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Executive Summary
The overarching research objective of this report is to examine
and understand youth participation within London planning
through the lens of a socio-environmental justice framework.
As will be defined in this report, this includes aspects of
recognition, participation and redistribution.
Due to limited time and resources, a case study was
undertaken, and the young people of Grove Park and the Save
Grove Park Youth Club campaign were selected as a sample
group to grasp the wider situation within London.
Through a combination of primary and secondary
research methods, this report: 1) Supports the Grove Park
Neighbourhood Forum’s campaign for a youth club in Grove
Park; 2) Identifies a failed youth participation structure
in Lewisham; 3) Criticises the current delivery of youth
participation from national to neighbourhood level, and 4)
Suggests three policy proposals, at different scales, on how to
improve socio-environmental justice in youth planning.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Youth Participation in
Grove Park
1.1a Save Grove Park Youth Club Campaign

Grove Park (GP) is a suburban area and an electoral
ward in the Borough of Lewisham, situated in SouthEast London. According to neighbourhood statistics
collected by the ONS (2011), GP’s total population is
approx. 14,648, with young people aged between 10
to 19, accounting for 12.4% of the population.
Since 1965, Grove Park Youth Club (GPYC) has
been providing essential youth services to the
neighbourhood, however since 2012, due to
continuous budget cuts to youth services (HM
Treasury, 2013; Lewisham Mayor and Cabinet, 2015;
Lewisham Council, 2016), the youth club was closed.
Later that year, Lewisham council announced its
plans to demolish the youth club and were exploring
options with a private contractor, London & Quadrant,
to build a new block of apartments (Lewisham
Council, 2015). Shortly after its intentions were
made clear to the public, resistance surfaced among
the community, as many questioned the logic of
demolishing a purpose-built youth club when there
was already a shortage of activities for young people
(News Shopper 2013, 2015).
Thus, it was on this basis that the Grove Park
Neighbourhood Forum (GPNF) was set up - by
Stephen Kenny and Rob Clayton together, and later
the Save Grove Park Youth Club (SGPYC) campaign
as well as Grove Park Heritage Trust (GPHT); in order
to raise awareness and campaign for their muchloved neighbourhood from multiple channels.

1.1b Main Objective

The overarching research objective of this report
is to examine youth participation in London
planning, through a socio-environmental justice
lens. The results reveal an underachievement of
the government in promoting youth participation.
Throughout the report, this framework (defined in
section 1.2), is constantly referred back to as the set
of principles that guide the assessment of successes
and failures of youth participation processes in
London. Due to limited time and resources, the
SGPYC campaign was analysed as a case study to
understand youth participation in Grove Park and
London planning. Please note, this report does not
claim to be exhaustive in its research, but the limited
interaction with young people does point towards the
lack of youth engagement platforms in London.
Prior to conducting field-based research, deskbased studies (section 2) were undertaken which
highlight the educational inequalities and health
risks that young people in GP and Lewisham face;
with the results strongly pointing towards the need
for a youth club and the benefits that it could bring.
This section also shows how many potential actors
in Lewisham who could significantly enhance youth
participation were previously unaware of the SGPYC
campaign. However, by utilising various primary
research methodologies, by the end of the study,
some key actors were successfully connected, and
young people’s needs and views about their local
areas began to emerge. Through this interaction, the

report clearly identifies the need for; (1) A safe place
where young people can socialise in GP; (2) A more
robust link between all youth community actors; (3) A
restructuring of the current planning policy consulting
phase, so that there is a youth participation structure
that encourages young people to participate.
Furthermore, this report questions the application of
policies at the London and Lewisham levels. While
phrases like a ‘more equal community’ or ‘equal
city’ are regularly used in London plans (Mayor of
London, 2016; Lewisham Plan, 2012); the evidence
proves that the concerns of young people remain
underappreciated. The greatest challenge is to find a
way to ensure youth services continue to be a priority
in local planning policies under national budget cuts.
In section 3, this report suggests two proposals to
address this issue in policy-making at the local level
(London-Lewisham) through youth engagement and
resource redistribution, and a business proposal for
GPNF to “rebrand” the youth club to work around the
current constraint. Each proposal aims to improve
socio-environmental justice in the community.

To summarise, the four key outcomes of this report
are:
1) Initiating a link between key youth actors.
2) Arguing for the need of a youth club in GP.
3) Identifying the reasons for the government’s failure
to deliver a sustainable youth participation structure.
4) Proposing new ways to improve youth participation
at different levels.
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1.2 Socio-Environmental Justice
in Youth Planning
1.2a What is Social Justice?

The common understanding of social justice is
embedded in the concept of distribution and
redistribution, and the leading academic that
popularised this theory was Rawls (1971, 2001), in
which he defined justice as equality of opportunities
and a fair distribution of assets within society. This
idea is currently the foundation to most planning
policies advocating for a fairer society.
Although recognising the importance of distribution,
academics such as Young (1990) and Fraser (1998)
criticised this theory for being overly idealistic and
simplified, since Rawls assumed the same needs
and wants for everyone within society, at the
same time, believing a simple redistribution could
solve all difficulties faced by societies. They argue
that for proper justice to be delivered, society’s
complexity – its power relations, its differences
and its inequalities, have to be acknowledged first;
and for these elements to be properly addressed,
parity participation is key. Parity participation, as
Fraser puts it, is not merely meetings with different
stakeholders, but a “social arrangement that permit[s]
all members of society to interact with one another
as peers… [where] the distribution of material
resources must be such as to ensure participants’
independence and voice.” (Fraser 1998: 5).
To further define the processes of participation
in the context of youth engagement, it is also
important to review Hart (1992)’s ladder of children’s
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participation. This ‘ladder’ consists of eight rungs,
with the bottom three equating to non-participation,
whereby children’s views are co-opted to validate
adult decision-making. Only from the fourth rung
onwards, does participation begin, growing according
to the level of children’s powers of direction and the
influence exerted by adults. At the top two rungs
of the ladder, there is a high level of independent
decision-making by children, with adults performing
more of a role as partners. As such, only if a society
is achieving the top two rungs, can it be defined as
achieving parity participation.
In short, applying these notions to GP and Lewisham,
It would be necessary to:
1) Recognise the diverse nature of its society,
and in this process acknowledge the different value
within such diversity and its contribution to society.
Lewisham is one of the youngest and most diverse
boroughs in London (Lewisham, 2008; 2015)
2) Redistribute considering the gaps and
inequalities with a special focus on vulnerable
groups, GP is one of the most deprived wards in
London,with most of the ward in the range of 30-40%
most deprived (Department for communities and local
government 2015). This is translated in inequalities
within its population. Lewisham and GP in particular,
are also amongst the worst performing areas
regarding the GCSE results, and the borough shows
alarming rates of health problems.

3) Upholds parity participation, so that there is
equality amongst all groups. There is a history of
participation and community involvement within GP,
such as the GP community group shows, it is in
recent years that more proactive groups of community
involvement, such as the GPNF and the GPHT have
formed. However, these groups lack a current active
involvement of youth, even though they are dealing
with youth issues.

1.2b What is Environmental Justice?

