
Representation  Officer Response  
SP1 Quality Affordable Homes  

Organisation: Aviva and Galliard 
NSPPSV18.2 
 
Policy SP1 states that Southwark Council will endeavour to secure 50% of all 
new homes as affordable homes. 
 
This contradicts the requirement set out at Policy P1, which states that 
development that creates 11 or more homes must provide a minimum of 
35% affordable homes, subject to viability. 
 
Additional wording should be included at Policy SP1 to recognise that the 
50% target is aspirational and will also need to be subject to viability, as per 
the minimum 35% policy requirement. 
 

 
 
 
The wording of the policy has been amended to clarify that the aspirational 
target for the borough is 50% affordable housing. This will be achieved 
through a higher provision of affordable housing on council owned land. This 
commitment is set out on page 12 (A Fairer Future - a place to belong) of the 
Council Plan. We will continue our long-term homebuilding programme, 
delivering on our commitment to build 11,000 new council homes by 2043. 
 
Viability for affordable housing is considered at Policy P1. Policy SP1 sets a 
strategic target and therefore reference to viability is not necessary here. 

Individual 
NSPPSV40.3 
 
This heading should be deleted and not used as a phrase, as it is 
contradictory and inaccurate as a description for the homes Southwark 
Council delivers. 
 
The use of the heading 'Quality affordable homes' in SP1 and here in 7. 
Development management policies is misleading. It gives the impression that 
Southwark Council builds good quality homes at prices everyone can afford. 
Also, the use of the phrase as a heading in this context implies the homes 
being referred to are 'new builds', as if 'new builds' are the only homes of 
quality that exist and therefore are a type worth having. The experience of 
Southwark residents however is to the contrary. They have found neither of 
these to be true. 
 

 
 
 
This title is based on the Council Plan Fairer Future principles and promises 
which seek to improve housing standards and build more homes of every 
kind. This policy relates to all housing, not only new builds which is clarified 
in the points 1-5. 



Organisation: Dulwich Estate 
NSPPSV52.2 
 
The draft New Southwark Plan document does not set out an overall housing 
target. In draft Policy SP1, there is a reference to building 11,000 council 
homes however there is no reference in this policy, or subsequent policies in 
the plan, as to the overall target. There is instead a reference to having 
sufficient land to meet the annual target of 2,736 units as set out in the 2015 
London Plan within the supporting text to the housing policies. 
 
We consider that this approach is not correct by not being consistent with 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) nor the London Plan, and is 
not sound by virtue of not being positively prepared nor justified. 
 
The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities should use their evidence 
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs 
for market and affordable housing in the housing market area. 
 
By relying upon housing targets set by the 2015 London Plan and in the 
absence of updating their own evidence base (the most up to date Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment forming part of Southwark’s evidence base 
being undertaken in 2014 and encompassing the South East London area), 
the housing target eluded to (but not set out in emerging policy) is not 
considered to be robust. The London Plan is clear at paragraph 3.19 that 
Boroughs should use their housing supply targets as minima augmented with 
additional housing capacity to reduce the gap between local and strategic 
need and supply. Policy 3.3 of the London Plan confirms this, stating that 
Boroughs should seek to meet and exceed annual average housing targets. 
 
The New Southwark Plan is not in accordance with this by failing to have an 
up to date evidence base and not seeking to exceed average annual targets. 
 
Furthermore, this does not take into account Southwark Council’s five year 

 
 
 
Following the receipt of the Inspector’s Report on the Draft London Plan, our  
target has been updated to 2,355 homes annually in the New Southwark 
Plan. The Draft London Plan Inspector’s Report target has been used as this is 
based on capacity of homes the borough can deliver, this is also the target 
that has been used within the five and fifteen year housing land supply.  
 
Policy SP1 sets out the council's target for building new council homes up to 
2043 of 11,000. 
 
An updated SHMA 2019 has been prepared which sets out the housing need 
for the borough of 2,932 homes per annum, this is based on the GLA 2016 
based central trend household projection. 
 
An updated five and fifteen year land supply assessment has been completed 
and forms part of our evidence for the Plan. This confirms there is sufficient 
housing land supply to meet our housing target in the London Plan and also a 
20% buffer within the first five years due to the under delivery of homes in 
the past. 



housing land supply position which, at present, is not complete. We would 
refer to Appendix I to a report by Emery Planning which illustrates Southwark 
Council’s current position. 

Organisation: Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.1 
 
This policy is unsound because the aspiration to secure 50% of all new homes 
as affordable will not keep pace with the demand from newly formed 
households.  The Evidence Base estimates that 71% of all newly formed 
households will be unable to afford open market housing (EB10.12 
Affordable Housing Need), with the balance of affordable housing will be 
supplied by relets from current stock. 
 
To make the plan sound the following changes are needed: 
• The ‘aspiration’ to secure affordable housing to become a fixed threshold, 
applicable to all developments. 
• The percentage of affordable housing required to be set at the percentage 
of newly formed households unable to afford open markets. 
 

 
 
 
50% affordable housing is the aspirational target for the borough. This will be 
achieved through achieving a higher provision of affordable housing on 
council owned land. Where viable, on council owned land a greater provision 
of 50% affordable housing will be provided.  This commitment is set out on 
page 12 (A Fairer Future - a place to belong) of the Council Plan. We will 
continue our long-term homebuilding programme, delivering on our 
commitment to build 11,000 new council homes by 2043. 
 
The affordable housing target of 35% is set out in Policy P1 which has been 
determined through viability testing. It sets a requirement of a minimum of 
35% affordable housing to be delivered (with the exception of Aylesbury Area 
Action Plan area) subject to viability. Where a development is providing 40% 
affordable housing or 60% affordable housing in the Aylesbury Action Area 
Plan area the fast track route can be followed where a viability appraisal does 
not need to be provided. Policy P1 requires viability appraisals to be 
submitted with all planning applications to be validated where they are not 
following the fast track route. This will ensure the maximum viable provision 
of affordable housing can be achieved. Where a development can viably 
provide a greater amount of affordable housing (up to 40%) this will be 
identified. 

Organisation: GLA  
NSPPSV66.2 
 
The Mayor supports Southwark’s ambition to secure a strategic target of 50% 
of all new homes as affordable, which is in line with draft London Plan Policy 
H5 Delivering  affordable housing and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and 
Viability SPG 2017. 

 
 
 
Noted. The Submission version of the New Southwark Plan has been 
amended to include the lower figure of 23,550 homes between 2019/20 and 
2028/29 as proposed in the Inspector’s report to the draft New London Plan. 



 
It should be noted that Southwark’s overall housing target in the draft new 
London Plan is slightly lower than in the published London Plan, reducing 
from an annual target of 2,736 to 2,554. The draft London Plan approach 
towards housing now includes a small sites policy (Policy H2 Small sites) and 
a small sites housing target for each borough, which is 800 per annum for 
Southwark. 
 
Southwark has identified sufficient capacity to meet its London Plan target 
over the first 10 years of the Local Plan period. 
 

Organisation: Home Builders Federation 
NSPPSV84.2 
 
We note that the Local Plan does not include a specific policy target setting 
out the overall need for new housing in the borough. We would have 
expected such a policy. Presumably, this policy would have needed to reflect 
the current London Plan target of 2,736 net additional dwellings per annum. 
We note that on page 17 that the Council refers to the London Plan target of 
2,736 new homes per year. This should be elevated into policy.  
 
We note on page 22 that the Council argues that Southwark’s need is for 
between 1,472 to 1,824 homes per year. It is unclear if this is what the 
Council considers its objectively assessed need for housing is, in the manner 
required by the NPPF.  
 
The Replacement London Plan 
 
The Replacement London Plan specifies a lower target of 2,554 dpa. As this 
will automatically become Southwark Council’s new housing target upon 
adoption of the London Plan (anticipated in early 2019) it might be sensible 
to refer to this possibility in a policy in the Southwark Plan. This new target 
would become the basis for Southwark’s land supply assessment, five year 

 
 
 
Following the receipt of the Inspector’s Report on the Draft London Plan, our 
target has been updated to 2,355 homes annually in the New Southwark 
Plan. The Draft London Plan Inspector’s Report target has been used as this is 
based on capacity of homes the borough can deliver, this is also the target 
that has been used within the five and fifteen year housing land supply.  
An updated SHMA 2019 has been prepared which sets out the housing need 
for the borough of 2,932 homes per annum, this has been prepared using the 
standard method and is based on the GLA 2016 based central trend 
household projection. 
 
Policy SP1 sets out the council's target for building new council homes up to 
2043 of 11,000. 
 
An updated five and fifteen year land supply assessment has been completed 
and forms part of our evidence for the Plan. This confirms there is sufficient 
housing land supply to meet our housing target in the London Plan and also a 
20% buffer within the first five years due to the under delivery of homes in 
the past. 



land supply assessment, and the Housing Delivery Test if this is introduced by 
government.  
 
Land supply 
 
The Local Plan should include a housing trajectory that illustrates the 
expected rate of housing completions each year over the plan period and 
from what sources of supply over the period 2015-25.  
 
We have noted the Southwark 5 and 15 Year Housing Land Supply 2016-2031 
document. In terms of the five year housing supply, it would be useful to 
have a more detailed breakdown of the status of those sites that do have 
planning permission in order to judge whether they can, realistically, 
contribute to the five year supply. 
 
We note the list of sites in appendix one of the document. It would be useful 
to see the phasing of these sites, in order to judge how many units and in 
which year they are expected to contribute to meeting housing needs.  
 
