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Item 1  
Business Continuity at the Elephant and Castle 

 
EXTRACT from the AGREED MINUTES of the REGENERATION & RESOURCES 
SCRUTINY SUB-COMMITTEE meeting held on 27 SEPTEMBER 2006 at 7.00PM at 
the Town Hall, Peckham Road, London SE5 8UB 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
PRESENT: Councillor Lewis ROBINSON [Chair] 

Councillors Richard LIVINGSTONE, Paul NOBLET and Jane SALMON. 
 

OFFICER  Amma Boateng – Senior Legal Officer 
SUPPORT: Paul Evans – Director of Regeneration 
 Chris Horn – Director, Elephant & Castle Regeneration Project 
 Lucas Lundgren – Scrutiny Project Manager, Scrutiny Team 

 
ALSO 
PRESENT: 

Patrick Blunt – Business Extra and Chair, Southwark Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Ian Fraser – Chair, Elephant & Castle Traders Association 
 Valerie Stevens – Elephant & Castle Traders Association 
 Shamim Uddin – Committee Manager, Black and Minority Ethnic Tenants 

Association 
 Bernie Bartley – Chair, Black and Minority Ethnic Tenants Association 
 Councillor Toby Eckersley – Executive member for Resources [former 

Chair, Regeneration & Resources Scrutiny Sub-Committee] 
 
 

1. BUSINESS CONTINUITY AT THE ELEPHANT & CASTLE [E&C] [see pages 1-103, 
111-173 & 174-184] 

  
1.1  The purpose of the item was to achieve clarity on previously unresolved issues from 

12 January 2006 scrutiny meeting and to make recommendations to the Executive 
around business continuity at the Elephant & Castle. It was recognised that this was a 
highly charged matter impacting on traders livelihoods and all present were asked to 
show due courtesy and respect to others during the meeting. 

  
1.2  Since the last meeting the sub-committee had visited the E&C shopping centre to 

discuss traders concerns directly with representatives and receive a briefing from 
Regeneration officers.  

  
1.3  The draft Executive report put before the meeting contained an update of scheme 

activity since January 2006, a report-back on scrutiny recommendations of 3 August 
2005 and current/proposed actions relating to existing businesses. The commercial 
partner selection process was in its third and final stage and would conclude in 
January 2007. Officers assured the meeting that discussion with tenants and other 
agencies including London Development Agency and Business Extra were ongoing. A 
volume of detailed material had been circulated at the briefing meeting on 12 
September, and the current draft Executive report summarised what was set out in 
more detail in those papers. Chris Horn stated that Executive Member Councillor 
Thomas had emphasized that comments from ongoing consultation and scrutiny 
would be taken into account in the final officer report to the Executive in Autumn 2006. 
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1.4  Paragraph 3 “current and proposed actions” picked up actions relating to three distinct 
areas of work in the last sub-committee report. Although regeneration plans involved 
removal of the shopping centre it should not be allowed to become run down. Despite 
not representing the most modern of facilities the centre was faring well. Officers 
continued to encourage the landlord to be more proactive in development and use of 
the centre. 

  
1.5  When the sub-committee last met the centre was in possibly in its worst condition and 

tenants were in dispute with the landlord about hoardings. An audit of the centre had 
been carried out to clarify responsibility for certain actions to address repair, 
maintenance and management issues. As a result, the hoardings dispute had been 
resolved. 

  
1.6  The Department of Health had removed 400 staff from Hannibal House, reducing 

footfall and a significant amount of regular trade in the Centre. It was known that some 
refitting was starting in Hannibal House including St Modwen’s re-flooring. 

  
1.7  Under paragraph 3(b) “Assisting relocation” Chris Horn explained that the timing and 

delivery of development schemes within which S.106 space might be secured was 
unfortunately not within the authority’s control. 