Much like social justice, environmental justice can be
built from the same three key elements (Schlosberg,
2004). In terms of recognition and participation,
Schlosberg suggests the need to recognise crosscultural differences and livelihoods so that both
‘professional’ and ‘local’ knowledges are considered
and valued, in order to prevent the dominance of the
former. In terms of distribution, Miller (2003) states
that this means an equal distribution of environmental
services, risks and hazards.
The requirements for participation and recognition
have to acknowledge environmental topics and how
the diverse population within Lewisham and Grove
Park may have different ways in which there is a
relationship and meaning with nature and the environment in general.
As for redistribution, Grove Park ward is also
amongst the most deprived regarding the living
environment deprivation domain (component of the

deprivation index). Even though it only considers air
quality and housing conditions, is an indicator of how
unequal environmental hazards are distributed, even
within the ward.

1.2c Socio-Environmental Justice

The timeline to the right (figure 1) indicates how the
reopening of the youth club would enhance socioenvironmental justice in three main stages: during the
process of saving the club, the reopening of the club
itself, and in the future.

Finding ways to empower
young people to get involved.

Young people have a say in the
design, management and implementation of the project.

They meet new people and gain
skills that boost their confidence
and are useful for their futures.

Cultural heritage preserved. A place
to go for future generations.

Gathering the concepts discussed, socioenvironmental justice can be defined as:

“Providing platforms for everyone’s voices to
be heard, whilst acknowledging inherent power
relations, sets of values and knowledges, and
levelling the positions of different groups of
society in both the processes and outputs of
participation, through instruments that are
accessible and engaging, enabling a proper parity
throughout such process.
It also involves having structures in place whch
are capable of recognising both individual and
collective rights, diversity and the right to access
a healthy environment.”

THE PROCESS

THE CENTRE

Young people are involved in the
discussion about where they live.

THE FUTURE

Young people have a place to go to
be active and creative: physical and
mental health nurtured.

A functioning building is restored to its
former use: resources and energy saved.

Figure 1: A socio-environmental justice timeline for GPYC.
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1.3 Methodology Overview
Various methodologies have been adopted and
developed in the process of this project to address
specific research objectives.

1.3a Framework used for Analysing

On top of the socio-environmentally just framework
defined in section 1.2, the Web of Institutionalisation
(Levy, 1996) was utilised in the preliminary deskbased critique of the SGPYC campaign before
fieldwork was conducted (Figure 2), and throughout
the report as a tool of analysis for creating the
proposals. Simply, the web consists of four “spheres”
which contain 13 interconnecting elements that each
need to be in place in order for a project or value
such as “youth participation” to be institutionalised
in policy and planning. This was used to guide and
identify the strengths and weaknesses of the different
components of the planning system and SGPYC
campaign, in order to suggest routes to improving
youth participation in Lewisham.

1.3b Primary Research Methodologies

In total, five different primary data collecting activities
were conducted, four of which involved face-toface communication with local people and key
youth actors in Lewisham. Although the underlying
objective for each activity was to engage with young
people and gain a better understanding of youth
participation, each of the five activities had a specific
purpose, and they are summarised in Table 1.

Main Aims

Method

People Involved

Bringing attention of the SGPYC campaign to
a key youth participation actor within London.

Meeting.

GLA Peer Outreach Team.

Seeing first-hand the current situation of
GPYC and other potential youth facilities
within GP.

Site visit.

Chair of GPNF.
Member of GPNF.

Participatory
Engaging with youth to understand their needs
mapping activity &
and concerns within the area.
focus groups.

Students from Student Voice, Bonus
Pastor Catholic College.

Initiating and building communication
platforms with a key actor.

Meeting.

Lewisham Young Mayor.
Young advisors.
Chair of GPNF.

Mapping out other potential actors around GP
involved in youth participation.

Semi-structured
phone interview.

Local resident, youth policy expert and
Director of GPNF.

Table 1: Summary of five Primary Research Activities conducted for this Study.
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2. RESEARCH & DIAGNOSIS

2.1 Research Summary
2.1a Main Findings

This section contains a combination of primary and
secondary research findings which have fed into the
diagnosis of youth participation levels in Grove Park,
Lewisham and London.
The secondary research surrounding the educational
attainment and health of young people in Grove
Park showed that there are severe disparities in both
compared to Lewisham and London. Drawing from
academic texts, it is evident that a youth club could
help to tackle these inequalities by preventing antisocial behaviour, enhancing employability, reducing
obesity and mental health levels and even building
neighbourhood cohesion. This would be a large step
towards recognising individual and collective rights,
and the right to access a healthy environment, which
constitute socio-environmental justice.
The primary research activities conducted
emphasised the need for a youth club in Grove Park.
The visit to Bonus Pastor Catholic College revealed
that there is little for young people to do in the area
and extremely few platforms through which they
can influence local planning. Further interviews and
meetings connected key youth participation actors
in Lewisham contributing to the case for the need of
a youth club in Grove Park.Through them, two out
of three key aspects of socio-environmental justice,
parity participation and recognition of diversity, were
enhanced, drawing Lewisham closer to what is truly
just.

2.1b GLA Peer Outreach Team

A meeting was held with the GLA Peer Outreach
Team at City Hall to introduce the project with respect
to youth participation in Grove Park, and to learn
about the involvement of the GLA team with youth
initiatives throughout London.
There was a specific focus on the prospects of further
cooperation with the efforts of GPNF regarding
youth, how this could be a best practice case and
the possibility of linking the struggles of GPNF with
initiatives across London from both the GLA and civil
society.

2.1b Site Visit

To study first-hand, the status of GPYC and
its surrounding neighbourhood, a site visit was
organised; led by Stephen Kenny and Barry, another
member of GPNF. The visit included a 45-minute
tour around GPYC as well as other potential sites
for youth entrepreneurial provision that are currently
unoccupied.
The site visit was incredibly useful for gaining a
deeper understanding of why GPNF and the SGPYC
campaign were set up in the first place, since the area
is engulfed in housing estates with little commercial
or public open space. As it was afternoon, there
were a few groups of teenagers hanging around the
neighbourhood streets in their school uniforms unsurprisingly, given the lack of any kind of youth or
suitable community service in the area.
Please see Appendix 1 for images from the site visit.
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2.2 Education & Young People
Educational Inequality is the difference in the learning
results, or efficacy, experienced by students coming
from different groups, both socially and economically
(Collier, 2016). Deprivation to educational outcomes
is usually linked to poverty, whereby students from a
less well-off background are more likely to drop out
of school earlier and perform worse than their richer
counterparts (Bradley and Corwyn, 2002). According to an Ofsted report titled ‘Unseen Children’, in
2012, only 36% of pupils receiving free school meals
attained five good GCSEs of A*- C, compared to 63%
of their better off peers.

2.1b Educational Inequality in Lewisham

According to a report published by the Department
of Education in Jan 2016, based on last year’s GCSE
results, Lewisham was the worst performing Borough
in London; with only 51.9% of pupils achieving five
good GCSEs - 5.2% below the national average.
Furthermore, in 2011 (Figure 3), GP has a much lower
proportion of the population who have acquired a
Level 4 or higher (above GCSEs) qualification compare to the overall population in Lewisham and
London.