The calculation of the five year land supply is incorrect. The application of a 
20% buffer is sensible but the shortfall should be added to the five year need 
(i.e. 2,736 x 5) before the 20% buffer is added. This would result in a five year 
supply need of 17,156. The Council’s evidence suggests that it can still 
achieve its five year requirement since it has identified land for 18,595 
homes (although the non-conventional supply might need to be adjusted to 
reflect our comments in relation to Policy P24 below.  
 
The Council should update its five year land supply calculation to reflect 
completions in 2016/17. 
 
 

Organisation: LB Lewisham 
NSPPSV106.9 

 
 



 
I set out below officer level comments from the London Borough of 
Lewisham:  
 
In relation to the overall level of growth:  
 
3 The Site Allocations proposed in this document have the potential to 
transform your borough and the individual site allocations and area visions in 
section 8 identify indicative capacities. The reasoning text for Policy SP1 
Quality Affordable Homes (page 16 – 17) acknowledges that a number of 
potential development sites will be allocated for housing and other land uses 
and that there are enough sites to build at least 2,736 new homes per year 
which would meet the London Plan target of 27,362 new homes between 
2015 and 2025. However, it is difficult to understand the overall quantum of 
development being proposed. To aid understanding, the Plan would benefit 
from explicitly recognising the level of anticipated growth within an 
overarching policy that highlights the cumulative, indicative figures for the 
whole borough for residential, retail and employment uses and by including a 
key diagram at the start of your Plan; and by including an overview map 
showing the different areas at the start of section 8.   
 

 
An infographic has been incuded in the New Southwark Plan to clarify the 
quantum of development proposed. 

Individual 
NSPPSV151.1  
 
SP1 
Riverside support the policy objective of the provision of good quality 
affordable homes in the borough and welcome the acknowledgement by the 
Council to encourage innovative solutions to meeting specific housing needs. 

 
 
 
Noted. 
 

Organisation: John Lyon’s Charity 
NSPPSV214.1 
 
The Charity support the principle of affordable housing provision in new 
developments for the purposes of securing local need and ensuring a mixed 

 
 
 
Noted. 



 

  

and sustainable community. It is noted that the policy is in accordance with 
the London Plan which recognises the provision of affordable housing on site 
is subject to viability. The Mayor of London has adopted a ‘threshold’ 
approach and the wording of the policy relates to this approach. 
The Charity agree and support SP1: Quality Affordable Housing and Policy P1: 
Affordable Homes which seeks to set the delivery of affordable housing and 
appropriate tenure mix. Reference is made within the draft policy to seek the 
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing provision on sites that 
can provide 11 or more dwellings. The policy wording ensures that this be 
subject to “viability” and clearly demonstrate the effectiveness of the NSP in 
combination with strategic London policies. 



Representation  Officer Response  
P2 New Family Homes  

Organisation: Aviva and Galliard 
NSPPSV18.4 
Policy P2 sets out a proposed housing mix for major residential 
developments. 
 
This includes a requirement for the provision of a minimum 20% of 3+ bed 
homes in Action Area cores and a maximum of 5% studios, which can only be 
used for private housing. 
 
Aviva and Galliard support the principle of encouraging the delivery of new 
family homes within Southwark. However, it is recommended that some 
flexibility is introduced for sites located at key transport nodes or 
infrastructure crossings, where accessibility and density is expected to be 
greatest. The form of development in these locations is more likely to be 
skewed towards flatted schemes with future occupants less likely to be larger 
families. 
 
Accordingly, it is suggested that the housing mix currently proposed at Policy 
P2 is a Borough wide target which the Council aspires to achieve. 
 
This approach would accord with the policies of the emerging OKRAAP which 
seek to facilitate the delivery of new homes as part of high density, mixed 
use neighbourhoods close to tube stations and principle crossings. Policy AAP 
8 states that the tallest buildings will be located at the new Bakerloo Line 
Extension stations, principle crossings in the city structure and the point 
where the new Surrey Canal Park crosses the Old Kent Road. 
 
Additional wording should be included within Policy P2 to allow for greater 
flexibility in such areas where density is expected and encouraged to be 
greater. 

 
 
The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 20% one-
bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-bed 
homes which informs the policy.  
 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas given potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here is higher.  
 
A borough-wide target offers less guidance on what would be considered 
acceptable in specific areas, giving less clarity to developers. 



Organisation: Bankside Residents Forum 
NSPPSV19.2 
 
This policy is unsound as it defines family housing as including 2 bed homes, 
lacking conformity with the London Plan which says family housing generally 
has 3,4,5 or more bedrooms.  
  
The policy is not positively prepared as it only requires family homes in major 
developments, a term which is not explained, and the variations in family 
housing for central, urban and suburban zones gives policy support for 
widening spatial inequality. Fewer 3 bed + homes in the central zone and 
area action plans also means fewer social rented homes in these parts of the 
Borough.  
  
The policy does not address the evidenced need for 96% of social rented 
homes to be 3 bed +.  
  
To make the policy sound, table 2 should be deleted and replaced with a 
policy requirement that the aim is for family housing to be delivered in equal 
measure across the Borough. The target for 3 bed + homes should be tenure 
specific so as to meet need. 

 
 
 
While the policy recognises that two bed homes may be suitable for some 
families, it does not count them towards contributions to the family homes 
(i.e. 3bed+ homes).  
 
The definition of major developments is set out in the glossary (see Annex 6 
of the New Southwark Plan). 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas given the potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here will be higher, as such a borough wide target 
would not be appropriate. 

Organisation: Barkwest and Regent Group 
NSPPSV20.2 
 
Policy P2 and Figure 1 should be amended to clarify that the Old Kent Road 
Opportunity Area “Core Area” will be subject to the 20% minimum of 3-beds. 
This will then accord with the emerging Old Kent Road Area Action Plan. 

 
 
 
The Old Kent Road Opportunity Area 'Core Area' is required to provide a 
higher proportion of family homes and therefore has not been added to 
Figure 1. The Policy has been updated to clarify this. 
 

Organisation: Berkeley Homes (South East London) 
NSPPSV21.3 
 
Notwithstanding our comments below we consider that it would be 
appropriate for the Old Kent Road Area Action Plan Core Area to be added to 

 
 
 
 
The Old Kent Road Opportunity Area 'Core Area' is required to provide a 



Figure 1. 
 
Table 2 requires developments in the Central Zone and Action Area Cores to 
provide 20% three beds (this was previously 10% in the Southwark Plan and 
Core Strategy Policy 6). 
 
Policy DM2 (4) in New Southwark Plan Preferred Option stated that three 
bed units would only be sought for ‘affordable units’. This flexibility has now 
been removed in the wording of Policy P2 which applies a requirement that 
all development provides three bed homes as highlighted in Table 2. 
 
As briefly touched on above, it is important that policies provide some 
flexibility in order to ensure development remains viable and delivery is not 
threatened. Furthermore, restricting the proportions of different sized 
market and intermediate homes may result in a developer being unable to 
bring forward the optimum and most suitable mix for the site. Each site 
should be considered independently in order to deliver the best 
development solution. 
 
We consider that Policy P2 would be more effective if it was amended in line 
with Policy H12 of the draft London Plan so as to remove reference to the 
need for a prescribed unit mix for market and intermediate homes. 

higher proportion of family homes and therefore has not been added to 
Figure 1. The Policy has been updated to clarify this. 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The policy sets requirements for unit sizes to reflect need. Where developers 
are proposing development that does not meet the need of Policy P2, this 
will need to be justified.    

Organisation: Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.4 
 
This policy is unsound as it defines family housing as including 2 bed homes, 
lacking conformity with the London Plan which says family housing generally 
has 3,4,5 or more bedrooms. 
 
The policy is not positively prepared as it only requires family homes in major 
developments, a term which is not explained, and the variations in family 
housing for central, urban and suburban zones gives policy support for 
widening spatial inequality.  As it stands, there will also be lower proportions 

 
 
 
While the policy recognises that two bed homes may be suitable for some 
families it does not define family homes as 2+ bedroom homes.  
 
The definition of major developments is set out in the glossary (see Annex 6 
of the New Southwark Plan). 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  



of family housing in the areas where majority developments are most likely 
and thus less effective. 
 
Fewer 3 bed + homes in the central zone and area action plans also means 
fewer social rented homes in these parts of the Borough.  .  
 
The policy does not address the evidenced need for 96% of social rented 
homes to be 3 bed + (EB10.12 Table 43). 
 
To make the policy sound, table 2 should be deleted and replaced with a 
policy requirement that the aim is for family housing to be delivered in equal 
measure across the Borough.  The target for 3 bed + homes should be tenure 
specific so as to meet need. 
 

 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas, given the potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here will be higher, as such a borough wide target 
would not be appropriate. 
 

Organisation: Firmdale Holdings  
NSPPSV59.2 
 
It is acknowledged that there should be a mix of unit sizes within 
developments and that affordable housing should be provided with 
minimum level of two and three bedroom homes in order to meet an 
identified housing need (which is justified by the supporting reasons for the 
policy). However, the application of a minimum level of 2 and 3+ bedroom 
units across resident development under draft Policy P2 is considered to be 
unduly restrictive, by not providing adequate flexibility for private housing to 
be developed in response to area by area differences, and by limiting the 
ability to be responsive to changes in demand for homes of differing sizes 
over time. 
 
