
The Athletes’ Village
A Section 106 agreement was made to cover the wider Stratford City development in February 2005, before London 
was even awarded the 2012 Olympics.105 This agreement covers the area where the Athletes’ Village will be built for 
the Games.
This agreement imposes a number of conditions on the developer relating to social
and community facilities on the site.

• A community development trust (CDT) must be set up to take control of a multipurpose community facility.
• There must be a £1 million endowment whose interest is to be used for the starting the CDT.
• The premises for community use must be 1,500 square metres.
• There will be a peppercorn rental of £25 per annum with no rent review.

This agreement will now be binding on the preferred developer for the Athletes’ Village, Lendlease, who will be 
working in partnership with First Base and East Thames Housing to implement the development. There is a site 
proposed in the masterplan for the Village for the multipurpose community facility, next to a health centre 
administered by the local primary care trust. This is opposite the educational campus which will include both primary 
and secondary educational facilities.

In the community information booklet setting out the proposal for the Athletes’ Village, the plan includes ‘locally 
owned and run community facilities’.106 In developing this proposal, the consortium is developing a set of principles to
underpin the use of the community space and the establishment of the CDT. This is a concrete opportunity to put 
elements of a community assets strategy into practice, which is why this section of the report recommends other ways 
in which the development of the Athletes’ Village could support the long-term development of an asset base for the 
communities of Newham and East London.

Community assets and the Athletes’ Village
The proposals included in the Section 106 agreement present a number of problems for the development of a 
community facility and a community development trust. The first is that the building will have to be designed without 
a community or a trust to have an input into the design process. The second is that the new community will only take 
over the site once the Games are over, and the buildings have already been adapted for permanent settlement. So, 
instead of building a process of development led by an existing and stable community, the reverse is the case – the 
development of the community facilities will have to [be] part of developing a stable community.

The ownership of the facility stays with the developer under the terms of the Section 106 agreement, so there is a 
restriction on what the new development trust can do without owning the freehold. This is despite the specific mention 
of ’community owned facilities‘ in the Community Information Booklet about the Athletes’ Village. 
It is vital, therefore, that the proposed ownership and leasing arrangements must include a long-term goal of freehold 
ownership by the new development trust.

Shadow board
Previous experience setting up healthy living centres suggests that those responsible are often new to the business. To 
avoid that situation, a shadow board should be convened, which includes experienced entrepreneurs in the 
development of multiuse community assets. That board should guide design and later stages of planning and 
development of the community development trust. The Development Trust Association or another community 
network organisation, such as the Big Opportunity Consortium, would be able to mediate the introduction of suitable 
people.107

Permeability
To make sure the range of community activities are not cut off from the wider neighbourhoods around them, it makes 
sense to have the facilities controlled by a trust which has other assets spread across the wider area. For example:

• A community-managed shop returning revenue to the trust.
• Community workspace to house enterprises which are active in the neighbourhood (landscaping or decorating 

businesses, for example).
• Community-owned energy provision for community buildings or part of the housing through an energy supply 

company.
• Community-owned land available for small-scale local food growing – to replace the Manor Gardens 

allotments lost to the development.

Holding organisation
We recognise that the transfer of assets is not something which can happen without significant preparatory work with 
potential community groups. Releasing access to assets to specific community organisations is therefore something 
which needs to be done only when the community organisations want them and can manage them. It should not serve 
the needs or wishes of a public authority when they pass over control of assets.

If community ownership of assets is to be achieved after the Games, there needs to be a holding organisation to fulfil a 
caretaker role in managing them, and then to lead the process of building capacity in the community. Possible 
candidates from the third sector which could fulfil this role – those with the capacity and experience of facility 



management – include local housing associations or registered social 
landlords.

Conclusions
What are the common elements of successful community asset development?
At their heart, lies a commitment to maintain community ownership of assets ‘in perpetuity’ – both Westway and Coin 
Street Community Builders(CSCB) are quite explicit about this – and use the value of these assets to leverage social 
and community benefit in the long term. This contrasts with the traditional regeneration model, where the object is
to bring in ‘wealth’ to an area as rapidly as possible by selling off assets to the highest bidder and then assuming that 
this will ‘trickle-down’ to the benefit of the community.

As we saw in Section 2, this approach has failed to bring benefit to the poorest communities of previous host cities and 
has failed East London communities over the past 20 years.

Rather than assuming that private sector investment will stimulate enterprise, CSCB and Westway actively try to 
encourage small-scale enterprise on their retail premises. To do so, they sacrifice potentially higher commercial
rental incomes by committing themselves to having smaller light industrial units. In Westway’s case, it gives local 
fashion and clothing designers space in Portobello Market. The cultural impact of these efforts should not be
underestimated: both have publicly promoted enterprising activity at the heart of communities which were have been 
blighted by physical and social deprivation.

In the preceding sections we have:
• Identified the benefits which can come from community management and ownership of assets.
• Identified a range of types of assets where there are examples of community
• management and ownership.
• Identified certain local organisations whose work covers the use of such assets.

We recommend that these be used as a framework to build an asset-transfer approach into planning for the Olympic 
legacy. Based on the range of potential types of assets which have been identified, there are likely to be a number of
organisations, rather than a single organisation, which could take advantage of this opportunity. We therefore make 
the following recommendations:

Recommendations

Assets
Recommendation 5: Appoint a new Board position on the Olympic and Lower Lea Valley planning boards for the 
local voluntary and community sector. This would give a genuine voice in the Olympic Legacy Planning Master 
Framework to disadvantaged local residents.

Recommendation 6: Establish an asset-holding organisation for the Olympic legacy. The Olympic bodies should 
establish an asset-holding organisation for the Olympic legacy, which has presence and credibility in the area. It should 
have the capacity to play a transitional ‘caretaking’ role to ensure ownership of assets devolves to the local community. 
This organisation should be guided by a cohort of community-led organisations and develop plans for long-term 
community ownership.

Recommendation 7: Establish a community development trust to design and oversee the community facilities in the 
Athletes’ Village. A shadow board of representatives from the community should be established to oversee the 
community facility which will form part of the Athletes’ Village, and a community development trust created to help 
co-design, and then run the community facilities.

Recommendation 8: Establish a community reinvestment fund to ensure ongoing community benefit from 
privately owned facilities on the site. Investment should be made on behalf of the community in any future privately 
owned facilities – including housing – that are developed from the assets on the Olympics site. This would mean a 
future revenue stream for the local community from the new developments in its midst.

Recommendation 9: Build the foundations of future community sustainability by building into the development 
community-owned retail and work space, and land for growing food. Community ownership and management of assets 
should not be restricted to the community facility in the Athletes’ Village, and the Olympic authorities should aim to 
develop a wide range of community-owned or managed facilities for the Athletes’ Village zone of the Stratford City 
development, to include retail, workspace and land for growing food which would support an ongoing stream of 
benefits to the community.

Recommendation 10: Ensure that community facilities are transferred directly to the community development 
trust. The Olympic authorities must negotiate with the developer to ensure that the proposed community development 
trust becomes the long-term owner of the community facility, so that it can be used as collateral in future community 
developments.
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