2.1c Benefits of having a Youth Club

Evidence has showed that a well-planned and wellstaffed youth provision service centre can narrow this
attainment gap by (Unison 2014, Breen 2003):
1. Providing a safe and secure environment for young
people to socialise and study together;

[9]
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“Equality of access to education can be
seen by many as key to advancing children
from less well-off backgrounds in order to
break generational cycles of deprivation
and encourage economic growth”

2. Preventing anti-social behaviour and alcohol and
substance abuse;
3. Encouraging higher educational opportunities;
4. Increasing young people’s employability after
school through specific skills training workshops;
5. Granting an opportunity for young people to climb
up the ‘social ladder’.

(Blanden, J, 2003:1).

Education Levels in Grove Park

, Lewisham

& London

45
40
Percentage of respective population

2.1a What is educational inequality?
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School, 18+

Full-Time Students

Qualification Levels

Figure 3: Education Levels as a Percentage of Population in Grove Park, Lewisham & London (ONS, 2011)

2.3 Health & Young People
2.2a Mental Health in Lewisham

The Health of Lewisham Children & Young People
2015 report by Lewisham Council (2015) identified
a number of risk factors that make Lewisham’s
children and young people more vulnerable to
developing mental health and wellbeing problems
in future including:
•

27.6% of children living in poverty in Lewisham,
compared to 23.7% in London and 19.2% in
England.
• Higher levels of 10-17 year olds involved in crime,
compared to London and England.
The Children’s Society (2012) study on children’s
wellbeing in London is referenced in the Lewisham
report (p. 36) with six key priorities for nurturing
wellbeing being quoted. Priority 5 calls for a “safe
and suitable home environment and local area”
including “good local facilities”. Elsewhere in the
Lewisham report it is recommended that:
“Within available resources, Lewisham Children’s
Partnership should continue in its commitment to
encourage access to and usage of culture, sport,
leisure and play activities.” (Lewisham Council,
2015, p.5)

2.2b Physical Health in Lewisham

The Health Profile for Lewisham Unitary Authority
2014-15, conducted by Public Health England (2015)
identified that 24.3% of Year 6 children in
Lewisham are obese, which is ‘significantly worse’

than the rest of England. Levels of under 18
conceptions are also worse in Lewisham than the
national average.

2.2c Benefits of Leisure Facilities

There is much academic literature demonstrating the
benefits of play on children and young people. The
literature review ‘A World without Play’ by Gleave, J.
& Cole-Hamilton, I. (2012) for Play England provides a
useful summary. The studies included show how play
can reduce the likelihood of children becoming
obese and is beneficial to their mental health and
overall well-being.
Furthermore, a study conducted by Wood et
al. (2011) demonstrates how good community
infrastructure which caters to children can
indirectly boost neighbourhood cohesion and
social capital (“connections among individuals,
social networks and the norms of reciprocity and
trustworthiness that arise from them” (Putnam, 2001,
p.19)) with benefits to the wider community.

“There are recognised risk factors for
developing mental health problems,
many of which are more prevalent
in Lewisham’s children and young
people, who are therefore at greater
risk of mental health problems, and
low levels of wellbeing/resilience
that put them at risk of developing
problems in the future.”
(Lewisham Council, 2015, p. 36)
The right to access a healthy environment involves
having facilities for leisure and play which are:
•
•
•

spatially accessible (perceived by the
individual to be ‘local’);
socially accessible (open to, and inclusive of
diverse communities);
environmentally accessible (places to go
when the weather limits use of outdoor spaces)

This is not only for the short- and long-term benefits
to individual mental and physical health, but also for
long-term community welfare and neighbourhood
inter-connectedness as a whole.

Socio-Environmental Justice
RESEARCH [10]

2.4 Bonus Pastor Catholic College
The first formal interaction with young people from
Lewisham was a focus group study conducted at the
Bonus Pastor Catholic College School in Lewisham.
The interviewees were six students, aged between
11-14, who were all part of the school’s ‘Student
Voice’ team. Bounded by the fact that the school sits
in Bromley, another ward next to GP, only 1 student
was from GP, and the others were from other nearby
wards. Nevertheless, the primary research was
conducted as planned.
The engagement activity was divided into two main
parts, firstly there was a participatory mapping
activity, followed by a focus group study/ semistructured interview. After a brief icebreaker activity,
students were given a blank A4 sheet and coloured
pens, to map out their neighbourhoods, and where
they go to for their hobbies and during their spare
time (see Figures 4 and 5 + Appendix 2).

Figure 4: Cognitive Mapping at Bonus Pastor School.
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The students took it in turns to explain their maps,
before being subdivided into two groups of three, for
a semi-structured interview. This started with primary
open-ended questions, followed by an introduction to
the topic, and then some secondary questions which
went into more depth (Stewart et al 2007). Questions
included what and where they do their extracurricular activities, what they do during weekends,
how they get there and what they would like to do in
their neighbourhood etc. All the questions were linked
to their time-space dimension (Appendix 3).

From the primary engagement, it was clear that
students are active and have many hobbies; they
each join a variety of after-school clubs, ranging from
archaeology to acting to dancing, to swimming and
football etc. Moreover, they like shopping and hanging with friends at each other’s houses.
However, once the results were analysed, a concerning common theme arose as most of these activities
are not within their own neighbourhood and they
usually need to travel long distances, i.e. taking a
bus, or parents to driving them, to get to their respective clubs. For instance, one student needs to travel
16 miles to attend football sessions and the other
has to go at least 2.1 miles to participate at an acting
class. Even for leisure activities like visiting shopping
centres, the closest distance was 1 mile. Furthermore, when asked what they would like to see in their
neighbourhood, almost all participants answered
something along the lines of ‘a place where they
could go to meet their friends’.
Thus, considering the distance the children have to
travel for after school clubs and in view of their aspirations, it is evident that there is an urgent need for a
safe and walking distance (<15 minutes) place where
young people could socialise, have space for physical activities, and can provide jobs training.

Figure 5: Cognitive Mapping Results

RESEARCH [12]

2.5 Phone Interview with a Local Resident
In order to acquire another perspective on the
campaign and understand wider issues within
Lewisham, an in-depth phone interview was
conducted with a local resident, who is also a mother
of one, a youth policy expert, as well as one of the
four directors of GPHT.
A series of questions were asked, ranging from
her views and opinions on the concept of a youth
club, the ‘SGPYC’ campaign, the GPHT, to youth
participation within GP in general.

3.4a On Lack of Youth Provision in the Area:
“Its population is actually quite old. It’s almost like
a retirement village, but that doesn’t mean young
people don’t live in the area, but we’ve kind of lost
the young people, because they all stay at home now.
So it’s not a huge population but there isn’t really
anything for them to do...There is nothing local that
they can access basically.”
“There is a lovely park, and there are some lovely
playing fields nearby. But they are all owned by the
City of London corporation, some colleges, so they
are all paid services. There is nothing free.”

3.4b On a Limited Youth Participation Structure:
“This is it! Because it is very very old

[13]
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demographically… In other places I have lived,
there’s always activist groups, there’s lobbying, there
are people that are starting petitions. SGPYC is the
only thing in town, in GP...I haven’t found anything
else, ‘grassrootsy’, anything youth-led”

3.4c On Recommendation for Youth Engagement
Activities:
“I think with youth engagement, it needs to be flexible
don’t you… I think the more creative, the better,
just so you could engage with the wider members
of society really. If I have learnt anything from Ester,
it is, one size does not fit all, you can’t just have a
focus groups and assume that everybody is going to
actively participate.”