By way of example, development of the Old Kent Road Opportunity area is 
initially likely to attract single people and young couples looking for relatively 
inexpensive new one and two bedroom flats with a relatively central London 
location. As the community develops and social infrastructure (including 
schools, nurseries and parks) are completed over time, it will however 

 
 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough. In the absence of this policy there 
may be a pressure to permit schemes which are predominantly one or two 
bed units of private or intermediate tenures as this would reflect market 
demand and not need. Consequently developers may choose to only provide 
family sized low cost rent homes. This would not be conducive to creating a 
mixed and balanced community.   
 
The weakening of the policy could result in significantly more one and two 
bed developments in Southwark due to the high value of new homes and 
developers’ incentive to target the largest possible market.  



become more attractive to families, thus generating a greater demand for 
larger 3 bed+ family units. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged by draft Policy P2 that reduced provision of 3bed+ 
homes should be sought in the “Central Zone and Action Area cores”, the 
requirement of the policy for residential developments to secure a housing 
mix including “a minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms” and a 
minimum of ‘20% 3 bed+ homes ‘across all tenures is considered unjustified, 
unreasonable and unduly restrictive on private housing provision, as it limits 
the ability for developers to tailor their private housing offer to meet 
identified needs and requirements. 
 
In order for the vision for the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area to be realised, 
it is essential that viable developments can be brought forward in the area, in 
order to secure the delivery of housing, employment, transport and highway 
improvements and new social and community infrastructure. As private 
housing is critical to securing viable schemes, it is a significant concern that 
imposing a blanket requirement for fixed levels of 2 and 3+ bedroom 
properties from residential development would limit the ability for 
developments to respond to actual housing need and demand for private 
sale and private rent accommodation – with potential adverse impact on the 
viability of residential schemes if the mix of private housing is built to quotas 
rather in response to actual need and demand. 
 
Accordingly, Draft policy P2 as currently worded is considered to be 
‘unsound’ on the basis that the inflexible approach to the mix  of units to be 
secured from private housing development is not justified as the most 
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 
Change sought – It is requested that draft Policy P2 be reworded as follows: 
P2: New family homes 
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide a range 
of unit sizes that incorporates the following housing mix: 
1.1 A minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms for all affordable housing 



provision; and 
1.2 A maximum of 5% studios, which can only be for private housing; and 
1.3 The maximum number of bed spaces for the number of bedrooms where 
they are social rented; and 
1.4 A minimum of homes with three or more bedrooms for all affordable 
housing provision as set out in Table 2 and Figure 1; and 
1.5 Family homes in apartment blocks should be on lower floors to improve 
access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children outside”….  

Individual 
NSPPSV68.2 
 
The policy Best Start in Life P23 Education Places in the New Southwark Plan 
is unsound because it has not been positively prepared with regard to 
education place provision required for families, in line with other policies 
around sufficient provision for housing families in the borough. 
 
Clear minimum requirements for building family homes are not reflected 
with equally clear minimum requirement for provision of education places. 
Additionally, “education places” are not adequately defined to ensure that 
they are understood to cover the needs of all children, from nursery through 
to high school and further education. Throughout the plan, education places 
are commonly referred to as “School Places”, which infers children at “school 
age” (5+) therefore excluding under 5s and not addressing needs for early 
education. 
 
In policy P2 New Family Homes. There are clear minimum thresholds for 
housing families in Southwark within the New Southwark Plan. 
 
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide the 
following housing mix: 
1.1 A minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms; and 
1.2 A maximum of 5% studios, which can only be for private housing; and 
1.3 The maximum number of bed spaces for the number of bedrooms where 

 
 
 
The New Southwark Plan is intended to be read as a whole, Policy P23 sets 
out the requirement for new developments to provide new school places 
where needed.   



they are social rented; and 
1.4 A minimum of homes with three or more bedrooms as set out in Table 2 
and Figure 1; and 
1.5 Family homes in apartment blocks should be on lower floors to improve 
access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children outside. 
(Page 26) 
 
The reasons given for the need to build new family homes are fair and 
reasonable: 
Building more family housing will help to address overcrowding, provide 
opportunities for families to live in all of our neighbourhoods, benefitting 
their health and wellbeing, and increase opportunities for foster care. Our 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) shows that we need 96% of 
new social rented homes and 36% of new intermediate tenure homes to 
provide three or more bedrooms. We require a minimum proportion of new 
homes to provide two beds or more because studios and one bed homes are 
unsuitable for families. 
(Page 26) 
 
There are also clear targets on providing affordable housing within the 
borough, as it is recognised that there is a shortage of affordable homes in 
the borough: 
There is a shortage of affordable homes in Southwark and across London. 
Providing new affordable homes suitable for a range of affordable housing 
need is our main priority. This includes social rent and intermediate tenure 
homes. Our evidence shows that Southwark has a net additional housing 
requirement for 1,472 to 1,824 homes per year (2013-2031). Due to the high 
cost of market housing our annual net affordable housing need is for 799 
homes per year2 (this accounts for approximately 48% of Southwark’s total 
annual housing need). Low cost home ownership homes must be affordable 
to Southwark residents. 
(Page 22) 
 



The New Southwark Plan also recognises that the lack of affordable housing 
is causing issues with over-crowding, which has a negative effect on children 
and families: 
Overcrowding is strongly related to poor physical and mental health and can 
strain family relationships. Children in overcrowded homes often achieve 
poorly at school and suffer disturbed sleep. Social rented housing is vital to 
social regeneration as it allows residents with who cannot afford suitable 
market housing to remain close to their families, friends and employment. 
(Page 21) 
Page 4 of 9 
 
While the policies on housing provide clear minimum thresholds for family 
provision, there is no clarity on minimum thresholds for education places 
(particularly pre-school, primary and secondary school), which will be an 
obvious resource necessity for families living in the borough 
 
Best Start in Life P23. Education Places does make clear that development 
should not reduce the number of education places and does make mention 
of the need for provision of new school places: 
Development should not lead to the loss of existing educational facilities 
unless there is reprovision in an area of identified need or they are surplus to 
requirements as demonstrated by pupil or student projections. 
[…] 
Where additional school places for new residents are needed, development 
must provide these by 
providing new school places. 
(Page 52) 
 
However, this wording is vague and it does not clarify the requirement to 
provide educational places in-line with the policy on providing family homes 
(which by default means that there will be children). 
 
Additionally, there is lack of clarity as to how “Education Spaces” are defined. 



There is reference to pre-school (Early Years education) at the beginning of 
the policy, but it seems to be defined as separate from “school”, as this is 
listed separately: 
Development of educational facilities will be permitted where proposals 
provide pre-school, school, higher and further education places to meet 
identified needs and where there are sports, arts, leisure, cultural or 
community facilities that are shared with local residents. 
(Page 52) 
For the remainder of the policy and throughout area vision “school places” 
are referred to, however this implies that the requirement would be for 
school places (over 5s) and does not include Early Years education. 
 
It is important to include Early Years education spaces when talking about 
“Best Start in Life”. There are a number of studies that show the importance 
of early education in children’s development. 
• Early Education Use and Child Outcomes up to Age 3 (2017) Published by 
the Department for Education 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-education-use-and-
child-outcomes-up-to-age-3 
• Pre-school and early home learning: effects on A level outcomes (2015) 
Published by the Department for Education 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pre-school-and-early-home-
learning-effects-on-a-level-outcomes 
• The Effective Provision of Pre-school Education (2002). Authors: Kathy 
Sylva, University of Oxford; Edward Melhuish, University of Wollongong; Pam 
Sammons, University of Nottingham; Iram Siraj-Blatchford, University of 
Wollongong; and Brenda Taggart, University of London. 
http://ro.uow.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3155&context=sspapers 
 
If the New Southwark plan is making clear that there is a requirement for 
new development to include 60% family homes (2+ bedrooms), it would be 
sound to include a minimum requirement in-line with this for education 
places. 



 
Additionally, the wording of such requirement should make clear that 
“education places” includes space for children at all levels of education: 
nursery through to high-school and further education. All instances in the 
plan that read “school places” should be amended to “education places” and 
there should be a clear definition within the P23 Education Places policy that 
explains education places to include pre-school/nursery, primary school and 
secondary school places. 
 
Without clarity in the policy there is a risk that housing developments will be 
approved without adequate education facilities for the families who live 
there. Clear wording for this should be included in both P2 New Family 
Homes and P23 Education Places, as it is important that there is a clear link 
between both policies. 
Suggested re-written versions of the policies are as follows, with changes and 
additions highlighted in yellow. 
 
P2: New family homes 
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide the 
following housing mix:  
1.1 A minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms; and 
1.2 A maximum of 5% studios, which can only be for private housing; and 
1.3 The maximum number of bed spaces for the number of bedrooms where 
they are social rented; and 
1.4 A minimum of homes with three or more bedrooms as set out in Table 2 
and Figure 1; and 
1.5 Family homes in apartment blocks should be on lower floors to improve 
access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children outside  
1.6 A minimum provision of adequate facilities for families who will be 
resident in the development, particularly including education places (pre-
school, primary school and secondary school). If facilities do not already exist 
they must be provided in partnership with the development. 
 



