
Comment on the consultation process for RMA DC/19/111912 Block 15 
(Phase 1). 

Background: 
The RMA DC/19/111912 document Statement of community consultation is presented 
by Quatro the public relations agency, on behalf of CPL. In it Quatro makes a number 
of statements based on exhibition boards which include text, illustrations and 
photographs. 
Voice 4 Deptford makes the following comments on this consultation exercise. 

Quatro states (p.6) that it sent an email to stakeholders in Deptford on 18th 
February 2019 announcing a Public Exhibition on Plot 15 of Convoys Wharf to start on 
28 February 2019 and run for two days. 
V4D Comments: A Public Exhibition is not the same as a consultation. Not one word 
on the boards shown at the event said ‘consultation’, or ‘we want your views’, or 
‘speak to us about your ideas’. The whole tenor of it was to demonstrate to local 
people what decisions had already been taken by the developer/architect rather than 
to engage with local people about Plot 15. It was a piece of theatre in which we, local 
participants, were to play the role of an enthralled audience. Furthermore the amount 
of time – 10 days – between email and Exhibition was insufficient notice, showing lack 
of respect, for the community it was supposedly consulting. 

Quatro states (p10) that eighty one people attended this exhibition and eight people 
left comments. In presenting its findings Quatro then produced a pie chart, based on 
eight people.  
V4D Comments that 8 people of 80 is hardly an acceptable sample. Most of the 
comments from those 8 people were neutral or made suggestions, none of which 
appear to have been taken up in the subsequent RMA DC/19/111912. 

Quatro states (p. 7) that there was an update on the Cultural Strategy. 
V4D Comments that instead, there was muddle about the cultural strategy and an 
absence of the truth about the cultural steering group (See Section D). 

Quatro states (p.15) that CPL will continue to engage with the community.  
V4D Comments that neither CPL nor Quatro show much sign of engaging with the 
community. Their approach to the establishment of a Cultural Steering Group indicates 
the reverse. 

Quatro refers (p.20) to ‘Royal Caroline Square’ 
V4D Comments: It really does not help local people gain ownership of a location if 
developers and their agents use names/references/connections for sites which are 
have not been agreed by local people and might be alien to them. Would Deptford 
warm to ‘Royal Caroline Square’? 

Quatro states (p.24) ‘Half of all homes to be for social rent. These will be open to 
those on the council waiting list.’ 
V4D Comments: This statement is, at best, misleading and, at worst, economical 
with the truth. It is indicative of CPL and Quatro’s lack of regard for local people and 



commitment to honesty, that they used the term ‘social rent’. For those who live in 
Evelyn ward (the location chosen by CPL for the Exhibition) ‘half of all homes to be for 
social rent’ means that half of Plot 15 properties will be available to those on the 
housing list, will be supported by housing subsidy (ie. local council rent in Lewisham) 
and have security of tenure. Instead, the rent in Plot 15 properties will be 60% higher 
than the local council rent and there will be less security of tenure (up to 5 years 
rather than lifetime). Information on the board therefore amounts to little more than a 
communications ploy and any comments regarding the type of housing on Plot 15 
should be dismissed. 

Quatro states (p.26) that ‘consulting with a number of local arts and cultural groups’ 
a cultural strategy has been established. 
V4D Comments: no local arts and cultural groups are named or evidence provided 
for any work on this. As we know (Section E) the ‘cultural strategy’ was presented as 
a fait accompli to a scarcely functioning Cultural Steering Group by an agency, Fourth 
Street. This is another example of outright misrepresentation by Quatro of the facts. 

Summary: The mounting of a Public Exhibition by Quatro by which it thought it could 
consult with local people was rushed, misleading and superficial. It yielded precisely 8 
comments, 10% of those people who showed up in an inner city location inhabited by 
thousands. As a consultation exercise it would be laughable if not so arrogant. Many 
of the statements on the presentation boards were partial or untrue and display a lack 
of respect for the community CPL is supposed to be consulting. 