3.4d Interview Results
This interview was crucial to the investigation as
many of the theories and assumptions identified
throughout the report were further confirmed. Main
issues like, 1) The SGPYC campaign has overly
focused on the heritage side of the building, without
putting young people in the decision-making centre;
2) An almost non-existent youth provision service
within GP, where there is just nothing for young
people to do; 3) A very limited youth participation
structure in Lewisham, with no formal channels for
the young to have a say in ongoing plans happening

in their neighbourhood, were all repeatedly brought up
during the 30-minute interview. Moreover, with through
the interview, a Lewisham’s actor map was created
(see Figure 6). The map spells out all the significant
persons or groups that could have an impact on youth
participation.
As seen in the diagram, there are still numerous
potential actors (in grey) that are yet to be contacted
and remain uninvolved in the project. By engaging with
these actors fully, SGPYC could develop a sustainable
platform within which young people could voice their
concerns and support for the project. In the longer
term, this platform could further evolve into an informal
way for young people to feed in their opinions on their
community. For the sake of recognition and diversity,
it is essential to leave no stones unturned and connect
these actors.

On Youth Participation in GP:

“There’s nothing. There is very
little youth participation.”

L&Q Housing Association
Other Connections gained from Entrepreneurs Group

Mapping Futures

Team London Young Ambassadors
GLA Lynk-Up Crew

University College London

GLA Peer Outreach Team

Just Space

Other Groups
Schools/Local Community

Department of Community & Children’s Services

Stephen Kenny

PHT

Greenvale School
Army Cadet Force, Grove Park

Connections between actors
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Figure 6: Actor-mapping of key individuals and groups involved in youth participation
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2.6 A Meeting with the Young Mayor
The meeting took place on 12th December 2016 at
the Civic Suite, Lewisham Council, Catford in the
hope of initiating communication with a key actor the Young Mayor and her cabinet.
Present at the meeting were Stephen Kenny, the
Young Mayor of Lewisham 2016/17- Kayla Sh’ay, the
Deputy Young Mayor - Tekisha Henry and around 10
young advisors. The project was introduced in a slot
of 10 minutes and another 10 minutes of discussion
followed.

term, once regular conversations are established,
opinions from youth could feed back to GPNF, which
would help them fine-tune their arguments for a
youth club. Secondly, with Kayla Sh’ay as one of the
advisors to Lewisham’s Mayor, Sir Steve Bullock,
her support for SGPYC could be fundamental in
putting pressure on the decision-making level for the
necessity of more and improved youth services.

Overall, if these formal dialogues with the Young
Mayor and the young advisors continue, it will
create more pressure from within the council itself to
support local youth services such as GPYC, even in
the context of severe national spending cuts.

During the discussion, participants were interested in
knowing the existing connections with local schools,
as well as the proposals for running the club, such
as its finance and sustainability, if workers at the club
would be volunteers or paid youth workers etc. In
general, they were excited and were enthusiastic to
be part of the project.
The meeting itself achieved two main goals. Firstly, it
initiated a formal dialogue with a key actor within the
area who was previously omitted. This conversation
with the Young Mayor and advisors was of particular
importance, as they are the formal personnel who are
part of an existing youth platform within the council.
They are democratically elected through Lewisham’s
schools and colleges, and have vital access to
the current youth network and school councils.
By informing them of SGPYC, they could raise
awareness among young people; and in the longer

[15]
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Figure 7: Meeting at Lewisham Council

2.7 Council
Resources

2.8 Research Limitations

In the 2016/17 to 2019/20 Medium Term Financial
Strategy (Jul 2015) document, it shows that “the
strategy forecasts a further reduction in resources
of a minimum of £30.4m (12.3%) between 2015/16
and 2019/20. Over the last five years, the Council has
undertaken a major budget reduction programme
to manage the difficult financial challenge it has
been faced with. In the period 2010/11 to 2015/16
the Council has identified savings of £121m. The
consequence for Lewisham is plain. The Settlement
Funding Assessment fell by 14% in 2015/16 and is
set to fall, as estimated by the GLA, by an estimated
12.1% in 2016/2017 and further reductions of 11.6%
in 2017/18 (Lewisham Mayor and Cabinet, 2015).

In the process of gathering data through the
aforementioned primary research activities, there
were two main limitations that affected the quality of
the data collected:

There are disparities between the north and south
of Lewisham regarding levels of deprivation (see
Appendix 4). According to Lewisham Report (2007),
areas such as Catford, Deptford and New Cross
have been identified by as City Growth Areas. In the
south, Grove Park is only used as land stock without
significant development in terms of infrastructure
(Lewisham Council 2007). Based on the Index of
Multiple Deprivation (2010) Grove Park is one of
the most deprived wards in England, affecting the
livelihood and economy of the local community. It
also contains the lowest rate of home-ownership in
the UK (Lewisham Report, 2007). Deprivation is likely
to impact on residents’ life chances as well as their
health, education and employment opportunities (see
2.2-2.3).

2.7a Time

The projects were conducted under serious time
constraints, which means that the dialogues with
different actors were not exhausted. Ideally, these
conversations should be spread out over a few
sessions to acquire a complete understanding of
these individuals’ views, and to further strengthen ties
with them. If more time were afforded for the project,
more actors, shown on Figure 3.3 in grey, could also
be contacted, thus further understanding different
perspectives and building a stronger basis for the
argument for a youth club and an improved youth
participation structure in Lewisham.

2.7b Diversity

As mentioned above, due to time constraints, only
a sample of actors were contacted for a meeting
or interview. This poses a fundamental issue to
the diversity of views obtained. GP is a suburban
area with a vast mixture of age groups, ethnicities,
social and economic classes (ONS, 2011). By only
interviewing a single student body from one school
and just one local resident, the methodology risks
neglecting the most deprived group - the exact
faction that this project is explicitly trying to enhance

and empower. Moreover, the students interviewed
at the college were a few years younger than the
proposed target age group of 16-18, which means
the primary research risks failing to understand the
real needs of a 16-18 year olds. Equally important,
is the gender diversity of the student body, there
was only 1 boy, but 5 girls, which could cause an
unbalanced view for the needs for young people
based on gender.

The research in this section highlights how there are
severe inqualities in education and health levels, and
youth service provision between Grove Park and
other parts of Lewisham and London. Reopening the
youth club would help to tackle some of the main
problems identified in Grove Park, namely boredom,
anti-social behaviour, obesity and mental health
problems, while boosting social capital.
The research also emphasised the current lack of
youth participation platforms in Grove Park, with
the Bonus Pastor students voicing concerns about
their inability to influence what goes on in their local
areas. Nevertheless, the meeting with young people
at Lewisham Council was exremely rewarding and
showed how vital it is to get young people involved
in young people’s issues. Such platforms should be
expanded further.