P23: Education places  
1 Education places are defined as including education at all age levels, from 
birth through to adulthood. This includes pre-school, primary school, 
secondary school and further education.  
2 Development of educational facilities will be permitted where proposals 
provide pre-school, school, higher and further education places to meet 
identified needs and where there are sports, arts, leisure, cultural or 
community facilities that are shared with local residents.  
3 Development should not lead to the loss of existing educational facilities 
unless there is reprovision in an area of identified need or they are surplus to 
requirements as demonstrated by pupil or student projections. 
4 In line with P2. New Family Homes (page 27), where there is a requirement 
that all major residential developments provide a minimum 60% of houses 
with two or more bedrooms, sufficient provision must be provided for 
education places for new residents, if sufficient provision does not already 
exist, development must provide new education places alongside housing.  
5 Development of school places must provide sufficient floor space for 
teaching, halls, dining, physical education, staff and administration activities, 
storage, toilets and personal care, kitchen facilities, circulation, plant and any 
non-school or support functions such as special needs facilities. Schools must 
receive adequate daylight and sunlight, provide high quality external areas 
that avoid sightlines from neighbouring homes, have good internal and 
external air quality and support safe travel by pupils. 

Individual 
NSPPSV91.78 
 
Objection 60. 
We object to P2 point 1.5 which states that family homes in apartment 
blocks should be on lower floors to improve access to outdoor amenity space 
and allow oversight of children outside. This policy should be added to with 
wording that clarifies that in many mixed-use developments, for example in 
town centres and opportunity areas, lower residential floors may some 
distance about the ground, above accommodation for non-residential uses. 

 
 
 
 
Policy P2 allows for a degree of flexibility as to the placement of family 
housing within developments.  It has also been updated to state family 
homes in apartment blocks should have direct access to outdoor amenity 
space and allow oversight of children outside. Therefore if residential 
development is on the upper floors of developments, they can provide direct 
access through e.g. a podium. The flexibility of the policy allows for 



This is an important clarification since P2 requires between 20 and 30% of 
homes to be family homes (3 bed+), and if the requirement to locate on 
lower floors is not applied in way that recognised the challenges of mix-use 
development (including those incorporating industrial and retail 
accommodation) this could constrict delivery of the required quantity of 
nonresidential accommodation, and this compromise NSP soundness in 
relation to the NPPF requirements to making every effort to objectively 
identify and then meet the business needs of the area, and to integrate 
strategies for housing, employment and other uses. 
NPPF para 14 requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. 
NPPF para 6 requires the planning system to contribute to the achievement 
of sustainable development, including through an economic role, 
contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by 
ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places 
and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying 
and coordinating development requirements. 

developers to respond to this requirement while recognising the unique 
challenges of mixed use schemes. 

Individual 
NSPPSV93.9  
 
This policy defines family housing as including 2 bed homes, lacking 
conformity with the London Plan which says family housing generally has 
3,4,5 or more bedrooms.  This makes the policy unsound. 
 
I believe that the policy is not positively preparted as it only requires family 
homes in major developments, a term which is not explained, and the 
variations in family housing for central, urban and suburban zones gives 
policy support for widening spatial inequality.  Fewer 3 bed + homes in the 
central zone and area action plans also means fewer social rented homes in 
these parts of the Borough. 
 
The policy does not address the evidenced need for 96% of social rented 
homes to be 3 bed +. 
 

 
 
 
While the policy recognises that two bed homes may be suitable for some 
families it does not define them as 2+ bedroom homes.  
 
The definition of major developments is set out in the glossary (see Annex 6 
of the New Southwark Plan). 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas, given the potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here will be higher, as such a borough wide target 
would not be appropriate. 



For the policy to be sound, table 2 should be deleted and replaced with a 
policy requirement that the aim is for family housing to be delivered in equal 
measure across the Borough.  The target for 3 bed + homes should be tenure 
specific so as to meet need. 

Organisation: L&G 
NSPPSV104.2 
 
LAND AT 585-589 OLD KENT ROAD, LONDON, SE15 1LA 
We submit on behalf of our client, Legal & General Assurance Society Ltd 
(‘L&G’ hereafter), a representation in response to your consultation on the 
representations in response to your consultation on the New Southwark 
Plan (Proposed Submission Version published November 2017), herein 
referred as the NSP. 
Consultation closes on 27 February 2018. CBRE Limited (‘CBRE’ hereafter) act 
as planning advisors with respect to land on the corner of Old Kent Road and 
Rotherhithe New Road (referred to as ‘The Site’ hereafter)  shown within the 
Location Plan attached in Appendix A. 
The Site currently comprises a modern retail warehouse unit (Use Class A1) 
currently occupied by Currys PC World with associated car parking, which 
fronts Old Kent Road. 
L&G welcomes the opportunity to engage with Southwark Council in respect 
of its emerging policies in the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area and 
specifically the publication of the New Southwark Plan with respect to their 
site. In addition to these representations, representations will be issued as 
part of the Draft Old Kent Road Area Action Plan consultation which closes on 
the 21st March 2018. 
As you will be aware, we have already met with Officers to discuss the 
emerging Old Kent Road Area Action Plan and to discuss the emerging 
development plans and principles surrounding the redevelopment of the site. 
We would welcome further engagement with the Council regarding the 

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-
bed homes.  
 
In the absence of this policy there may be pressure to permit schemes which 
are predominantly one or two bed units of private or intermediate tenures as 
this would reflect market demand and not need in the borough. 
Consequently developers may choose to only provide family sized low cost 
rent homes. This would not be conducive to creating a mixed and balanced 
community.   
 
The weakening of local policy could result in significantly more studios and 
one bed developments in Southwark due to the high value of new homes and 
developers’ incentive to target the largest possible market. 



future of the site. 
 
Site Location and Description 
The Site currently comprises modern retail warehouse units and associated 
car parking as shown in the enclosed site location plan. The site area 
comprises 0.55 hectare. The site fronts Old Kent Road, with modern 
industrial warehouse buildings and hardstanding located to the north. 
 
The adjoining sites, consist of a modern warehouse building used for storage 
with associated hardstanding service yard to the north, a small 3 storey 
building currently used as a dentist surgery and a modern retail  warehouse 
with associated car parking to the east. To the west are parking areas and the 
Selco builders warehouse. 
In addition to the north is a large electrical substation building situated on 
Verney Road. At 399 Rotherhithe New Road to the north of the site a 
residential led mixed use scheme is under construction. This consists of a 
part 6, part 19 storey building comprising of a primary school and 158 
residential dwellings. A planning application has also been submitted for 6-10 
Verney Road for mixed use redevelopment which comprises three tall 
buildings of 23, 18 and 17 storeys as well as lower elements comprising 340 
residential units, A1 retail use (197.18 m2 GEA), B1 office use/workspace 
(4435 m2 GEA), D1 community use (394 m2 GEA) as well as a section of the 
Surrey Canal Linear Park. 
Whilst the area as a whole is currently characterised by large retail and 
industrial sheds with parcels of land dominated by areas of hard standing in 
the form of surface car parking and service yards, there is a changing 
emerging context. Strategic masterplans as part of the emerging Old Kent 
Road Area Action Plan will see much of the surrounding area coming forward 
for mixed use redevelopment including masterplan OKR 10 to the south and 
masterplan OKR 11 to the west. A number of planning applications are now 
coming forward within these masterplan areas. 
 
Draft Old Kent Road Area Action Plan (2017) Requirements 



The site falls within the allocation OKR 13 within the Draft AAP within Sub 
Area 3 Sandgate Street, Verney Road and Old Kent Road. Within the Draft 
AAP for OKR 13 indicative capacity is identified for 3,680 homes a and 2,820 
jobs. 
Key requirements set out for the site within OKR 13 that relate to the site are 
as follows: 

Kent Road through provision of 
retail (A use class), business (B use class) or community uses (D use class); 
and 

 
ovide a new park on the alignment of the former Surrey Canal. 

Within the tall buildings strategy within the AAP (Figure 9) a Tier 1 tall 
building is identified for the site (above 30 storeys). In terms of land use the 
site is identified for mixed use redevelopment within the ‘high street’ 
typology where new retail use is to be provided below residential flats or 
office uses. 
The masterplan shows the Surrey Canal Linear Park cutting through the 
centre of the site which reduces to the developable area to approximately 
75% of the site area and restricts the potential building footprints of any 
redevelopment proposal. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Policy P2: New Family Homes 
 
Policy P2 sets prescriptive requirements for unit size mix on development 
sites (a minimum of 60% with two plus bedrooms, a minimum of 20% to be 3 
beds and a max of 5% to be studios). This approach is considered to be overly 
prescriptive and does not allow for flexibility to respond to site specific 
circumstances as currently worded. Furthermore the Draft London Plan 
(2017) Policy H12 recognises the need for flexibility and states a range of 
factors that should be considered in determining unit size mix on any 



particular site. It also recognises the role of one and two beds in freeing up 
family housing and within supporting text recognises that two bedroom units 
do provide family housing. Draft London Plan Policy H12 also states that 
Boroughs should not set prescriptive dwelling size requirements for market 
and intermediate homes. 
There is also an expectation that sites within the Old Kent Road area will 
come forward as flatted schemes, given this, we request that Policy P2 is 
amended to be consistent with the London Plan and acknowledges that there 
are a range of factors that will influence unit size mix on any particular site 
and that unit size mix should be considered on a site by site basis. 



