Country Planning Act of 1968 introduced public consultation as a
statutory requirement for the first time (Department of the Environment, 1994). This
was followed a year later by Sherry Arnstein’s highly influential paper, “A Ladder of
Citizen Participation” which influenced future changes in the way the public were

involved in planning and regeneration (see Figure 2.1). According to Arnstein, true
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participation could only be achieved when there was real citizen power to work in
partnership to make decisions, yet in reality, much community participation at the
time amounted to no more than ‘tokenism’ (Department of the Environment, 1994).

Influenced by academics, such as Arnstein, and growing pressure for greater
participation within the planning system, the government commissioned the
Committee on Public Participation in Planning — the Skeffington Report.

2.3.2 1969: The Skeffington Report

The ‘People and Planning’ paper of 1969 (the Skeffington Report) was the first major
report on public participation in planning in the UK. Its aim was to “consider and
report on the best methods...of securing participation of the public at the formative
stage in the making of development plans for their area” (Committee on Public
Participation in Planning, 1969, p.1). The report supported the concept of public
participation:

“It matters to all of us that we should know that we can influence the
shape of our community so that the towns and villages in which we
live, work, learn, and relax may reflect our best aspirations”
(Committee on Public Participation in Planning, 1969, p.3).

The report could be said to have been more a symbolic commitment to great public
participation than a specific set of proposals: “...we would like our recommendations
to be used as guidelines for constructive action, rather than as a deadening book of
rules” (Committee on Public Participation in Planning, 1969, p.48). However, it was
pioneering in the identification of the issues and its findings substantially influenced
subsequent legislation in the early 1970s (Christensen, 1979). As such, it gave
impetus to the rising tide of public interest in planning. Publicity and consultation
became required components of the statutory planning system providing local people
with opportunities to comment on and object to development plans and planning
applications (llisley, 2002).

15



2.3.3 1968 - 1979: Changes brought about by Labour policies

Following the establishment of the Urban Programme in 1968, the Labour
government introduced a number of policy initiatives to tackle the growing concern
for the inner urban areas. The Community Development Projects introduced in 1969,
a series of Inner Area Studies in the early 1970s and the designation of Housing
Action Areas by the 1974 Housing Act, provided the basis for the publication of the
highly influential 1977 White Paper which marked a change in urban policy. The
White Paper signalled a more broadly based approach to urban problems, combining
economic, social and environmental programmes, and involving new organisational
arrangements between central and local government to provide a more co-ordinated
response to urban issues (Roberts, 2000).

2.3.4 1979 - 1997: Changes brought about by Conservative policies

Foliowing the conservative election victory in 1979, there was a reduction in support
for the Urban Programme and the planning system as a whole, with the government
viewing participation as a barrier to effective planning and development. The Local
Government, Planning and Land Act of 1980 replaced the requirement for
consultation on matters to be included in plans with a requirement for participation
only at draft plan stage (Barlow, 1995).

Inner city areas rapidly became testing grounds for the new ‘enterprise culture’.
Urban Development Corporations (UDCs), Enterprise Zones (EZs), the Urban
Development Grant (UDG), City Action Teams, Garden Festivals and a myriad of
other policy initiatives were administered through financial and regulatory powers
(Duffy and Hutchinson, 1997). The impact of this was to open up decision-making to
market influence and reduce local democracy in the development of inner city areas
(Thornley, 1993). This property-led approach to urban regeneration is epitomised by
the UDCs. They pursued land regeneration and property development in a highly
entrepreneurial fashion with no serious requirement for an assessment of the social
impact. The belief in the supremacy of the market and a discrediting of the public
sector was the trademark of regeneration during the Thatcher years (Clark, 1994).
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The implication of public dissatisfaction was apparent and strengthened government
incentive to extend public involvement in the planning system. During the 1990s
there was a move toward regeneration initiatives that included social as well as
physical regeneration. Short time-scale, Area-Based Initiatives (ABIs) such as City
Challenge and the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) were intended to raise the
sights of involvement. People were expected to “have a continuing say in the
management, further development and implementation” of SRB and City Challenge
projects (SRB Challenge Fund, 1995 in ODPM, 2003, p. 18). Despite this, City
Challenge and the SRB had a poor reputation as bureaucratic, inflexible processes
that often offered little for the community. Specialist language and complicated
administrative systems hampered community involvement. Studies of the first round
of SRB partnerships and the City Challenge, found that, although aiming to provide
opportunities for residents to define and run their own projects, involvement of
residents at the strategic level was limited (Taylor, 1998).