  
1.8  Although s.106 provision was usually secured for affordable housing or public 

infrastructure of 15 trading units, six had had been negotiated for shopping centre 
businesses on a stepped rental basis within a site currently occupied by a Volvo car 
concession, purchased a year ago and granted planning permission for development. 
Stepped rental represented a form of rent protection and not benefits to individual 
businesses which was unlikely to be legal as it would give these businesses 
advantages over others in the immediate area. The Council’s approach reflected its 
policy objectives in relation to “low common and strength businesses” he noted. 

  
1.9  When units were first offered, these had been sited on the ground floor of the 

proposed development, however the Greater London Authority had deemed that the 
development of the ground floor be reserved for the potential tram development 
adjacent to the site. 

  
1.10 Development of the Volvo site would be the first stage of regeneration build-out and it 

was thought that this negated the need for a default position in relation to the tram. 
There was thought to be opportunity for renegotiation as in his opinion it was probable 
that the tram would run through the E&C and that if no agreement was entered into 
incongruous planning arrangements would coexist within the scheme. 

  
1.11 He advised against regeneration planning being dependent on gain through s.106 as 

the timing and supply of such planning could not be guaranteed and tended to come 
on-stream very slowly. If existing premises became available through leases ending 
and becoming available for new lettings, these might be used strategically and offered 
as alternative business accommodation. It was expected that the landlord would seek 
to minimise its compensation liability by offering opportunities for businesses to 
relocate within the scheme. 

  
1.12 Business protection and sustenance was close to the London Development Agency 

[LDA] core scheme. The outline business case prepared for the LDA brought together 
three parties and it was expected that the LDA’s development funds for newbuild 
programmes might be put to this effect. By the time the Executive considered this 
matter officers hoped to have a clearer indication of the LDA’s position. 

  



 

 

REGENERATION & RESOURCES SCRUTINY SUB-COMMITTEE – 27 September 2006 

3

1.13 Until the Heygate Estate was decanted no major building work could be carried out. 
Maintenance of the Heygate area and the rest of the E&C site was dependent on 
realignment of Walworth Road and underground links with the Heygate site area. 

  
1.14 Urban Space Management manages the external market at the base of the Centre in 

which area there recently appeared to be increased trading activity. Efforts appeared 
to be being made in the direction of holding off the decline of the centre, although it 
was felt that more could be done. Immediate contractual control of this private space 
lay with KPI, including responsibility for promotion of the centre in the interests of its 
tenants. Senior officers had been involved in encouraging the landlord to promote the 
centre and an appointment has reportedly been made to address this area of activity. 

  
1.15 It was agreed that small businesses contribute to creating a sense of space and 

space. The current planning paradigm was to avoid the culture of single shopping 
centres dominated by a few major chain retainers although this would seem to be an 
“easier” option for the Council in this case as there were many potential buyers for the 
site. Such an option would provide no opportunities for independent traders, however. 

  
1.16 In terms of long term involvement of local businesses, there was no arbitrary 

percentage goal set by the Council. The Special Planning Guidance [SPG] referred to 
creating a management structure for the area from which a management entity able to 
ensure a lettings policy to protect these aims in the longer term would be created, and 
which would make a virtue of area-based operating. 

  
1.17 In respect of paragraph 3(d) “compensation”, Chris Horn noted that tenants currently 

fell within certain categories with entitlement to compensation depending on individual 
circumstance. Traders asserted that trading circumstances would become more 
difficult as development continued. Once current leases expire leaseholders cannot 
expect renewal. 

  
1.18 Officers advised that there was no current legal mechanism by which the Council 

could indemnify traders against loss of business value nor for ongoing trading loss, 
but it might reasonably provide assistance such as shop-fitting grants or access to 
business planning expertise. Business Extra had been given a tighter brief for 
provision of such advice, the terms of reference being set in September 2006. 
Regeneration officers had commissioned a further report from Business Extra 
including definition of issues around compensation, information to assist the 
authority to better define expected demand for compensation, and to clarify 
potential sources of assistance to traders. The first draft was anticipated prior to 
submission of final bids in late October 2006. 