Organisation: Lend Lease (Elephant and Castle) Ltd 
NSPPSV107.1 
 
THE NEW SOUTHWARK PLAN: PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION 
Representations on behalf of Lend Lease (Elephant & Castle) Limited These 
representations are submitted to Southwark Council (the “Council”) on 
behalf of our client Lend Lease (Elephant and Castle) Limited (“Lendlease”) in 
respect of the Council’s New Southwark Plan: Proposed Submission Version 
(December 2017). 
As the Council’s development partner on Elephant Park (the redevelopment 
of the former Heygate Estate), Lendlease is committed to the delivery of 
significant regeneration at Elephant and Castle, which is a key policy 
aspiration of the Council. Since obtaining outline planning permission for 
Elephant Park in 2013, Lendlease has now secured reserved matters consents 
for four detailed phases – South Gardens, West Grove, the Energy Hub and 
Park Central (North) along with detailed planning permissions for Trafalgar 
Place and One the Elephant. The total combined quantum of development 
currently permitted on Lendlease’s projects is up to 383,361 sqm, providing 
circa. 3,000 residential units, retail and leisure floorspace, business 
floorspace, community and cultural floorspace, a new energy centre and a 
new park. 
Given the scale of development being undertaken and all  developments 
being in full delivery, Lendlease takes a very serious interest in emerging 
planning policy in Southwark. 
As a result of its significant regeneration schemes, Lendlease is fully informed 
and well placed to comment on the New Southwark Plan Proposed 
Submission Version, and has previously commented on both the Preferred 
Options Version and the New and Amended Preferred Options Policy 
Consultation. 
Lendlease supports the principle of the regeneration and wider  
improvements to the Borough and agrees that the pressing need for housing 
– of all tenure types for Southwark’s residents, should be answered. 
Lendlease supports the aspiration of creating a strong economy and making 

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-
bed homes.  
 
Evidence suggests the 10% minimum is already being exceeded by 
approximately 5%, thus the proposed change does not represent a significant 
departure from the current rate of development.  
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 



Southwark a place where the town centres and high streets thrive and a 
place to do business in the central London and global economy. It is within 
this context that Lendlease welcomes the opportunity to make 
representations on the Proposed Submission Version of the New Southwark 
Plan. These representations should be read in conjunction with our previous 
representations to the consultation. Lendlease’s previous representations 
submitted pursuant to the Preferred Options version in September 2017. 
 
Policy P2: New family homes 
The Proposed Submission Version requires a minimum of 20% 3-bed+ homes 
to be provided in the Central zone (Central Activities Zone) and the Action 
Area cores, which includes Elephant & Castle. 
This is a change that has not been previously consulted on, and is double the 
current requirement for 10% at Elephant & Castle. The Plan is not clear to 
which housing tenures this requirement applies, and so this should be 
clarified. If the requirement applies across all tenures, we question the 
justification for this approach when the SHMA indicates very different levels 
of demand for social/affordable rent, intermediate and market tenures. 
We query whether this policy is justified and consequently whether it is 
sound. 



Organisation: LGIM Real Assets 
NSPPSV109.1 
 
Our client Legal & General Group Plc (“L&G”), established in 1836, is a 
leading provider of risk, savings and investment management products in the 
UK. Legal & General Group Plc is listed on the London Stock Exchange (LSE: 
LGEN) and is a constituent of the FTSE 100 Index. Legal & General Investment 
Management (Holdings) Limited (“LGIM (H)”) is a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
Legal & General Group Plc. LGIM Real Assets ("LGIM RA") is in turn a wholly-
owned subsidiary of LGIM (H).  
Legal & General Group employs over 9,000 people globally, with offices 
across the UK in Hove, Cardiff, Birmingham, and London Legal & General 
Investment Management (“LGIM”) has also established offices in Tokyo, 
Chicago and Hong Kong.  
 
Legal & General Investment Management’s (LGIM) direct investment 
capabilities in property and infrastructure were brought together as a single 
business for the very first time in the formation of LGIM Real Assets (LGIM 
RA), in January 2015. This restructure allowed the team to capitalise on 
cross-sector synergies and leverage its in-house expertise across the direct 
investment universe.  
LGIM RA is one of largest investment managers in the UK by assets under 
management, with capabilities stretching across the sectors – from 
residential to high street retail, from leisure to logistics, from derivatives to 
development. LGIM RA manages 20 real estate investment vehicles with an 
aggregate asset value of £19 billion. Our UK-focused fund management 
platform has built and retained a strong track record of out-performance 
across investment strategies.  
 
One of LGIM RA’s managed Funds is the freehold owner of a number of sites 
within the London Borough of Southwark (‘LBS’), including the Admiral Hyson 
Industrial Estate, located on the corner of Galleywall Road and Hyson Road 
(within the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area), which accommodates 8 single 

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-
bed homes. 
  
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
It is recognised that studio apartments do not meet the housing needs of the 
majority of households and are poorly suited in adapting to future need, 
therefore an increased provision of studios should be resisted.  
 
Policy P2 allows for a degree of flexibility as to the placement of family 
housing within developments.  It has also been updated to state family 
homes in apartment blocks should have direct access to outdoor amenity 
space and allow oversight of children outside. Therefore if residential 
development is on the upper floors of developments, they can provide direct 
access through e.g. a podium. The flexibility of the policy allows for 
developers to respond to this requirement while recognising the unique 
challenges of mixed use schemes. 



storey industrial units on a site that extends to 0.68 hectares in size 
Representations 
Policy P2: New Family homes 
It is acknowledged that there should be a mix of unit sizes within 
developments and that social rented housing should be provided with 
minimum level of two and three bedroom homes in order to meet an 
identified housing need (which is justified by the supporting reasons for the 
policy). However, the application of a minimum level of 2 and 3+ bedroom 
units across resident development under draft Policy P2 is considered to be 
unduly restrictive, by not providing adequate flexibility for private and 
intermediate housing to be developed in response to area-by-area 
differences, and by limiting the ability to be responsive to changes in demand 
for homes of differing sizes over time.  
By way of example, development of the Old Kent Road Opportunity area is 
initially likely to attract single people and young couples looking for relatively 
inexpensive new studios, one and two bedroom flats with a relatively central 
London location. As the community develops and social infrastructure 
(including schools, nurseries and parks) is completed over time, it will 
however become more attractive to families, thus generating a greater 
demand for larger 3 bed+ family units.  
 
Whilst Policy P2 does identify reduced provision of 3 bed+ homes to be 
sought in the “Central Zone and Action Area cores”, the requirement of the 
policy for residential developments to secure a housing mix including “a 
minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms” and a minimum of ‘20% 3 
bed+ homes ‘across all tenures is considered unjustified, unreasonable and 
unduly restrictive on private housing provision, as it limits the ability for 
developers to tailor their private housing offer to meet identified needs and 
requirements. In respect of intermediate housing, the requirement is also 
considered to be overly restrictive, as the market for shared ownership 
housing is similar to that for private housing, with smaller (and by default 
more affordable) units likely to be sought in emerging  
Related to this, the requirement of paragraph 1.5 of draft Policy P2 that 



“Family homes in apartment blocks should be on lower floors to improve 
access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children outside” is 
also considered to be unduly restrictive, as it does not acknowledge the 
potential for well-designed schemes to deliver private amenity space for 
family units to provide informal playspace on the upper floors of flatted 
developments.  
 
Concern is also raised regarding the proposed boroughwide limitation on 
studio units at 5% of total units under draft Policy P2 constitutes a ‘blanket’ 
approach that does not provide adequate flexibility. The provision of studios 
in highly accessible locations is able to provide young single people and 
couples a realistic first step on to the home ownership ladder, in a desirable 
locations close to amenities and public transport links and (reflective of the 
acknowledgement that demand for family homes is less) it is considered that 
there should be allowance for up to 10% studio units (provided only as 
private units) for high density residential schemes in accessible mixed use 
areas.  
 
In order for the vision for the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area to be realised, 
it is essential that viable developments can be brought forward in the area, in 
order to secure the delivery of housing, employment, transport and highway 
improvements and new social and community infrastructure. The delivery of 
private and intermediate housing is critical to securing viable schemes. It is 
therefore a significant concern that imposing a blanket requirement for fixed 
levels of 2 and 3+ bedroom properties from residential development and a 
limitation of studios to just 5% of total units would limit the ability for 
developments to respond to actual housing need and demand for private and 
intermediate accommodation – with potential adverse impact on the viability 
of residential schemes if the mix of housing in these tenures is built to quotas 
rather in response to actual need and demand.  
 
Accordingly, Draft policy P2 as currently worded is considered to be 
‘unsound’ on the basis that the inflexible approach to the mix of units to be 



secured from housing development is not justified as the most appropriate 
strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives.  
Change sought – It is requested that draft Policy P2 be reworded as follows:  
 
P2: New family homes  
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide a range 
of unit sizes that incorporates the following housing mix:  
1.1 A minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms for social rented housing; 
and  
 
1.2 A maximum of 10% studios in accessible mixed use areas within the 
Central Zone and Action Areas (in particular the Action Area cores) and 5% 
studios in the rest of the Borough, which can only be for private housing; and 
1.3 The maximum number of bed spaces for the number of bedrooms where 
they are social rented; and 
1.4 A minimum of homes with three or more bedrooms for social rented 
housing as set out in Table 2 and Figure 1; and 
1.5 Family homes in apartment blocks should generally be on lower floors to 
improve access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children 
outside. Family homes on upper floors are required to provide external 
private amenity space in accordance with Policy P13: Residential Design.”… 



Individual 
NSPPSV 128.78 
 
Objection 60. 
We object to P2 point 1.5 which states that family homes in apartment 
blocks should be on lower floors to improve access to outdoor amenity space 
and 
allow oversight of children outside. This policy should be added to with 
wording that clarifies that in many mixed-use developments, for example in 
town centres and opportunity areas, lower residential floors may some 
distance about the ground, above accommodation for non-residential uses. 
This is an important clarification since P2 requires between 20 and 30% of 
homes to be family homes (3 bed+), and if the requirement to locate on 
lower floors is not applied in way that recognised the challenges of mix-use 
development (including those incorporating industrial and retail 
accommodation) this could constrict delivery of the required quantity of 
nonresidential accommodation, and this compromise NSP soundness in 
relation to the NPPF requirements to making every effort to objectively 
identify and then meet the business needs of the area, and to integrate 
strategies for 
housing, employment and other uses. 
NPPF para 14 requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. 
NPPF para 6 requires the planning system to contribute to the achievement 
of 
sustainable development, including through an economic role, contributing 
to 
building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that 
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right 
time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating 
development requirements. 