2.3.5 1997 — Present: Changes brought about by New Labour policies

The election of the Labour government in 1997 brought a renewed approach to
regeneration and participation. They were concerned for social inclusion, wealth
creation, sustainable development, urban governance, health and welfare, crime
prevention, educational opportunity and freedom of movement (Lees, 2003).
Significantly, SRB Round 5, the first round held under a New Labour government,
introduced capacity building of the community sector as an obligatory output using
up to 10% of the grant (ODPM, 2003). SRB money was to be used to actively foster
social inclusion, develop genuine partnership working with a strengthened voice for
the voluntary sector and local people, and take practical steps to encourage the full

involvement of all the community, particularly ethnic minorities (Cochrane, 2003).

New Labour’s urban renewal policy provides a different approach to the short-life
regeneration initiatives that had gone before. A more strategic local authority led
approach emphasising the importance of partnerships between all stakeholders has
been established (Duffy and Hutchinson, 1997; Hastings, 2003). Success in urban
policy “depends on communities themselves having the power and taking the
responsibility to make things better” (Tony Blair, 1998 in Wilks-Heeg, 2003, p. 210).

The prominence of community in the political agenda represents an attempt to
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reconstitute socially excluded communities, the spaces within which they live, and
how they live their lives (Atkinson, 2003).

The Urban White Paper (UWP), published in 1999, envisioned “people shaping the

future of the community, supported by strong and truly representative leaders”
(ODPM, 2003, p.9):

“We know that an urban renaissance will not be achieved and
sustained without the direct engagement of local people. So our
policies will empower communities to determine their own future with
support and co-ordinated action at the neighbourhood, local, regional
and national levels” (DETR, 2000, p.6).

The UWP was followed by the Neighbourhood Renewal Action Plan, the New Deal
for Communities (NDC), Community Strategies and Local Strategic Partnerships
(LSPs). Although each of these policies emphasise the importance of involving
communities in local decision making, there remains a weakness is how this is to be

implemented in practice.

Following on from this, the Sustainable Communities Plan of 2003 also emphasised
the importance of community participation in empowering local people. The plan puts
community involvement as a principle high on the list. The question ‘what makes a
sustainable community?’ is answered by twelve factors, the third of which is
“‘effective engagement and participation by local people, groups and businesses,
especially in the planning, design and long term stewardship of their community”
(Church and Elster, 2002 in ODPM, 2003, p. 33). However, the plan is unclear about
how this is to be implemented. The community involvement theme appears to have
the ‘high rhetoric, low specifics’ status which is familiar in much urban policy (ODPM,
2003).

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 primarily aims to create a more
flexible and responsive planning system with a key objective to strengthen

community involvement:
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‘Planning must work as a partnership and involve the community to
deliver sustainable development in the right place at the right time.
Planning affects everyone and all those involved in the system have a
role to play in delivering effective and inclusive planning” (ODPM,
2004b, p.14).

The statutory requirement set out in the new Act for local authorities to produce a
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) represents a key step in the
government's target to fully engage people in the improvement of their communities.
The SCI should show how the results of community involvement will feed into the
preparation of Local Development Documents (LDDs) and other plans, and set out
how the authority will learn from the experience and improve the arrangements
where necessary (ODPM, 2004a). It will allow all stakeholders within the community
to know when and how they are able to participate.

2.4 Justifications for Community Participation in Regeneration

For public agencies, community engagement is beneficial because it can assist in
the identification of needs, inform policy-making at a local level and help target
services in the most appropriate manner. It can also provide feedback on the
effectiveness of service delivery and identify where greater co-ordination with other
organisations and agencies is needed. For the community, involvement allows local
people to identify their own needs and priorities, opens up decision-making
processes to those normally excluded such as young people or ethnic minorities,
helps to build community spirit and a sense of local ownership, encourages an
acceptance of responsibility and empowers individuals and groups (llisley, 2002).
Community participation in regeneration furthers democratic values, achieves
regeneration that is more attuned to the specific needs of different groups, and
educates the public (Alterman, 1982). Furthermore, it increases communities’ sense

of empowerment:

“Residents are actively involved in the development process, there will
be better maintained physical environment, greater public spirit, more
user satisfaction and significant financial changes” (Becker, 1977 in
Sanoff, 2000, p. 8).
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Planning Policy Statement 12 (Local Development Frameworks) states four key
benefits to community participation:

e Strengthening the evidence base for plans, strategies and planning decisions
by providing a wide range of opinions and experiences;

e Community commitment to the future development of an area as local people
are encouraged to make long-term improvements in their area;

e Promoting regeneration and investment allowing authorities to demonstrate
their commitment to improving areas and facilitating joint working to achieve
better quality outcomes;

¢ Fostering ownership and strengthening delivery through joint working between
local planning authorities, local communities and stakeholders. Involving
communities at an early stage helps resolve issues, thereby avoiding the
need for lengthy independent examinations (ODPM, 2004a).

Community participation does not provide all the answers to the problems facing
regeneration. However, working co-operatively can help to develop credibility and
trust, lead to more flexible and creative responses to urban issues and provide a

stable foundation on which to manage future change and uncertainty (llisley, 2002).

2.5 Community Participation

In the past, the planning system was one of the very few policy arenas where there
was a statutory requirement to involve the public and particular approaches and
methods were developed within this framework. New Labour's modernising agenda
and its concern with democratic renewal means that community engagement has
become a key principle for policy makers across the public sector. New techniques
are being pioneered and new institutional mechanisms are being created which will
enable individuals to play a greater role in shaping the future of their lives (llisley,
2002).

However, what is meant by participation? Community involvement occupies a unique
but somewhat puzzling position in current social policy. It is a requirement
accompanying virtually every policy regarding governance and public services, yet it

is often vague or ambiguous in specific policy documents. Loudly trumpeted in
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narrative, it is frequently absent from listed outputs, outcomes and budget categories.
Clearly signalled as central in NDCs, Urban Renaissance, planning reform, health
systems reform, community strategies, LSPs, and Neighbourhood Renewal,
community involvement still largely lacks the kinds of concrete targets that give clear
focus and direction to policies (ODPM, 2003). Government guidanc ot
prescriptive and it is not always clear how the requirement to involve community is,
or should be, interpreted on the ground. Clear policy objectives for community
involvement would be a major step forward in deepening democratic practice and
forging a new kind of understanding between the state and citizens. It remains to be
seen whether the new planning system will be able to meet satisfy this key issue.

2.6 Conclusions

The concept of community participation has progressed significantly since the birth
of town planning and is now regarded as a key component of planning and
regeneration. However, there is a growing demand to assess whether participation is
successful in meeting its goals and whether the importance of participation in

government legislation is being effectively implemented in practice.

The landscape within which planning and regeneration operate is changing. The new
Planning Act aims to meet the challenges of delivering sustainable development,
economic regeneration and environmental quality and central to this is community
engagement and empowerment (llisley, 2002). Successful urban regeneration
cannot be built with public involvement in short bursts. The capacity for contributing
to processes of change has to be built over time. This applies to both residents of

individual regeneration areas and to civic leaders (Campbell and Cowan, 2002).

The position of voluntary and community groups within the new arrangement is
ambiguous. They appear to be given a more central role, and their value is formally
recognised through LSPs and the creation of SCls. Nevertheless, there is justifiable
scepticism about the extent to which excluded groups really will be given significant
influence or involvement in the new arrangements. There remain justified concerns

whether the concept of community participation will be delivered:
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“While the government has committed itself to the principles of
participation, there remains a significant gap between rhetoric and
delivery” (Hugh Ellis in Planning, 2004).

The key to success is to build public confidence through demonstrating that
communities, in particular socially and economically marginalised groups, really can
actively participate in the regeneration of their areas, make a difference to the quality

of their lives, and help create a more equitable and sustainable urban environment.
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Chapter3 Case Study Reviews

3.1 Introduction

As an example of the development of public participation in urban regeneration, this
chapter will examine the case studies of Covent Garden (1960s/70s) and Elephant &
Castle (1990s onwards). Covent Garden provides an early example of a community
initially excluded from planning decisions. Elephant & Castle provides a more recent
example of community participation in urban regeneration and highlights some of the
potential difficulties of local involvement. Together, these case studies demonstrate
the highly political nature of urban regeneration and the issues that arise through not
involving the community from the outset.