Socio-Environmental Justice
RESEARCH [16]

2.9 Diagnosis of Youth Participation
Using the Web of Institutionalisation (pictured
again on the opposite page), the coloured bars
indicate the level of success or the achievement
of each of the relevent components of the
web, with green reflecting a high level, and red
reflecting a low level. The diagnosis has revealed
one key obstacle to youth participation which
has underpinned each of the policy responses in
the next section. This is the huge gap between
“policy/planning” and “delivery of programmes
and projects”, i.e. while there are many policies
in place which aim to include young people in
planning processes in London and Lewisham,
the primary research has shown that these are
superficial. In fact, there are few such platforms
and young people seem disempowered to take
part. This diagnosis has underpinned each of the
proposals in the next section.

and their reflexive interpretation of reality”.
This relfects the initial lack of young people
invovled with SGPYC and GPNF and the
lack of youth engagement platforms in Grove
Park and Lewisham. However, the primary
research conducted at Bonus Pastor School
and connections made with the Young Mayor
has initiated the potential involvement of young
people in the project moving forward.

The next section will reveal more about the
specific diagnostic “roots” through the web
which have led to the policy proposals. Here,
the key issues identified through the research
activities that have shaped these proposals are
summarised:

If the connections with key youth actors are
indeed built upon, it is particularly important
to keep the legal restrictions of working with
children under the age of 18 in mind. Any form
of interaction with children will need to be in line
with UK regulations and any necessary checks
should be conducted prior to engagement.

1. The first diagnosis relates to the the citizen’s
sphere and “women and men’s experience

[17]
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2. The second diagnosis relates to the current
“methodology” adopted by GPNF to save the
youth club. As mentioned previously, prior to
the research conducted for this report, very few
young people had been involved. Furthermore,
in the context of severe national budget cuts to
youth services, the campaign to save a youth
club is destined to struggle.

3. Finally, expanding on the second diagnosis,

the third relates to “resources” in the context
of severe national budget cuts to youth services
which have led many local authorities to close
facilities like GPYC. As will be discussed in the
next section, there are alternative ways for local
councils to generate the financial resources
necessary to maintain community facilities,
without relying on national budget allocations.
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Figure 8: Diagnosis of youth participation and GPYC using the “web of institutionalisation” (Levy, 1996). The coloured bars indicate
how well the different aspects of the web are being applied, with green indicating a high level and red indicating a low level.
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3. POLICY PROPOSALS

Introduction to Proposals
Having identified three main problem areas with
the use of the Web, three policy proposals are
recommended to tackle these obstacles, with
all ultimately aiming to reverse the government’s
inability to deliver youth participation projects,
despite the policies described in plans at
London and Lewisham levels.
Proposal 1 suggests that the first step in
improving youth democracy and young people’s
experience in participation, is to recognise and
gain a better understanding of young people
in GP. Then, an improved youth participation
structure can be constructed to direct pressure
towards local authorities. The suggestions
made include the creation of youth platforms in
schools or other youth groups with the help of
the existing, albeit limited, youth groups such
as the Young Mayor & advisors, and expansion
of the London Curriculum, to give young people
more awareness about what is going on in their
local areas.

services is destined to be a difficult task. In this
sense, the proposal suggests “rebranding” the
youth club to appeal to the wider community
and the local needs identified by Lewisham
Council themselves.
Building on proposal 2, policy proposal 3
examines alternative methods for the council to
generate financial capital under national budget
cuts to youth services. The suggestions made
include the creation of “Community Benefit
Schemes” and “Land Value Capture” (LVC)
mechanisms.

Proposal 2 is geared more specifically towards
GPNF, and functions more as a “business”
proposal. Fighting to reopen a youth club when
there is extremely limited funding to youth

POLICY PROPOSALS
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Figure 9: Establishing participation platforms in order to increase pressure on the local government to
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3.1 Policy Proposal 1: Participation Platforms
Acknowledging the preservation of the youth
centre as a step to meet a higher goal, i.e. not only
youth engagement to save the club, but youth
empowerment, it can kick-start a scaling up process
that also involves 1) recognising young people as an
important part of the community and 2) addressing
their material difficulties, socially and environmentally.
Pursuing this last point would involve focusing
objectives more on the achievement of socioenvironmental justice and having a more enduring
engagement with youth, beyond the saving of GPYC.
“Youth participation is about the real influence of
young people in institutions and decisions, not about
their passive presence as human subjects or service
recipients” (Checkoway and Gutierrez, 2006, p.2).

4.1b Participation:

A youth engagement platform would allow young
people to participate in decisions that concern them
so that they can influence the allocation of programmes and projects which impact their realities.
The actor mapping shown on p. 14 shows how there
are young people within existing youth groups at
schools and in the Young Mayor Advisors team who
would be interested in getting involved in this. The
following proposal is recommended for GPYC and
Lewisham Council levels:

Using the strategies above, Lewisham youth policies
and GPYC services will recognise and reflect the
needs of diverse groups of young people.

4.1a Recognition:

A deeper understanding about young people in GP
must be gained: who they are, where they live, the
places they visit and their hobbies, etc. Diversity
(race, age, gender, etc) should also be recognised.
As well as quantitative data analysis, qualitative
engagement is vital to get young people involved.

Youth engagement methodologies such as the
Participatory Action Research (PAR) framework
could be utilised. This has the following principles:
equal participation, mutual capacity building, powersharing in decision making, critical dialogue and
reflections to implement actions for positive change
(Iwasaki, et al., 2014, p.319). Important key elements
for youth engagement are (Office for Youth, 2016):
1) Accountability: updating participants about the
process; 2) Support: assisting participants as a group
and as individuals; 3) Good communication: clear
and accessible language; 4) Assumptions: building
solutions together.

4.1c Distribution:

4.1d Implementation:

For a feasible implementation to take place, the
proposed platform should be a consultative group
that is formed by a voluntary network made from
young people within each ward. The initial formation
can start by building upon existing groups like
after-school clubs. Such platforms can link with
local neighbourhoods forums or with the ward
representatives of the young advisors group. Grove
Park could initiate this as a pilot project.
Establishing such group could take the support of
already outreach teams such as the Young Mayor ,
young advisors within Lewisham, or even the GLA

peer outreach team. Existing teams within the council
are more prone to help in such matters as an initial
link with Grove Park has been established.
• Co-Production: Young people to have a say in the
creation and management of the platform. Once a
voluntary group is set up in Grove Park, this can not
only aid the GPYC campaign but it can also build up
engagement of youth for future planning and policy
projects in the area.
• Representation of Young Advisors from every
ward: The existing Lewisham Young Mayor &
Advisors programme ensures young people are
represented within the council to some extent,
however due to differences in education and
deprivation levels across Lewisham wards, efforts
need to be made to encourage representation of
young people from poorer areas such as Grove Park.
• London Curriculum: Within the national curriculum
there is already a mandatory “Citizenship” module
which is taught in Key Stages 3-4 (Years 7-11). It
involves teaching children about how to be ‘active’ in
their communities. The idea of the optional London
Curriculum is that “London is made the classroom”
through which the national curriculum is taught in
London schools (Mayor of London, 2013). From
2017, the London Curriculum will also include a
“Citizenship” module. This could be an opportunity to
use local community case studies that teach students
about community groups that are active where they
live, and would give them a chance to get involved
outside of school. Perhaps within the structure of
the curriculum, there could even be a chance to help
them set up their own grassroots group, if there is
something they are passionate about.