  
1.19 At the request of the Chair, elevations/plans of both floors of the proposed 

development at Elephant Road, SE1 were circulated, indicating the location of new 
trading units. The implications of the position of ground floor retail units directly 
adjacent to the Ashenden Estate aroused lively discussion. 

  
1.20 Cllr Livingstone was concerned that the three ground floor units offered on the 

Ashenden side of the Volvo site offered a rather odd route with, he believed, little 
likelihood of passing trade. Chris Horn responded that whilst the edges of 
developments would not normally be used, within the context of the whole Elephant & 
Castle regeneration scheme the walkways through the proposed market square  area 
would he believe evolve into attractive routes, although not in the short term when he 
acknowledged there would be building works. Cllr Livingstone emphasized that the 
short term represented trading life or death for independent businesses. 
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1.21 Members expressed concern that there was a poor match between the size of existing 
businesses and proposed alternative units within the Volvo site development and 
asked whether the size of the former might be increased. Officers suggested that 
single businesses might if they wished rent combined units although larger units would 
detract from the purpose of the development. Chris Horn acknowledged that the 
preferred trading arrangement was ground floor units within the development. In 
addition he noted that development plans included raised walkways despite these no 
longer being considered good design practice elsewhere.  

  
1.22 In respect of stepped rents, members asked whether rents for Ashenden-facing units 

should not be lower than those in the centre of the development to offset the 
disadvantages of trying to maintain a business within building work disturbance and 
with greatly reduced passing trade for an extended period. Chris Horn responded that 
rental was generally £30 per square foot for ground floor units, and £15 per square 
foot on the first floor. With proposed stepped rental arrangements, traders would trade 
rent-free in the first year. In the second year a rental of £15 per square foot would 
apply. In the third and subsequent years rent would increase by no more than 25% of 
the differential between the £15 per square foot rate and prevailing rent levels. These 
arrangements would align with the development timetable for the surrounding site. 

  
1.23 Members suggested that the Council might consider locating staff to Hannibal House 

and by doing so promote the Centre and increase passing trade for existing traders. 
Chris Horn noted there was 90,000 square foot of office space at Hannibal House, 
however St Modwen’s preferred to let smaller suites of space to facilitate its own 
management of the building and build the credibility of E&C as an office site. 
Expenditure decisions were necessarily made on the basis of a relatively short building 
life, this being expressed through St Modwen’s current refurbishment on a floor-by-
floor basis. A refit to accommodate a further five years of use would be a different 
proposition entirely. 

  
1.24 In respect of whether refit packages might be worked up with other agencies, Chris 

Horn responded that the London Development Agency recently agreed to make 
financial resources available. 

  
1.25 The Chair acknowledged work undertaken to promote the centre and funding provided 

for this to date. However, he was concerned that there would be a point at which 
visible decline of the centre would become steep after which the trading environment 
would deteriorate dramatically. The sub-committee agreed that this would leave those 
remaining traders in a precarious position. Chris Horn agreed there was a high risk of 
this happening and noted that the Centre would come to an end of its trading existence 
at a point when all leases ended. 

  
1.26 The landlord was actively managing the process via alignment of lease end dates to 

enable maximum rental return for the longest possible period prior to demolition. Chris 
Horn wished to see a managed exit including for example trading to be gradually 
focused onto one floor from two as development progressed. He advised that regard 
should be given to the relationship of the large traders to the success of the rest of the 
centre, for example the Tesco store in the centre was an “anchor” business in respect 
of the trading environment. Chris Horn noted that Southwark has conditioned planning 
consent to larger stores in certain areas of the borough in order to maintain  trading, for 
example the Sainsbury’s superstore at Dog Kennel Hill. 
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1.27 Valerie Stevens stressed that there were no suitable alternatives for relocation of 
existing tenants. The Volvo site was not a viable proposition. Units proposed were 
either overpriced considering the extended building work that would need to be 
endured, were too badly positioned to be assured of passing trade, or were too small 
and of insufficient quantity. Traders could not be expected to relocate from the old 
centre with its established trading life to an untried and untested environment with 
entirely unknown footfall and as a result traders would in effect face establishing new 
businesses. She urged the Council to consider purchasing properties itself into which 
business tenants could be relocated. However she still believed that wherever 
alternative units were located they were likely to be secondary sites and not as 
convenient for public transport as was the existing centre. In addition, she felt that the 
landlord was unlikely to openly indicate its attitude to business tenants whose leases 
were to expire. If the current landlord did become the selected developer those without 
protected leases were extremely unlikely to be offered lease renewal. She suspected 
that the development timetable would continue to run late but noted that despite this 
the stated decant and demolition dates remained unchanged. 