3.2 Covent Garden

Prior to redevelopment, Covent Garden was a strong and stable community with
43% having lived in the area for more than 20 years (Christensen, 1979). The
decision to move the Produce Market south of the Thames to Nine Elms in 1964 was
made by central government and was based purely on financial decisions (Mclntyre,
1976). The development of the area following the move of the market was then left in
the hands of the local authorities.

The Covent Garden Consortium, composed of council members from the GLC,
Camden and Westminster, was set up in 1965 to lead the new development and
subsequently produced the first draft plan — Covent Garden’s Moving. The plan
proposed a giant network of roads which would be financed and infilled by large
commercial hotels, offices and a conference centre (Cooper and O’'Donovan, 1998).
Although many ‘obsolete’ buildings were highlighted and more than 80% of existing
housing was to be torn down, there was virtually no public consultation. The plan
was driven by economic factors with little consideration of social impact, a common
approach at the time and a clear indication that the development would primarily

benefit the developers and not the local community (Mcintyre, 1976).

The consortium’s recommendations were then referred to the GLC for a decision. As

with the decision to move the market, there was virtually no public consultation
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regarding the plans for redevelopment and the GLC appeared uninterested in the
views of local people:

“Their views and aspirations were of no consequence to us; they
owned no buildings, no land and had no power” (Anson, 1981, p.28).

With the emergence of local interest the planners used public relations techniques to
communicate their ideas. In spite of surveys, individual and group consultations and
public exhibitions, engagement with local people was unsuccessful because of the
highly technical way in which information was presented (Christensen, 1979). Anger
and resistance from the local community quickly grew.

In 1971 an 18 month public enquiry highlighted the social impact of the development.
As a result the Secretary of State ruled against the GLC proposals and listed over
200 buildings which effectively ra;d__out the prospect of the wholesale
redevelopment of the area (Cooper and O’Donovan, 1998). The inquiry
demonstrated that the council’'s attempt at participation had only been aimed at the
powerful landowners and property companies. Encouraged by the Skeffington
Report and growing public pressure, community participation was sanctioned in the
renewed planning for the area, the beginning of a more sensitive approach to the

regeneration of historic inner city areas.

Despite the existence of the Covent Garden Community Association (CGCA), a well
respected local campaign group, the GLA created the highly bureaucratic Covent
Garden Forum of Representatives (CGFR) to provide local representation. Despite
providing the primary mechanism for public comment on the revised plan and
reviewing planning policy and planning applications, the forum had no real power
(Christensen, 1979). The developers and local authorities were not obliged to accept
its recommendations and the forum was heavily dependent on planners who were
able to manipulate the weak organisation. The CGCA eventually withdrew from the
forum frustrated at their inability to influence decisions. Major community protests
and rallies were held. Many recognised that the CGCA were more representative of
local opinion and more able to work with the GLC:
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“The forum has proved to be what many people predicted — a
bureaucratic body tied to GLC decision-making procedures, rather
than a positive political body...Camden Council continues to recognise
the CGCA as the body that most represents local opinion...” (Covent
Garden Independent News, 1975 in Anson, 1981, p. 241).

By 1976, the GLC had adopted a different approach to regeneration in an attempt to
appease local residents — a revolutionary shift from the 1968 plan. Its main objective
was now to safeguard and increase the residential population. The CGCA continued
to press for improvements to the Covent Garden plan, eventually creating their own
plan — Keep the Elephants out of the Garden (Anson, 1981). Indeed, the success of
the community campaign was demonstrated when the CGCA's plan was largely
adopted:

“...The [GLC’s new] plan is virtually identical to the one put forward by
the residents, occupants’ associations and the CGCA. It represents a
firm rejection of the plan put forward by the GLC only last June... The
local alternative now accepted by the GLC means less demolition, less
disruption, more rehabilitation at less cost...(CGCA, 1976 in Anson,
1981, p.245).

It is clear that the campaign of groups such as the CGCA saved Covent Garden
despite the lack of community participation by the GLC. These events helped turn
the tide of post-war planning in the UK towards a more sensitive approach to historic
centres and paved the way for improvements in community participation in

regeneration.