POLICY PROPOSALS
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Figure 10: The theory and anaylses conducted in this report should encourage GPNF to involve more young
people, but also restrategise their plan, in order to work around government constraints.
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3.3 Policy Proposal 2: Business Proposal
4.3a Rebranding* the [youth] club by GPNF

Under severe national budget cuts to youth services,
local authorties have been forced to close many of
their youth support centres. In this context, GPNF
must come up with an innovative way to “sell” the
project differently. The suggestion here involves:
*Rebranding = renaming, redefining and reappropriating the building, in order to:
• Modernise the concept of ‘youth/community
centre’, and to appeal to and meet the demands
of young people and a wider community
audience based on local needs.
• Remove the barrier of government budget cuts to
youth services and widen the potential sources
of funding and support.
Additional services which GPYC could provide in
order to appeal to the wider community and gain
support from within Lewisham Council include:
• Childcare/parental support services: There are
705 lone parent households in Grove Park (ONS,
2011) and Lewisham Council’s (2012) Children
and Young People’s Plan 2012-2015 highlights
the additional support and services needed
by parents in the borough. The high costs of
childcare provision have also been recognised as
a problem by the new Mayor of London in A City
for All Londoners (2015, p. 46), although a clear
plan is not given.
• Health services: According to the Health of
Lewisham Children & Young People 2015 report
by Lewisham Council (2015), there is also a need
to provide: ““one stop” open access drop–ins
based in youth centres and other appropriate

•

venues, [to] [...] include Sexual Health service
access, Smoking Drugs and Alcohol support and
Tier 1 mental health support.”
Careers Services: The youth centre could also
facilitate some of the objectives of the Mayor’s
2015-2016 Education Programme Delivery Plan
including “preparing young people for life and
work in a global city”, e.g. careers sessions, in
addition to the teaching currently provided at
local schools (see Policy Proposal 1).

According to Budget Appendix W2, Lewisham
Council (2016, p.2) had over £120k in Feb 2015 for
“major capital programmes”. Catford Enterprise Hubs
and Creative Workshop Centre received £546k of this
budget. Linking to Policy Proposal 2, this highlights
the inequality in state expenditure, with funding going
to already wealthier, less deprived wards. However
this also shows the potential value in modernising
and expanding the services provided by GPYC to a
wider audience of people.

4.3b Increasing Social Capital

By including more members of the community than
solely young people and integrating various services,
local cohesion and neighbourhood connectedness
can be enhanced. The study “Integrated service
hubs: Potential outcomes for children and
communities?” by Tennent et al. (2002) analyse the
benefits of integrating childcare provision, family
services, education and other community activities
in order to enhance social capital in local areas (see
p.9 for definition of ‘social capital’ by Putnam (2001))
drawing from case studies in Australia and the UK.

4.3c Piloting an innovative approach to community
servicing in the Borough of Lewisham

This project could be an opportunity for Lewisham
Council to be at the cutting edge of socioenvironmentally just youth and community servicing.
The youth centre could become a pilot project
or landmark in Lewisham, standing for a strong
collaboration between local government and
community partnerships; a “supportive, sustainable,
sociable” Lewisham, and an exemplary form of
future planning and policy-making in London.
• Recognition of diverse needs in the area
(not solely young people) and redistribution/
expanding of the function of the centre as
a resource to a wider audience, e.g. lone
parents, young mothers and young adults.
• Recognition of benefits beyond the
individual, to the social capital of the whole
community.
• Participation with local people in assessing
these needs and in co-producing the services,
and recognising the strengths and skills of
local residents to contribute (e.g. drawing
lessons, music classes, languages, gardening
etc.)
• Re-appropriating a functioning heritage
building, providing a sheltered space for local
young people to go and meet outside of their
homes, that they have close access to.

Socio-Environmental Justice
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Figure 11: Increased pressure created by Policy Proposal 1 and suggestions made in Policy Proposal 2 to redirect
resources by desigining policies through which the private sector must give back to community projects.
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3.2 Policy Proposal 3: Resource Redistribution
4.2a Current Situation

GPNF thoroughly researched sources of finance in
their ‘Alternative Plan’, but have they established
links with these potential stakeholders? The GPHT
has also recently been set up.
In the 2016/2017 to 2019/2020 Medium Term
Financial Strategy (Jul 2015) document, it shows
that “the strategy forecasts a further reduction in
resources of a minimum of £30.4m (12.3%) between
2015/16 and 2019/20. Over the last five years, the
Council has undertaken a major budget reduction
programme to manage the difficult financial challenge
it has been faced with. In the period 2010/11 to
2015/16 the Council has identified savings of
£121m. The consequence for Lewisham is plain.
The Settlement Funding Assessment fell by 14% in
2015/16 and is set to fall, as estimated by the GLA,
by an estimated 12.1% in 2016/2017 and further
reductions of 11.6% in 2017/18 (Lewisham Mayor
and Cabinet, 2015).

4.2b Implementation Methodology
1. Redistribution of Resources:
Ensure that Lewisham resources are redistributed
to those areas of Lewisham that require them most,
through the use of current deprivation indicators.
There are currently severe disparities between
the north and south of Lewisham regarding levels
of deprivation and investment (see Appendix 4).
According to Lewisham Report (2007), areas such
as Catford, Deptford and New Cross have been
identified as City Growth Areas, while in the south,

Grove Park is only used as land stock without
significant infrastructure development (Lewisham
Council 2007). Based on the Index of Multiple
Deprivation (2010) Grove Park is one of the most
deprived wards in England, affecting the livelihood
and economy of the local community (Lewisham
Report, 2007). Deprivation is likely to impact on
residents’ life chances as well as their employment
opportunities.
2. Land Value Capture
Land value capture (LVC) is a system through which
local councils can capture some of the financial gains
made by land developers on public infrastructure
investment, by recovering some of the increase in
property value created by the investment (Tsukada
and Kuranami, 1994). For example, the Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in Croydon, London involved
a form of LVC mechanism. Here, local authorities had
the power to impose charges to new developments
in their area from the private sector. The charges vary,
depending on the scale of the development. The
capital gained from CIL could be allocated to fund
infrasturctures that communities would like, such
as park improvements, health centres, community
facilities etc. (London First, 2007).
Several sites and schemes have been identified
by Lewisham Council (2007) that could potentially
provide at least 2,550 new homes by 2016 and a
further 890 new homes by 2025 (beyond the youth
club site). An LVC mechanism like the CIL adopted
in Croydon on these housing developments could
generate the funds needed to support community
facilities such as the GPYC.

Recognition of the diverse needs of various
communities in Grove Park (including young
people) and recognition of extreme sociospatial inequalities present in Lewisham (see
Appendix 4) are required by the council in order
to guide redistribution of resources to the
people and areas that need them the most.
Here, collaboration, or participation with
Lewisham Council and the private sector could
lead to initiatives such as the ‘Community
Benefit’ scheme which could begin filling the
funding gap left by national government to
youth services.
With the additional pressure created by young
people themselves through the platforms
established by policy proposal 1, the council
may take such initiatives as a serious
consideration in future.