  
1.28 Chris Horn responded that the time critical element of the programme was the date of 

Heygate decant. One consideration was to demonstrate that the Council could achieve 
vacant possession on the stated date. Selection of developer was not the time critical 
element. 

  
1.29 Valerie Stevens reminded the sub-committee that traders had been in this situation 

before and the time necessary for the process had again been underestimated. She 
asked the sub-committee to consider how traders could be expected to structure their 
businesses to accommodate such fluid arrangements and whether agreement could 
be reached with the developer to close the centre on an agreed date to avoid 
unnecessary uncertainty for traders. Chris Horn noted Regeneration had said as much 
during its discussions with the current landlord. although to date no assurance had 
been given by KPI that it would actively promote the Centre, reduce the rent or give 
certainty of end date. 

  
1.30 Ian Fraser was concerned at what he saw as lack of joined-up thinking and that none 

of the proposed actions addressed traders business issues. It seemed obvious to him 
that independent traders would need to be relocated elsewhere, but it appeared that 
the traders problems had not and continued not to be considered and as a result they 
would be disadvantaged in business planning terms in relation to the regeneration. 

  
1.31 Shamim Uddin noted that it was in the landlord’s interest to increase the rent of those 

tenants with compensation rights under their existing leases. The Council had power in 
this situation as without its participation no regeneration could be achieved. The issue 
from his perspective was whether the Council had planned well enough to mitigate 
trading loss through compensation. None of the s.106 gain or overall £6 million 
regeneration resource into the area was being used to the benefit of traders. Mr Uddin 
felt the Council was acting in bad faith to traders. 

  
1.32 In addition, parkland adjacent to the Ashenden site had been purchased and planning 

application submitted on what he understood was public land and there were currently 
no plans for what would replace it. He was concerned that very valuable public 
parkland that Heygate residents had fought for had simply been given to the developer 
by Southwark Council, with its deeds transferred as part of a s.106 agreement and to 
be developed as an underground car park – which development he felt strongly would 
not be to the benefit the community whatsoever. Mr Uddin asked why s.106 was to be 
used for development of the underground access tunnel. 
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1.33 He was aware that the ground floor of the proposed Volvo site development would be 
used for access to a hotel, cinema and ASDA store. The proposed average cost of 
larger units would be lower than that of smaller units and therefore smaller businesses 
would pay higher rents than larger businesses. The average rent at the E&C was 
£9.50 per square metre and he felt there was a clear contradiction between the 
messages about rents and the financial reality. 

  
1.34 In respect of proposed stepped rental arrangements, the industry formula would 

normally include application of “pioneering allowances” for sites in positions such as 
those on the Ashenden-facing edge of the Volvo site. Although the first year would be 
rental free under proposed Southwark arrangements, subsequent rents were likely to 
be crippling, given the poor likely trading environment for businesses occupying such 
units. Demolition of the Ashenden was due to start in 2009 and it was unlikely that any 
trading would therefore be possible from these units. Development of the area would 
involve open excavation work and even the Council’s indicative plan indicated that this 
was unlikely to be concluded by 2012. A 9ft corridor around the Ashenden site was 
required by law for fire and emergency access. He also expressed concern that 
Ashenden occupants would be living within a building site. 

  
1.35 Chris Horn replied that only means of servicing the central area of the new E&C during 

development was via an underground service tunnel.  This would be constructed 
under obligation of Southwark Council and as soon as construction was complete the 
land above would return to the ownership of the Council. 