3.3 Elephant & Castle

Elephant & Castle, located in the London Borough of Southwark, is an area of
extreme deprivation with all wards within the 10% most deprived in England and
Wales. In 1999 Southwark Council launched a large-scale regeneration project. The
council decided that the core elements of the regeneration infrastructure would be a
public-private partnership to redevelop the site of the shopping centre and nearby

housing estates, and a £25 million, seven-year SRB application to run parallel to the
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physical redevelopment which would provide major improvements in housing,
schools, streets and businesses, and increase community empowerment (Loney,
2002). The council claimed it would be “a demonstration project of government
thinking on social exclusion” (Southwark Council in North, 2003, p.126).

The consultation process for the SRB included working groups and a Stakeholders’
Forum of key local public, voluntary sector and private sector partners. The main
themes of the bid were developed by the council and were presented to the
Stakeholders’ Forum late in the day, without consultation with the subgroups. The
council argued that bottom-up, community-focused projects would not be appropriate
for a strategic programme, suggesting that a community-led programme would be
limited by the Government funding to £2-3 million, while a strategic programme could
generate up to £25 million (North, 2003).

Once the bid had been approved, a Community Forum was established to act as a
voice for local people, eventually growing into a federation of 63 local residents’
groups, faith groups, black and minority ethnic groups, and small community-based
groups (Parkes, 2004). Very quickly, however, the Forum realised it would need to
fight for adequate administrative support if a real local voice was to be heard
alongside the better resourced private and public sectors. A community office was
opened in the shopping centre, which became the focus for the community (North,
2003).

The community were consulted throughout the process of selecting the developer,
but the ultimate decision lay with the council (Loney, 2002). The consultation did not
amount to shared power and decision-making. The community group did not have
access to its own technical support, in what were becoming critical decisions about
the fundamental redevelopment of the area by property interests. The Forum
therefore successfully argued for a radical tripartite management structure formed
from the community, the Council, and the developer, and for significant levels of
independent technical support (North, 2003). Elephant Links Community Forum
(ELCF) was set up to represent the local community on the board. The Development
Team Executive (DET), a collection of technical experts working on behalf of the

community forum to represent and report back to the community, was also
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established in an attempt to match the range of high level consultancy services
available to the Council and the developer (Parkes, 2004).

Unfortunately, the tripartite format soon encountered difficulties. The ELCF believed
that the council was not allowing the community to properly participate in the
regeneration process. The Council, however, argued that the community was
attempting to takeover the process, perhaps to prevent regeneration taking place
and that it was unrealistic to expect an organisation such as ELCF to manage a
complex redevelopment (North, 2003).

The outcome was perhaps predictable. The Council took control over what had
become, for it, an unmanageable process. The ELCF’s funding was suspended and
the DET, originally intended to be the community’s voice during the regeneration,
moved back to Council management (Parkes, 2004). In April 2002, the Council
terminated the agreement with the developer, and sought partners for a smaller
programme involving one partner for the shopping centre and a new housing-based
development involving a consortium of Registered Social Landlords (RSLs),

something the community had fought against from the start (North, 2003).

The tripartite approach to urban regeneration was intended to be a model of
partnership working, but two years of internal wrangling resulted in an acrimonious
split between the developers, the Council and the community (Loney, 2002). The
regeneration work at Elephant & Castle is set to continue following the publication of
the ‘Elephant & Castle Development Framework’ in 2004. However, the innovative
tripartite method has now been abandoned in favour of more traditional consultation
techniques by the council-developer partnership.

3.4 Observations and Lessons
Both case studies demonstrate the difficulties inherent in community participation in

planning and urban regeneration projects and a number of context specific and

generic conclusions can thus be made.
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3.4.1 Context Fpeciﬁc Lessons

As Wilcox (1994) argues, every situation is unique. Many of the lessons from Covent
Garden and Elephant & Castle are dependent on their geographical, political, and
historical context. The regeneration of Covent Garden took place before community
participation was regarded as a crucial component to the success of urban
regeneration projects. Indeed, the outcome of Covent Garden helped shape the
nature of the participation we see today. Furthermore, the needs of different
communities and their ability to get involved in the regeneration process vary
dramatically. Differences between communities, indeed differences within the same
community, have a major impact on the approach of regeneration initiatives (ODPM,
2003).