Socio-Environmental Justice
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5. CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Reflections & Advice
One of the core principles in the National Planning
Policy Framework (2012), is to, “empower local
people to shape their surroundings, with succinct
local and neighbourhood plans setting out a positive
vision for the future of the area...based on joint
working and co-operation to address larger than local
issues” (NPPF: 5). Yet, from the interactions with
young people from GP, one cannot help but feel the
needs of youth have been so far underrepresented.

actually achieving what is intended in terms of youth
participation, equality and empowerment. Youth
participation in London, as has been evident in this
report, is severely lacking. If there is any, it is most
likely too small-scaled and too local for it to achieve
any significant means or bring about any compelling
transformations. So, the real questions should really
be, is the government merely just ticking the boxes?
Is this an example of Hart (1992,1997)’s ‘tokenism’?

By linking the findings from the primary research
activities for the need of a youth club in GP, and a
stronger, more robust youth participation structure
in Lewisham, with the findings from the secondary
research on educational inequality and social health
in Lewisham; it is not hard to see how a vicious cycle
has been formed.

As a result, it is fundamental for there to be a
socio-environmentally just framework that acts as
a guideline, for planners and politicians alike to
constantly refer back to, and assess the success of
their own policies. The policy proposals in section
4, provide good examples for how a policy should
be written at its initial stage; by having a concrete
plan with clear steps on how to achieve the elements
of recognition and diversity, participation as well
as distribution. The case of GPYC provides a
blueprint on how a community building could draw
a neighbourhood a lot closer to achieving socioenvironmental justice; if the framework was applied
on the London scale, it could revolutionise the city.

With the youth participation structure broken, the
voices and concerns of young people from less
wealthy backgrounds are constantly overlooked,
and therefore less young people feel empowered
to be active in their communities. In the scenario
of GPYC, young people from Grove Park, the most
deprived area of Lewisham, lack a safe place to meet
with friends and gain the confidence and skills they
need for their futures. With no channel for them to
communicate to tell adults what they really need and
disenchanted by the institutional system, they are
trapped in a cycle they cannot change.
Thus, questions have to be asked on whether
planning policies, from GP, to Lewisham, to London
and the national level, are really effective and are

to deliver an effective youth participation structure because of its lack of clear guidelines and framework
that policy makers could cross check their work with.
In light of this, the report made 3 policy proposals
with precise steps on how to solve the issue at
different levels. More importantly, ‘Youth Participation
in London’ has been understood, and at the moment,
there is still a way to go before the city is just.

In conclusion, this report has achieved all of the four
objectives that were previously set at the start. The
involvement of this research has helped introduced
the SGPYC campaign to a number of key actors
of youth participation in London, and on the back
of it, the report was able to gather strong empirical
evidence that all point towards a need for youth
provisional services in GP. Furthermore, the report
diagnosed the real reason why the government failed

CONCLUSIONS

[28]

6. BIBLIOGRAPHY

Blanden, Jo, Paul Gregg, Stephen Machin (2003),
‘Changes in Educational Inequality’, CMPO Working
Paper Series, No. 03/079, Available Online: http://
www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/cmpo/migrated/
documents/wp79.pdf [Accessed 18/12/2016]
Bradley, R.H. & Corwyn, R.F. (2002) ‘Socioeconomic
status and child development’, Annual Review of
Psychology 53, 371-99.
Breen, James T.D. (2003) Effectiveness of Youth
Clubs in the Local Community. Available Online:
http://www.drugsandalcohol.ie/13485/1/Report-onYouth-Clubs%5B1%5D.pdf [Accessed 15/12/2016]
Checkoway, Barry & Gutierrez, Lorraine (2006),
‘Youth Participation and Community Change: An
introduction’, Journal of Community Practice, 14(1-2),
pp.1-9. Available Online: https://www.researchgate.
net/profile/Lorraine_Gutierrez/publication/233020765_
Youth_Participation_and_Community_Change/
links/0912f512a9ecb4244e000000.pdf [Accessed
18/12/2016]
Collier, Harry (2016), ‘Lewisham rated worst
performing borough for GSCEs: How did Bromley
and Greenwhich fare?’, Newshopper 22/1/2016,
Available Online: http://www.newsshopper.co.uk/
news/14224765.Lewisham_rated_worst_performing_
London_borough_for_GCSEs__How_did_Bromley_
and_Greenwich_fare_/ [Accessed 12/12/2016]
Fainstein, S. (2010) The Just City, 1st ed. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press.
Fraser, Nancy (1998). “Social Justice in the Age
of Identity Politics: Redistribution, Recognition,

Participation”. Discussion Paper, pages 98 -108

07/12/2016]

Gleave, J. & Cole-Hamilton, I. (2012) “A World
without Play: Literature Review” Play England.
Available Online: http://www.playengland.org.uk/
media/371031/a-world-without-play-literaturereview-2012.pdf [Accessed 12/12/2016]

Lewisham Council - Procurement Team (2012),
‘Sustainable Procurement Code of Practice for all
organisations who wish to contract with the Council’,
Code of Practice for Contractors, Suppliers & Service
Providers, Available Online: https://www.lewisham.
gov.uk/myservices/business/tendersandcontracts/
Documents/CodeofPracticeContractors.pdf
[Accessed 17/12/2016]

Grove Park Neighbourhood Forum (2016)
An Alternative Plan for the Grove Park Youth
Club Site, Available Online: http://www.
groveparkneighbourhoodforum.com/documents/
YouthClub.pdf [Accessed 8/11/2016]
Hart, Rodgers (1992), Children’s Participation: From
Tokenism to Citizenship. Florence: UNICEF.
Hart, Rodgers (1997), Children’s participation: The
theory and practice of involving young citizens in
community development and environmental care.
New York/London: Unicef/Earthscan
HM Treasury (2013), Budget 2013, Available online:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/221885/budget2013_
complete.pdf [Accessed 14/12/2016]
Levy, Caren (1996), The process of institutionalising
Gender in Policy and Planning: the web of
instituionalisation, DPU Working Paper 74, University
College London: London, UK, Available Online: http://
discovery.ucl.ac.uk/34/ [Accessed 15/12/2016]
Lewisham Borough Council (2015), Children and
Young People’s Plan 2015-18. Available Online:
https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/socialcare/
children/cypp/Pages/default.aspx [Accessed

Lewisham Council (2007), Strategies and Plans,
Available Online: http://www.lewisham.gov.uk/
mayorandcouncil/aboutthecouncil/strategies/
documents/
Lewisham Council (2015), Grove Park Assembly Saturday 10/10/2015, Agenda and draft minutes,
Available online: http://councilmeetings.lewisham.gov.
uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=297&MId=3967&Ver=4
[Accessed 14/12/2016]
Lewisham Council (2015), Lewisham Council
Strategic Asset Management Plan 2015 - 2020,
Available Online: http://www.lewisham.gov.uk/
mayorandcouncil/aboutthecouncil/strategies/
Documents/150330%20SAMP%20Final.docx.
[Accessed 18/12/2016]
Lewisham Council (2015), The Health of
Lewisham Children & Young People: The
Annual Report of the Director of Public Health
of Lewisham 2015, Available Online: https://
www.lewisham.gov.uk/mayorandcouncil/
aboutthecouncil/strategies/Documents/
LewishamAnnualPublicHealthReport2015.pdf
[Accessed 12/12/2016]