  
1.36 Chris Horn confirmed that the parkland area at the Walworth Road side of the scheme 

was licensed for use by the developer during construction of the scheme. The 
developer was paying for this and for erection of the crane over the edge of the 
Heygate. 

  
1.37 In response to concerns about the raised walkways, Chris Horn responded that the 

developer was obliged to construct an alternative route into the Heygate Estate and 
again was paying a licence to the Housing Department for such access. Heygate 
tenants had been consulted on this matter, he stated. 

  
1.38 In relation to the rents issues raised, he felt that the s.106 formula may have been 

misread in calculating a “£6million” figure. In respect of stepped rent arrangements, 
25% figure in effect was the 1st year, in the second year a lower rent in centre would be 
adopted and only after 5years would market rent be charged, the 25% not being a 
multiplier. 

  
1.39 Bernie Bartley stated that once Southwark Council had announced the demolition of 

the site in 2004 this had effectively given permission to the developer to cease the 
leases. The Council had responsibility for this trading decline. He felt that the new 
centre would attract trade to its new parts and that at the end of the process there 
would be nothing there for existing traders.  

  
1.40 In respect of liaison and dialogue between traders and the Council, Mr Uddin asserted 

that Chris Horn had regularly missed meetings with traders, although this was refuted 
strongly by Chris Horn who responded that he had attended every one of over 30 
meetings with traders, only having missed one due to his child being sick that and 
needing care that day. 
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1.41 Paul Evans acknowledged the complexity of the regeneration process and that 
working methods should reflect this. He was careful to distinguish the roles and 
responsibilities of the Planning Committee and development officers to emphasize that 
alternative developments were not being designed by Regeneration officers who were 
themselves accommodating modified circumstances. He felt that these matters had 
been debated openly and cleanly at scrutiny and Regeneration had run a transparent 
engagement process with both Executive and Scrutiny.  

  
1.42 Mr Blunt, Chair of Southwark Chamber of Commerce [CoC] and Director of Business 

Extra addressed the meeting. Business Extra gives advice to traders jointly and 
severally, including those in the wider development area – this representing around 
100 traders. BE sought to be even-handed with all traders and to represent all groups 
of traders. Both organisations took active interest in development of the area, with 
many traders also members of the CoC and as such sharing a common purpose. 

  
1.43 From his perspective it was unclear whether the E&C regeneration scheme was 

primarily a road-straightening/transport-focused scheme or a commercial 
development, whether the tram issue was peripheral and what the scheme’s overall 
direction was. If the scheme was a road-straightening scheme compulsory purchase 
provisions would apply to business owners. 

  
 He observed that s.106 consents appeared to have been taken in isolation despite 

their cumulative impact on development. 
  
 Work to the Southern roundabout would certainly be disruptive and was due to start in 

2008 but had been delayed for TfL assessment. Mr Blunt asked whether this had been 
taken into account. He noted that no definitive timetable had been issued by GLA 
organisations, despite the potential negative impact of major roadworks at the 
Elephant & Castle on the success of Olympic planning as stated by the GLA itself. 
There would be potentially negative consequences if the tram works occurred after 
development of the area as further road and business disturbance would result. 

  
 Isolated retail units were of no assistance to smaller traders. The quality of 

environment was key to retail improvement as shoppers now had many alternatives to 
shopping on a traditional high street. 

  
 Whatever the delays and their causes, the skirmishes, fallouts and delays damaged 

the Council’s reputation and detracted from a positive forward focus on the future of 
the Elephant & Castle. Urgent resolution of differences and a united front was called 
for. 

  
1.44 The Chair confirmed that Business Extra had been commissioned to prepare a report 

[further to that it had prepared in October 2005, Appendix A] to the Executive 
including: issues around compensation; information to assist the authority to better 
define expected demand for this; and clarification of potential sources of assistance 
to traders. The first draft was anticipated prior to submission of final bids in late 
October 2006. 