The issue of exploitation in regeneration is also highlighted. At Covent Garden the
establishment and funding of the CGFR by the council, and the limited control that
the forum had demonstrates that ‘he who pays the piper calls the tune’ (LPAC, 1995).
Indeed, the specific needs of communities need to be identified and addressed as a
key objective of any regeneration scheme. At both Elephant & Castle (housing
management issues) and Covent Garden (the relocation of the market and
development of largescale commercial development at the expense of housing and
community facilities), national needs continually took preceder;q{”G over the desires of
the local community. The principal objective of any inner city regeneration initiative
needs to be for the benefit of local communities.

3.4.2 Generic Lessons

The above case studies highlight a number of lessons that can be applied to all
regeneration projects. Firstly, and most importantly, there is often a mismatch
between the rhetoric that puts the community at the heart of regeneration and reality
(North, 2003). Despite government policy supporting community participation, in
reality effective participation does not always occur.

It is essential that Community involvement is instigated at the very start of any
regeneration project. As both Covent Garden and Elephant & Castle have

demonstrated, introducing the community at a later date inevitably slows the process
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and, in the case of Elephant & Castle, can ultimately lead to failure. Furthermore,
participatory roles and responsibilities must be identified early in the proceedings.
Regeneration is always regressively redistributive — the rich benefit§ at the expense
of the poor (Mcintyre, 1976). Yet with real community involvement from the outset,

communities are more likely to appreciate the gains to the local environment.

An additional critical success factor lies in the strength of communities. In both case
studies, it is clear that the unity and strength of the community played an important
part in generating the demand for participation. This is crucially important in all urban
regeneration projects. Without the desire of local people to get involved, and
therefore to strengthen the process, regeneration will be at the discretion of those
with power. However, the impact of community strength can lead to different
outcomes. In Covent Garden, the strength of the community, in particularly the
CGCA, was the critical factor in saving the market. By contrast, at Elephant & Castle
it is clear that the strength of the community forum and the inability of the tripartite
partners to work together ultimately led to the failure of the original regeneration
project.

No matter how strong the community’s resolve, without adequate resources they will
never be able to compete against the financial strength of council departments or
private development firms. The CGCA was burdened with debt to the point that the
organisation had to rely on donations and loans to be able to challenge the plans in
court. Similarly, the ELCF was eventually closed down when the council withdrew
funding. Without adequate financial support, community participation is unlikely to
succeed (ODPM, 2003).

Wilcox (1994) highlights the importance of actively helping people to participate. This
is a critical issue in all regeneration initiatives. Otherwise, local participation may not
be truly representative. In both case studies, the community voice came to be
dominated by an elite few. At Covent Garden, while the CGCA started out as a
working-class organisation to fight the case of local residents, it soon became
dominated by a select group of middle-class residents who were better able to
understand the planning system and defend their neighbourhood. At Elephant &
Castle, the ELCF was also dominated by a select group of individuals. To be truly

representative the key issue here is helping to involve those who do not understand
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the process especially in areas dominated by ethnic minorities where language and
cultural barrier may limit participation. In a 1999 study of Merseyside, officials
regarded the community as having a significant influence on a huge regeneration
scheme whilst 75% of residents did not even know the scheme existed (ODPM,
2003). From this example, it is clear that a loud community voice does not
necessarily equate to true representation.

It is also important that planners communicate effectively using the language of the
layman, to ensure that the system is ’as/ accessible to all (LPAC, 1995) and are
genuine in their desire to work towards true community participation.

3.5 Conclusions

Covent Garden and Elephant & Castle provide good examples of the problems
relating to community participation in urban regeneration. The issues that have been
raised in this chapter are crucially important to the success of any regeneration
initiative and attempts should be made to make regeneration a more socially
inclusive system. The justifications for community involvement are clear, but the way
to ensure effective engagement is less clear.