 
 
 
Policy P2 allows for a degree of flexibility as to the placement of family 
housing within developments.  It has also been updated to state family 
homes in apartment blocks should have direct access to outdoor amenity 
space and allow oversight of children outside. Therefore if residential 
development is on the upper floors of developments, they can provide direct 
access through e.g. a podium. The flexibility of the policy allows for 
developers to respond to this requirement while recognising the unique 
challenges of mixed use schemes. 



Organisation: Peckham Society 
NSPPSV 140.3 
 
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide the 
following housing mix:  
1.2  A maximum of 5% studios, which can only be for private housing;  
Is there evidence that there is no wish amongst social housing residents for 
studio flats? It is true that they do not meet the housing needs of most 
households, but the proportion is only 5%. There may be single people who 
would prefer to live in a studio. 
 
P2 
Design Quality ‘Southwark has some world class developments’ 
   Suggest add examples 
 
P3 
‘Social rented housing is vital to social regeneration AND COHESION as it 
allows residents who cannot afford (  ) to remain close 

 
 
 
Housing need is identified in the SHMA which recognises the highest need for 
social rent and the sub-social rent target group is two, three and four 
bedroom units of which there is a shortfall of 659 units, there is an 
oversupply of one bed units of 200 in this group. 
 
Studios are not a preferred type of housing as they do not adequately meet 
the needs of most households and therefore there is a limit on the amount 
accepted within schemes.  



Individual 
NSPPSV151.4 
 
P2 
Whilst the need to ensure that new residential developments provide a mix 
to meet identified local need is understood, as drafted the policy is too 
prescriptive. The word ‘must’ in the first line of the policy should be replaced 
by the following or similar ‘should aim to’. A policy which seeks a defined mix 
of housing is likely to fetter the market and could unduly frustrate the 
delivery of new housing. 
 
Amend the policy through the removal of the word ‘must’. Insert ‘should aim 
to’ or similar wording. 

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-
bed homes. In the absence of this policy there may be stronger pressure to 
permit schemes which are predominantly one or two bed units of private or 
intermediate tenures as this would reflect market demand. Consequently 
developers may choose to only provide family sized low cost rent homes. 
This would not be conducive to creating a mixed and balanced community.   
 
The weakening of local policy could result in significantly more one and two 
bed developments in Southwark due to the high value of new homes and 
developers’ incentive to target the largest possible market. 

Organisation: Royal Mail Pension Trustees Ltd 
NSPPSV155.4  
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
New Southwark Plan - Proposed Submission Version (December 2017)  
Representations on behalf of Royal Mail Pension Trustees Limited  
 
We write on behalf of our client, Royal Mail Pension Trustees Limited, to 
submit representations to the New Southwark Plan - Proposed Submission 
Version – which are provided below.  
Our client  
Royal Mail Pension Trustees Limited are the freehold owners of the 
Bricklayers Arms Distribution Centre, Mandela Way which is proposed for 
allocation as part of ‘Site OKR3: Mandela Way in the emerging Old Kent Road 

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-
bed homes.  
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
Policy P2 allows for a degree of flexibility as to the placement of family 
housing within developments.  It has also been updated to state family 



Area Action Plan (“AAP”) for mixed use redevelopment to include 
employment (B use class), residential (C3 use class), primary school (D1 use 
class) development and a new park.  
Representations  
 
Policy P2: New Family homes  
 
It is acknowledged that there should be a mix of unit sizes within 
developments and that social rented housing should be provided with 
minimum level of two and three bedroom homes in order to meet an 
identified housing need (which is justified by the supporting reasons for the 
policy). However, the application of a minimum level of 2 and 3+ bedroom 
units across resident development under draft Policy P2 is considered to be 
unduly restrictive, by not providing adequate flexibility for private and 
intermediate housing to be developed in response to area-by-area 
differences, and by limiting the ability to be responsive to changes in demand 
for homes of differing sizes over time.  
By way of example, development of the Old Kent Road Opportunity area is 
initially likely to attract single people and young couples looking for relatively 
inexpensive new studios, one and two bedroom flats with a relatively central 
London location. As the community develops and social infrastructure 
(including schools, nurseries and parks) is completed over time, it will 
however become more attractive to families, thus generating a greater 
demand for larger 3 bed+ family units.  
 
Whilst it is acknowledged by draft Policy P2 that reduced provision of 3 bed+ 
homes should be sought in the “Central Zone and Action Area cores”, the 
requirement of the policy for residential developments to secure a housing 
mix including “a minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms” and a 
minimum of ‘20% 3 bed+ homes ‘across all tenures is considered unjustified, 
unreasonable and unduly restrictive on private housing provision, as it limits 
the ability for developers to tailor their private housing offer to meet 
identified needs and requirements. In respect of intermediate housing, the 

homes in apartment blocks should have direct access to outdoor amenity 
space and allow oversight of children outside. Therefore if residential 
development is on the upper floors of developments, they can provide direct 
access through e.g. a podium. The flexibility of the policy allows for 
developers to respond to this requirement while recognising the unique 
challenges of mixed use schemes. 
 
It is recognised that studio apartments do not meet the housing needs of the 
majority of households and are poorly suited in adapting to future need, 
therefore an increased provision of studios should be resisted. 
 
 



requirement is also considered to be overly restrictive, as the market for 
shared ownership housing is similar to that for private housing, with smaller 
(and by default more affordable) units likely to be sought in the Central Zone 
and the opportunity area cores. 
 
Related to this, the requirement of paragraph 1.5 of draft Policy P2 that 
“Family homes in apartment blocks should be on lower floors to improve 
access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children outside” is 
also considered to be unduly restrictive, as it does not acknowledge the 
potential for well-designed schemes to deliver private amenity space for 
family units to provide informal playspace on the upper floors of flatted 
developments.  
 
Concern is also raised regarding the proposed boroughwide limitation on 
studio units at 5% of total units under draft Policy P2 constitutes a ‘blanket’ 
approach that does not provide adequate flexibility. The provision of studios 
in highly accessible central locations is able to provide young single people 
and couples a realistic first step on to the home ownership ladder, in a 
desirable locations close to amenities and public transport links and 
(reflective of the acknowledgement that demand for family homes is less, it 
is considered that there should be allowance for up to 10% studio units 
(provided only as private units) for residential schemes in the Central Zone 
and Action Area cores.  
 
In order for the vision for the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area to be realised, 
it is essential that viable developments can be brought forward in the area, in 
order to secure the delivery of housing, employment, transport and highway 
improvements and new social and community infrastructure. The delivery of 
private and intermediate housing is critical to securing viable schemes. It is 
therefore a significant concern that imposing a blanket requirement for fixed 
levels of 2 and 3+ bedroom properties from residential development and a 
limitation of studios to just 5% of total units would limit the ability for 
developments to respond to actual housing need and demand for private and 



intermediate accommodation – with potential adverse impact on the viability 
of residential schemes if the mix of housing in these tenures is built to quotas 
rather in response to actual need and demand.  
 
Accordingly, Draft policy P2 as currently worded is considered to be 
‘unsound’ on the basis that the inflexible approach to the mix of units to be 
secured from housing development is not justified as the most appropriate 
strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives.  
 
Change sought – It is requested that draft Policy P2 be reworded as follows:  
P2: New family homes  
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide a range 
of unit sizes that incorporates the following housing mix:  
1.1 A minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms for social rented housing; 
and  
1.2 A maximum of 10% studios in the Central Zone and Action Area cores and 
5% studios in the rest of the Borough, which can only be for private housing; 
and  
1.3 The maximum number of bed spaces for the number of bedrooms where 
they are social rented; and  
1.4 A minimum of homes with three or more bedrooms for social rented 
housing as set out in Table 2 and Figure 1; and  
1.5 Family homes in apartment blocks should generally be on lower floors to 
improve access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children 
outside. Family homes on upper floors are required to provide external 
private amenity space in accordance with Policy P13: Residential Design.”… 

Individual 
NSPPSV162.3 
 
New Southwark Plan Policy P2   NEW FAMILY HOMES 
 
This policy is unsound as it defines family housing as including 2 bed homes, 
lacking conformity with the London Plan which says family housing generally 

 
 
 
While the policy recognises that two bed homes may be suitable for some 
families it does not define family homes as 2+ bedroom homes.  
 
The definition of major developments is set out in the glossary (see Annex 6 



has 3,4,5 or more bedrooms.   
 
The policy is not positively prepared as it only requires family homes in major 
developments, a term which is not explained, and the variations in family 
housing for central, urban and suburban zones gives policy support for 
widening spatial inequality.  Fewer 3 bed + homes in the central zone and 
area action plans also means fewer social rented homes in these parts of the 
Borough. 
 