  
1.45 Between 2004-09 no definitive formula had been determined for compensation, which 

was expected to cover around 31 businesses. Business Extra would look at the 
justification of the demand side for compensation and the supply/sources of alternative 
support/assistance to traders. 
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1.46 Approximately 31 established traders were suffering from declining trade. For some it 
may become critical even if large retailers remained at the centre. St Modwen’s might 
be asked to act flexibly if business is declining and consider using the centre like a 
covered market at the point at which decline starts, although some businesses have 
already gone out of business. 

  
1.47 Shamim Uddin asked how traders might yet influence the situation before selection of 

developers, what might be imposed on them as part of the competition process and 
what might reasonably be expected from them. He felt there was insufficient space in 
the new plans so inevitably some traders would have to be compensated. 

  
1.48 Councillor Eckersley was invited to address the matter. He had been advised of Volvo 

site development 14 months ago but it appeared that there had been no progress 
since. 

  
1.49 He suggested that as a promoter of the regeneration scheme the Council might wish 

to consider powers to assist traders and creation of a package to ensure business 
continuity. The point at which irrevocable decline set in would need to be established 
and monitored. Despite being a strong report addressing the discretionary powers 
issue, he felt G L Hearn’s paper neglected to explore the new Well Being Power as 
defined in Part 1 of the Local Government Act (2000). He felt that the report pages 
178-179 unfortunately made rather narrow reference to previous scrutiny references to 
the Executive. 

  
1.50 In respect of agenda page 177 he noted that the support package for traders was now 

written into the competition and its importance to the Council was emphasized to 
bidders. He felt that mechanisms for relocation assistance might be considered for 
attachment to the Volvo site development arrangements – the Council would therefore 
need to explore what additional powers existed. Such suggestions could form the 
basis for a package for traders and bring wider benefit to the rest of the Council in 
terms of reputation. 

  
1.51 The Chair noted that no definitive advice had been given that precluded consideration 

of the use of the Well Being power in this case and that a number of other Councils 
had applied the power to similarly unique regeneration situations. Valerie Stevens 
stated that traders had been told that the legality was uncertain and asked whether the 
Council was seeking to avoid its new powers under this Act. She was puzzled why the 
Council had need to seek advice from an external agency on the use of its own 
powers. The Chair acknowledged that local authorities all across the UK were 
grappling with how these new provisions might be applied locally. 

  
1.52 Paul Evans suggested that members should establish firstly the legality of applying 

Well Being powers in different circumstances/situations – this was not part of the 
commission of Business Extra, he noted. Secondly, he reminded members that the 
Council was asking BE to define the proposition against which the powers would then 
be tested. The Council was not outsourcing its responsibility for defining its powers. 
The Act suggested that these powers might be used as a first resource. The Council 
was seeking to determine what businesses sought with the assistance of Business 
Extra. Ian Fraser reminded the meeting that last year traders had asked the Council to 
secure advice on these very powers from the Borough Solicitor and Secretary.  

  
 The Chair proposed draft recommendations which were discussed by the sub-

committee. 
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1.53 Cllr Livingstone reminded those present that other sites including the Shell/Burger King 
and London Park Hotel existed and asked whether alternative trading sites might be 
offered there without the need to demolish the Heygate Estate. 

  
1.54 In addition, he was concerned about potential retail units at the Volvo site and 

difficulties in respect of temporary walkways. There was a dip indicated on the plans 
towards the garages down the side of the Ashenden House [Heygate Estate] and he 
asked whether this was to be levelled up. Chris Horn confirmed the walkway would be 
a temporary measure to accommodate the need for constant access into the Volvo 
site and estate access to the Heygate Estate. Following development there would be a 
permanent walkway and units on the other side of this. The scheme was commercially 
driven and has had input from TfL, the Regeneration Team and others including 
engineering considerations. There were potentially more trading units in the scheme. 
The market would he said ultimately take a view as to when trading starts and trading 
at the Centre becomes an attractive proposition. 