The lessons from Covent Garden, Elephant & Castle, and other regeneration
schemes can be used in future regeneration projects. The ultimate goal should be a
system in which all people are able to get actively involved in the regeneration of
their area. The planning system should plan with people rather than for people.
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Chapter 4 Spitalfields

4.1 Introduction and Background

This chapter explores the regeneration of Spitalfields in East London and examines
the previous and current regeneration projects. It also seeks the views of a variety of
different stakeholder groups involved in the changes to the area.

4.1.1 Reasons for Selection

Spitalfields provides the perfect case study for examining community participation in
urban regeneration. Since the late 1980s, Spitalfields has been subject to many
regeneration projects and has therefore experienced the implications of the changes
in urban policy described in Chapter 2.

Its location on the western edge of the London Borough of Tower Hamlets on the
boundary of the City of London (see Figure 4.1) also presents an interesting
illustration of the social and economic tensions that can arise through inner city
regeneration. Spitalfields is an area of traditionally high levels of socio-economic
deprivation and the juxtaposition between the richest and poorest of Britain's inner

city areas has created a number of issues for the regeneration of Spitalfields.

Spitalfields’ provides an excellent case study for community participation. Over the
past two decades, Spitalfields has demonstrated levels of community strength and
resistance that many other deprived inner city areas have failed to reach. Despite a
historically changeable ethnic community, there has always been strong local
resistance to much of the regeneration in the area. Today's population is principally
dominated by a large Bengali community, but there are a wide variety of ethnic

groups, who generally interact well with each other.
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4.1.2 Historic Background

Prior to the mid-seventeenth century, Spitalfields was still relatively rural. However,
by the mid-seventeenth century the area was sufficiently populated to prompt the
idea of a market. This was despite the continued apprehensions of the Government
at the eastward expansion of London, “occasioned partly by the political and
religious disaffection existing in such outskirts of the capital as Spitalfields” (Survey
of London, Vol. XXVII in SDG, 2001, p. 14). The market flourished and soon became
a focal point for the Spitalfields community. In 1684 the market which stands today
was developed.

Throughout its history Spitalfields has been a first port of call for various immigrant
groups, providing a place of refuge. Indeed, the area takes its name from the
hospital founded there in 1197. However, the area has also acted as a step on the
ladder for many of these immigrant groups who have moved out once they have
established themselves. Therefore, within Spitalfields can be found the influences of
a variety of different cultures that have passed through the area over the past 500
years (see Figure 4.2).
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1197

1684

1685

1687

Mid 1700s

1845

1880s

1893

1960s

1971

1980s

1990s

Spitalfields hospital founded.

Development of first market in Spitalfields following royal charter
from Charles II.

Revocation of the Edict of Nantes, which had offered Protestants
protection from persecution, leads to arrival of 50,000 French
Protestant Huguenots in London.

More than 13,000 Huguenots registered in Spitalfields, mainly
working in the silk weaving industry.

Irish immigrants start to arrive, taking up jobs in the silk weaving
industry and as dock workers.

Onset of potato famine in Ireland leads to vast increase in the
number of Irish immigrants (approximately 100,000 resident in
Spitalfields by 1850).

Fleeing persecution in central Europe, Jewish immigrants start to
settle in Spitalfields. Many take up work in the produce market — 1 in
5 involved in street trading. Many Jewish community facilities
established (see Figures 4.3B and 4.3C).

Completion of current Spitalfields market (see Figure 4.3A).

Arrival of Bangladeshis in East London.

Bangladeshi War of Independence means that many who had
planned to return to Bangladesh were forced to stay in London.

Bangladeshis make up more than 50% of Spitalfields’ population
(see Figures 4.3D and 4.3E).

Arrival of new minority immigrant groups including Somalians and
Zairians.

Figure 4.2 Historical timeline for Spitalfields
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Site of the Jewish Free School
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Figure 4.3 Historic images of Spitalfields
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4.1.3 Socio-Economic Background

The ward of Spitalfields and Banglatown (Spitalfields) is located in the west of Tower
Hamlets and has a population of 8,383 (National Statistics, 2001). Tower Hamlets is
the 4™ most deprived local authority in England and Wales and has high levels of
deprivation spread evenly across the whole borough (National Statistics, 2001).
Spitalfields is the 6" most deprived ward in Tower Hamlets and ranks 639" out of
32,483 for England (Tower Hamlets Council, 2004a).

SREESACSERET

Figure 4.4 The proximity of Spitalfields and the City
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