The policy does not address the evidenced need for 96% of social rented 
homes to be 3 bed +. 
 
To make the policy sound, table 2 should be deleted and replaced with a 
policy requirement that the aim is for family housing to be delivered in equal 
measure across the Borough.  The target for 3 bed + homes should be tenure 
specific so as to meet need. 

of the New Southwark Plan). 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas, given the potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here will be higher, as such a borough wide target 
would not be appropriate. 
 

Organisation: Six Bridges Estate 
NSPPSV163.5 
 
Policy P2: New family homes  
 
Policy P2 sets prescriptive requirements for unit size mix on development 
sites (a minimum of 60% with two plus bedrooms, a minimum of 20% to be 3 
beds and a max of 5% to be studios). This approach is considered to be overly 
prescriptive and does not allow for flexibility to respond to site specific 
circumstances as currently worded. Furthermore the Draft London Plan 
(2017) Policy H12 recognises the need for flexibility and states a range of 
factors that should be considered in determining unit size mix on any 
particular site. It also recognises the role of one and two beds in freeing up 
family housing and within supporting text recognises that 2 bedroom units 
do provide family housing. Draft London Plan Policy H12 also states that 
Boroughs should not set prescriptive dwelling size requirements for market 
and intermediate homes.  

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-
bed homes.  
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough. In the absence of this policy there 
may be pressure to permit schemes which are predominantly one or two bed 
units of private or intermediate tenures as this would reflect market demand. 
Consequently developers may choose to only provide family sized low cost 
rent homes. This would not be conducive to creating a mixed and balanced 
community.   
 



There is also an expectation that sites within the Old Kent Road area will 
come forward as flatted schemes, given this, we request that Policy P2 is 
amended to be consistent with the London Plan and acknowledges that there 
are a range of factors that will influence unit size mix on any particular site 
and that unit size mix should be considered on a site by site basis. 

The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The weakening of local policy could result in significantly more one and two 
bed developments in Southwark due to the high value of new homes and 
developers’ incentive to target the largest possible market. 

Individual 
NSPPSV172.2 
 
This policy is unsound as it defines family housing as including 2 bed homes, 
lacking conformity with the London Plan which says family housing generally 
has 3,4,5 or more bedrooms.   
 
The policy is not positively prepared as it only requires family homes in major 
developments, a term which is not explained, and the variations in family 
housing for central, urban and suburban zones gives policy support for 
widening spatial inequality.  Fewer 3 bed + homes in the central zone and 
area action plans also means fewer social rented homes in these parts of the 
Borough. 
 
The policy does not address the evidenced need for 96% of social rented 
homes to be 3 bed +. 
To make the policy sound, table 2 should be deleted and replaced with a 
policy requirement that the aim is for family housing to be delivered in equal 
measure across the Borough.  The target for 3 bed + homes should be tenure 
specific so as to meet need. 

 
 
 
While the policy recognises that two bed homes may be suitable for some 
families it does not define family homes as 2+ bedroom homes.  
 
The definition of major developments is set out in the glossary (see Annex 6 
of the New Southwark Plan). 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas, given the potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here will be higher, as such a borough wide target 
would not be appropriate. 
 

Organisation: Strathclyde Regional Pension Fund 
NSPPSV174.1 
 
It is acknowledged that there should be a mix of unit sizes within 
developments and that social rented housing should be provided with 
minimum level of two and three bedroom homes in order to meet an 
identified housing need (which is justified by the supporting reasons for the 

 
 
 
Policy P2 sets out the minimum proportion of larger units that should be 
provided in different parts of the borough, given the need identified in the 
borough. The SHMA shows that for market housing there is a requirement of 
20% one-bed homes, 30% two-bed homes, 34% 3-bed homes and 16% four-



policy). However, the application of a minimum level of 2 and 3+ bedroom 
units across resident development under draft Policy P2 is considered to be 
unduly restrictive, by not providing adequate flexibility for private and 
intermediate housing to be developed in response to area-by-area 
differences, and by limiting the ability to be responsive to changes in demand 
for homes of differing sizes over time. 
 
By way of example, development of the Old Kent Road Opportunity area is 
initially likely to attract single people and young couples looking for relatively 
inexpensive new studios, one and two bedroom flats with a relatively central 
London location. As the community develops and social infrastructure 
(including schools, nurseries and parks) is completed over time, it will 
however become more attractive to families, thus generating a greater 
demand for larger 3 bed+ family units. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged by draft Policy P2 that reduced provision of 3 bed+ 
homes should be sought in the “Central Zone and Action Area cores”, the 
requirement of the policy for residential developments to secure a housing 
mix including “a minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms” and a 
minimum of ‘20% 3 bed+ homes ‘across all tenures is considered unjustified, 
unreasonable and unduly restrictive on private housing provision, as it limits 
the ability for developers to tailor their private housing offer to meet 
identified needs and requirements. In respect of intermediate housing, the 
requirement is also considered to be overly restrictive, as the market for 
shared ownership housing is similar to that for private housing, with smaller 
(and by default more affordable) units likely to be sought in the Central Zone 
and the opportunity area cores. 
 
Related to this, the requirement of paragraph 1.5 of draft Policy P2 that 
“Family homes in apartment blocks should be on lower floors to improve 
access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children outside” is 
also considered to be unduly restrictive, as it does not acknowledge the 
potential for well-designed schemes to deliver private amenity space for 

bed homes.  
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
Policy P2 allows for a degree of flexibility as to the placement of family 
housing within developments.  It has also been updated to state family 
homes in apartment blocks should have direct access to outdoor amenity 
space and allow oversight of children outside. Therefore if residential 
development is on the upper floors of developments, they can provide direct 
access through e.g. a podium. The flexibility of the policy allows for 
developers to respond to this requirement while recognising the unique 
challenges of mixed use schemes. 
 
It is recognised that studio apartments do not meet the housing needs of the 
majority of households and are poorly suited in adapting to future need, 
therefore an increased provision of studios should be resisted. 



family units to provide informal playspace on the upper floors of flatted 
developments. 
 
Concern is also raised regarding the proposed boroughwide limitation on 
studio units at 5% of total units under draft Policy P2 constitutes a ‘blanket’ 
approach that does not provide adequate flexibility. The provision of studios 
in highly accessible central locations is able to provide young single people 
and couples a realistic first step on to the home ownership ladder, in a 
desirable locations close to amenities and public transport links and 
(reflective of the acknowledgement that demand for family homes is less, it 
is considered that there should be allowance for up to 10% studio units 
(provided only as private units) for residential schemes in the Central Zone 
and Action Area cores. 
 
In order for the vision for the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area to be realised, 
it is essential that viable developments can be brought forward in the area, in 
order to secure the delivery of housing, employment, transport and highway 
improvements and new social and community infrastructure. The delivery of 
private and intermediate housing is critical to securing viable schemes. It is 
therefore a significant concern that imposing a blanket requirement for fixed 
levels of 2 and 3+ bedroom properties from residential development and a 
limitation of studios to just 5% of total units would limit the ability for 
developments to respond to actual housing need and demand for private and 
intermediate accommodation – with potential adverse impact on the viability 
of residential schemes if the mix of housing in these tenures is built to quotas 
rather in response to actual need and demand. 
 
Accordingly, Draft policy P2 as currently worded is considered to be 
‘unsound’ on the basis that the inflexible approach to the mix of units to be 
secured from housing development is not justified as the most appropriate 
strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 
 
Change sought – It is requested that draft Policy P2 be reworded as follows: 



P2: New family homes 
Major residential developments, including conversions, must provide a range 
of unit sizes that incorporates the following housing mix: 
1.1 A minimum of 60% with two or more bedrooms for social rented housing; 
and 
1.2 A maximum of 10% studios in the Central Zone and Action Area cores and 
5% studios in the rest of the Borough, which can only be for private housing; 
and 
1.3 The maximum number of bed spaces for the number of bedrooms where 
they are social rented; and 
1.4 A minimum of homes with three or more bedrooms for social rented 
housing as set out in Table 2 and Figure 1; and 
1.5 Family homes in apartment blocks should generally be on lower floors to 
improve access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children 
outside. Family homes on upper floors are required to provide external 
private amenity space in accordance with Policy P13: Residential Design.”… 

Organisation: Vital OKR 
NSPPSV205.36 
 
Objection 60. 
We object to P2 point 1.5 which states that family homes in apartment 
blocks should be on lower floors to improve access to outdoor amenity space 
and allow oversight of children outside. This policy should be added to with 
wording that clarifies that in many mixed-use developments, for example in 
town centres and opportunity areas, lower residential floors may some 
distance about the ground, above accommodation for non-residential uses. 
This is an important clarification since P2 requires between 20 and 30% of 
homes to be family homes (3 bed+), and if the requirement to locate on 
lower floors is not applied in way that recognised the challenges of mix-use 
development (including those incorporating industrial and retail 
accommodation) this could constrict delivery of the required quantity of 
nonresidential accommodation, and this compromise NSP soundness in 
relation to the NPPF requirements to making every effort to objectively 

 
 
 
Policy P2 allows for a degree of flexibility as to the placement of family 
housing within developments.  It has also been updated to state family 
homes in apartment blocks should have direct access to outdoor amenity 
space and allow oversight of children outside. Therefore if residential 
development is on the upper floors of developments, they can provide direct 
access through e.g. a podium. The flexibility of the policy allows for 
developers to respond to this requirement while recognising the unique 
challenges of mixed use schemes. 



identify and then meet the business needs of the area, and to integrate 
strategies for housing, employment and other uses. 
NPPF para 14 requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. 
NPPF para 6 requires the planning system to contribute to the achievement 
of sustainable development, including through an economic role, 
contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by 
ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places 
and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying 
and coordinating development requirements. 
 