  
1.55 Paul Evans noted that the Volvo site proposition had been adjusted it as far as 

possible to accommodate the needs of future development of the area. The developer 
believes that in due course those units would be viable business trading propositions, 
hence access to these parts of the site was essential. Cllr Livingstone felt that 
alternative sites were needed as initial trading would only be viable in three of the 
proposed units.  

  
1.56 Paul Evans assured members that Regeneration officers continued to liaise with TfL 

and other agencies around tram development. The Executive was in no doubt that it 
wished to bring about a positive resolution to the situation, ensuring balance between 
economic change taking place in every part of Southwark and the needs of the 
Elephant & Castle area. 

  
1.57 Cllr Salmon urged members not to assume that the development and associated 

disturbance was a distant proposition as regeneration would happen very quickly once 
started. Members needed to know that all was in place and be able to give messages 
to constituents and others directly involved with a degree of certainty. Clear messages 
about the Council’s position on issues would enable others to make necessary plans. 
Once the major large retailers in the centre pulled out then the process of visible 
decline would start, hence the Council should state very clearly what it could do to 
assist and at which points. It was acknowledged that no position taken would suit 
everyone.  

  
1.58 The Chair thanked traders representatives for coming to the meeting and reminded the 

meeting that he would attend the Executive to present scrutiny’s recommendations 
and rationale. 

  
 RESOLVED: 1. The Sub-Committee notes that an integral part of the 

regeneration of the Elephant and Castle assumes that retaining 
as much of the existing local enterprise as possible will create 
a strong foundation from which this sector can be expanded 
within the areas of new development (as reflected in the 
adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance), and that the 
majority of businesses intend or hope to be trading at the 
Elephant and Castle after demolition of the existing shopping 
centre.  The Sub-Committee is particularly aware that BME 
business may be especially vulnerable to the effects of the 
redevelopment. 
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  2. The Sub-Committee also notes that the Council has taken 
steps to support active promotion and marketing of the centre 
during its remaining life.  It also recognises that some 
replacement business premises have now been secured at 
Castle Industrial Estate, Elephant Road [also known as the 
“Volvo Site”] under a planning gain agreement. However 
traders are disappointed with this agreement, with real 
concerns about the viability of a number of “affordable” units 
potentially available to traders.  The Council needs to give due 
weight to these concerns when negotiating similar agreements 
in the Elephant & Castle area.  

   
  3. The Sub-Committee takes the view that, in light of 

recommendation 1 above, traders are rightly disappointed that 
discussions have not moved forward since the Sub-
Committee’s meeting on 12 January 2006.  Local businesses 
contribute to the well being of the local community and should 
be treated on an equal footing with other stakeholders. 

   
  4. Moving forward, the Sub-Committee strongly recommends that 

the Executive (when considering the report on business 
continuity in November 2006) takes action in the following three 
key areas in which potential exists to assist the business 
community, i.e. 

   
  a. The Council should secure further replacement business 

premises with “affordable” rents at the earliest 
opportunity, taking full account of the timeframes for their 
occupation and the viability of the trading situation for 
these individual units in relation to the development of 
their surrounding environment. 

   
  b. A comprehensive financial package should be worked up 

to specifically cover relocation costs. 
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  c. The Sub-Committee believes there will come a time 
before demolition of the existing shopping centre, at 
which trading will become markedly more difficult. No 
definitive legal reason has been put forward as to why the 
Council’s well-being power under the Local Government 
Act (2000) could not be used to provide assistance during 
such a transitional period at the Elephant and Castle. 

 
This power of well-being, intended to promote the 
economic, social and environmental well-being of those 
living in, working in or visiting a local area, has to date 
been applied by other local authorities in respect of a 
number of unique regeneration projects. The Sub-
Committee recommends that (subject to legal advice) the 
Council explores the application of this new power to 
provide business continuity at the Elephant and Castle. 
 
The Council should ensure that any assistance proposed 
under the power of well-being is developed well in 
advance and available swiftly to relevant traders at such 
time as it is required by them. 

  
 
 