BIBLIOGRAPHY

[30]

Lewisham Council (2016), Lewisham Council Annual monitoring report 2014-2015, Available
Online: http://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/
planning/policy/LDF/Pages/Annual-monitoring-report.
aspx [Accessed 8/11/ 2016]
Lewisham Council (2016), Mayor’s annual report,
Available online: https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/
mayorandcouncil/mayor/Pages/Mayor-annual-report.
aspx [Accessed 14/12/2016]
Lewisham Council, (2015), Lewisham Council
Meetings. Available Online: http://councilmeetings.
lewisham.gov.uk/documents/s41571/Budget%20
Appendices%202016-17.pdf [Accessed 15/12/2016]
Lewisham Mayor and Cabinet (2015), 2016/17 to
2019/20 Medium Term Financial Strategy, Available
online: http://councilmeetings.lewisham.gov.uk/
documents/s37683/medium%20Financial%20
Strategy [Accessed 14/12/2016]
Lewisham Mayor and Cabinet (2016), Main Grants
Programme 2016-17. Available Online: http://
councilmeetings.lewisham.gov.uk/documents/
s41416/Main%20Grants%20Programme%20201617.pdf [Accessed 8/11/2016]
Lewisham Strategic Partnership (2008), Sustainable
Community Strategy 2008-20; Shaping our Future,
36. Available Online: https://www.lewisham.gov.
uk/mayorandcouncil/aboutthecouncil/strategies/
Documents/Sustainable%20Community%20
Strategy%202008-2020.pdf [Accessed: 15/12/2016]
London First (n.d.) Community Infrastructure Levy.
[online] http://londonfirst.co.uk/our-focus/londonsbuilt-environment/community-infrastructure-levy/

[31] BIBLIOGRAPHY

[Accessed 10/12/2016]
Mayor of London (2016). The London Plan, Available
Online: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/
education-and-youth [Accessed 16/12/2016]
Miller, D. (2003) ‘A response’. In Bell, D and de-shalit
Avner (eds), Forms of justice: Critical perspectives
on David Miller’s Political Philosophy. Lanham, MD:
Rowman and Littlefield.
News Shopper (16/7/2015), ‘Campaign to reopen
Grove Park Youth Club’, Available online: http://www.
newsshopper.co.uk/news/13424122.Campaign_
to_reopen_Grove_Park_youth_club/ [Accessed
14/12/2016]
News Shopper (27/12/2013), ‘Grove Park youth
worker slams Lewisham Council youth club changes’
Available online: http://www.newsshopper.co.uk/
news/lewisham/10253986.Grove_Park_youth_
worker_slams_Lewisham_Council_youth_club_
changes_after_stabbing/ [Accessed 14/12/2016]
O’Dowd. J (2016), Official Opening of the Newly
Refurbished Carrickmore Youth Centre, Available
Online: http://www.eani.org.uk/about-us/latestnews/official-opening-of-the-newly-refurbishedcarrickmore-youth-cent/ [Accessed 14/12/2016]
Office for Youth (2016). “Better Together” Youth
Engagement Guide, Available Online: http://
www.officeforyouth.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/
pdf_file/0008/39680/Final-Better-Together-YouthEngagement-Guide-V3-2016-02-09.pdf [Accessed
16/12/2016]
Office of National Statistics (2011), Grove Park 2011 Census: Key Statistics, Available Online: http://

neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/
LeadPage.
Ofsted (2012), Unseen Children: access and
achievement 20 years on - Evidence Report,
Available Online: https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/379157/Unseen_20children_20-_20access_20and
_20achievement_2020_20years_20on.pdf [Accessed
17/12/2016]
Participatory Action Research (PAR) With High-Risk,
Marginalized Youth’, Child & Youth Services, 35:4,
p.316-342
Young, I.M. (1990) ‘Displacing the distributive
paradigm’, in Justice and the Politics of Difference,
Princeton University Press: Princeton, New Jersey,
pp. 15-38
Pickett, Kate & Vanderbloemen, Laura (2015), ‘Mind
the Gap: Tackling Social and Educational Inequality’,
Cambridge Primary Review Trust Research Survey 4,
Available Online: http://cprtrust.org.uk/wp-content/
uploads/2015/09/Pickett-Vanderbloemen-reportONLINE.pdf [Accessed 07/12/2016]
Public Health England (2014), Child Health Profile
2014 - Lewisham, Available Online: www.chimat.
org.uk/resource/view.aspx?RID=191977 [Accessed
08/12/2016]
Public Health England (2015) Lewisham:
Public Health Profile, Available Online: http://
fingertipsreports.phe.org.uk/health-profiles/2015/
e09000023.pdf [Accessed 12/12/2016]
Putnam, Robert D. (2001), Bowling Alone: The

collapse and revival of American community, New
York: Simon and Schuster
Rawls, John (1971), A Theory of Justice, Cambridge,
Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press
Rawls, John (2001), Justice as Fairness: A
Restatement, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press
Scholsberg, David (2004), Reconceiving
environmental justice: Global movements and
political theories. Environmental politics, 517-540.
Stewart, David W., Prem N. Shamdasani, D.W. Rook
(2007),Focus groups: Theory and Practice, Applied
Social Research Methods, p.69-86
Tennent, L., Tayler, C., & Farrell, M. A. (2002),
Integrated service Hubs: Potential outcomes for
children and communities. Paper presented to the
Australian Association for Educational Research
Conference, Brisbane, 1-5 December. Available
Online: http://aare.edu.au.index.htm.TEN02259
[Accessed 18/12/2016]

On-line-Catalogue225322.pdf [Accessed 07/12/2016]
Wood, L., Giles-Corti, B., Zubrick, S. R. & Bulsara,
M. (2011) “Through the Kids… We Connected with
Our Community” Environment & Behaviour 45(3), p.
344-368.
Wrexham Council (2016), Council receives
‘special recognition’ award for Community centre
refurbishment, Available Online: http://www.wrexham.
gov.uk/english/council/news/pentre_gwyn.htm
[Accessed 17/12/2016]
Yoshitaka Iwasaki, Jane Springett, Pushpanjali
Dashora, Anne-Marie McLaughlin, Tara-Leigh
McHugh & Youth 4 YEG Team (2014), ‘Youth-Guided
Youth Engagement:

The Children’s Society (2012), The Good Childhood
Report: A review of our children’s well-being, London:
The Children’s Society.
Tsukada, S. and C. Kuranami (1994) Value capture:
the Japanese experience, in Farrell, S. (ed.) Financing
Transport Infrastructure.
Unison (2014), ‘The UK’s youth services: How cuts
are removing opportunities for young people and
damaging their lives’, The Damage, Available Online:
https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2014/07/

BIBLIOGRAPHY

[32]

7.APPENDIX

Appendix 1: Site Visit

Grove Park Youth Centre.

Visiting the Grove Park Community Centre.

Walking around the perimeter of the site.

Further discussion inside the centre.
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Appendix 2: Bonus Pastor Raw Data
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Primary Research: Representation of Activities Mapping

Appendix 3: Students’ Travel
Cinema - Greenwich
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Catford
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Ladywell Gym - Bellingham
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Appendix 4: Lewisham Deprivration Map
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