Organisation: John Lyon’s Charity 
NSPPSV214.2 
 
Policy P2 seeks to maximise family homes. The policy cites that there will be 
a requirement for 20% of the homes provided to be three or more 
bedrooms. Clarification is required as to whether this will be a requirement 
for individual developable plots on Site Allocation NSP57. Family homes will 
be an important component, but only as part of a balanced housing mix 
which also maximises site capacity. 
 

 
 
 
The New Southwark Plan is intended to be read as a whole document and 
allocated sites should be considered in line with the relevant strategic, 
development management policies and site allocations. 

Organisation: Zurich Assurance Ltd c/o Threadneedle portfolio Services Ltd 
NSPPSV216.1 
 
Draft Policy P2 proposes that 20% of units should be 3 bed+ in Central Zones. 
However, meeting the requisite level at certain sites in the borough may not 
necessarily be appropriate. Development viability may render it difficult to 
deliver 
such levels in practice. The importance of scheme viability should be 
recognised within the wording of this draft policy. 

 
 
 
Viability appraisals would be considered as part of a developer's application, 
unless they are following the fast track route, therefore where the provision 
of 3bed+ units cannot be delivered due to viability reasons, this will be 
identified.   
 
In addition, viability testing has also been undertaken by BNPP 2019 that 
identified that the majority of schemes assessed are already delivering at 
least 20% of units as three bed units and on this basis the policy is not going 
to result in a significant change from what is currently being delivered by 
developments in the borough. 



  

Organisation: 313-349 Ilderton Road LLP 
NSPPSV217.2 
 
New family homes requires major developments to provide a minimum of 
60% with two or more bedrooms; a maximum of 5% studios; and a minimum 
of 20% of three or more bedrooms within Action Areas. 
We support the housing mix requirement set out in the NSP and the 
flexibility that this delivers. This will deliver a Sound plan in this regard. 

 
 
 
Noted. 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.13 
 
This policy is unsound as it defines family housing as including 2 bed homes, 
lacking conformity with the London Plan which says family housing generally 
has 3,4,5 or more bedrooms.   
 
The policy is not positively prepared as it only requires family homes in major 
developments, a term which is not explained, and the variations in family 
housing for central, urban and suburban zones gives policy support for 
widening spatial inequality.  Fewer 3 bed + homes in the central zone and 
area action plans also means fewer social rented homes in these parts of the 
Borough. 
 
The policy does not address the evidenced need for 96% of social rented 
homes to be 3 bed +. 
 
To make the policy sound, table 2 should be deleted and replaced with a 
policy requirement that the aim is for family housing to be delivered in equal 
measure across the Borough.  The target for 3 bed + homes should be tenure 
specific so as to meet need. 

 
 
 
While the policy recognises that two bed homes may be suitable for some 
families it does not define family homes as 2+ bedroom homes.  
 
The definition of major development is set out in the glossary (see Annex 6 of 
the New Southwark Plan). 
 
The policy requires a proportion of three bed homes depending on the 
location in the borough to address need.  
 
The demand for family housing varies across the borough, with families being 
more likely to opt for suburban areas, given the potential for amenity space, 
hence the requirement here will be higher, as such a borough wide target 
would not be appropriate. 



Representation  Officer Response  
P3 Protection of Existing Homes  

Organisation: Bankside Resident s Forum 
NSPPSV19.3 
 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing. It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.  
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard. There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to.  
  
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough. These should include:  
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward,  
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes,  
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size. 
 

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 



regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual  
NSPPSV40.5 
 
This policy is not effective because many people's homes are being 
demolished. 
 
As the regeneration of Southwark continues across the borough, so too does 
the demolition of perfectly good, well built homes and accommodation. 
There is little protection and Southwark residents are losing their homes at 
an unprecedented rate. 
 
Long established communities have been broken up and destroyed. Many 
residents remain under the threat of losing their homes and being forced out 
of the area they have lived and known as home. As more development sites 
are identified in the Council's plans, the number of losses increases. 

 
 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing where viable, we will seek to replace this like-
for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose. 

Individual 
NSPPSV50.3 
 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing. It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10. Within the plan, there is 
inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which emphasises giving every 
community the opportunity to get their voices heard. There is huge disquiet 
across the Borough with the policy of estate demolitions, but these voices 

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  



are not being heard or responded to. 
 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough. These should include: 
 
•  Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and well-being indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes,  
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size  

 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPV56.5 
 
P3 Protection of existing homes: this policy is unsound as it does not protect 
existing homes (or businesses) which are on land that developers or planners 
decide they want to redevelop. This is inconsistent with SP2 giving every 
community the opportunity to get their voices heard, or it suggests that SP2 

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  



is a meaningless right as being heard does not mean protecting the home 
from demolition.  
 
P3: make use of all the tools that are available to protect and increase social 
rented housing across the Borough.  This includes   
* An Independent analysis of all regeneration  options, with a binding ballot 
of tenants and leaseholders to decide what regeneration programme goes 
forward;  
* A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
* Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size.  

 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose. 
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Organisation: Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.5 
 

 
 
 



The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing.  It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.   
 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard.  There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough.  These should include: 
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size. 
 

This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 



and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV93.10 
 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing.  It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.   
 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard.  There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough.  These should include: 
● Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
● A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
● Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size.  

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 



stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV110.5 
 
Quality affordable homes 
Policy P3 (Protection of existing homes) is sound.  It notes the importance of 
protecting 'our existing family housing stock from conversion into smaller 
homes which would be unsuitable for housing families'.  This, too, is 
important if the sense of community is to be retained. 
 

 
 
 
Noted. 

Organisation: London Gypsies and Travellers 
NSPPSV112.2 
 
We wish to submit the following objections to the New Southwark Plan: 
The Plan is not sound because it is not in conformity with the NPPF, PPTS, 
current and emerging London Plans in what regards planning for Gypsy and 
Traveller accommodation needs. 
Secondly, the approach to produce a separate Gypsy and Traveller Local Plan 
as set out in the LDS is not justified. The council has not provided any 
reasonable alternatives or evidence to support this decision. In addition the 
council has not adequately responded to submissions and suggestions made 
at previous consultation stages by London Gypsies and Travellers, Southwark 
Travellers Action Group and other local organisations challenging this 
approach. 
The Plan is also not sound because it is not positively prepared - it is not 
based on objectively assessed need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation 
despite the council being aware of significant overcrowding and fire risks on 
some of the existing sites. The council has failed to assess the needs of 
Gypsies and Travellers since 2012 when the requirement was introduced in 

 
 
 
A Gypsy and Traveller Policy has now been introduced to the plan to 
safeguard existing gypsy and traveller sites and provide new sites according 
to meet identified need. A Needs Assessment has also been carried out. 



the PPTS. The Integrated Impact Assessment is deficient as it does not 
include considerations of how the Plan and lack of Gypsy and Traveller 
policies will affect the community. In addition the Plan fails to demonstrate 
how it has attempted to meet the Public Sector Equality Duty, particularly 
advancing equal opportunities through meeting the specialist needs of 
Gypsies and Travellers as a group protected through the 2010 Equality Act. 
In particular, Policy P6 is not sound as it fails to include a full range of 
specialist housing needs, for example those of Gypsy and Traveller 
communities. Policy P3 should also refer to the protection of existing Gypsy 
and Traveller sites. 
To be made sound the Plan must protect existing Gypsy and Traveller sites in 
line with Policy H16 in the Draft New London Plan, use the figure of 15 new 
pitches indicated in the 2017 GLA Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Topic 
Paper as a minimum target for new provision, and identify a supply of land to 
meet need in line with PPTS and NPPF requirements.  
We wish to attend the Examination in Public in order to provide evidence and 
take part in the debate on this issue. 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV148.8 
 
NSP POLICY P3  PROTECTION OF EXISTING HOMES 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing.  It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.   
 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard.   
 

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 



There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough.   
 
These should include: 
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size . 

updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV 162.4 
 
NSP Policy P3  PROTECTION OF EXISTING HOMES 
 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing.  It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.   

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 



 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard.  There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough.  These should include: 
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size. 
 

considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV 172.3 
 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 



rented housing.  It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.   
 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard.  There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough.  These should include: 
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size. 
 

buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.14 

 
 



 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing.  It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10.   
 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard.  There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough.  These should include: 
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size.  

 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 
developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 



will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV316.5 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - 
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be not 
legally compliant or unsound. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to 
support the legal compliance or soundness of the New Southwark Plan, 
please also use this box to set out your comments. 
 
The policy is unsound because it does not consider the key planning 
objectives of a) retaining the existing stock of affordable/ social rented 
housing and b) bringing vacant properties into use, where possible as social 
rented housing. It is therefore inconsistent with current London Plan Policy 
3.14 and draft London Plan 2017 Policy H10. 
Within the plan, there is inconsistency between this policy and SP2 which 
emphasises giving every community the opportunity to get their voices 
heard. There is huge disquiet across the Borough with the policy of estate 
demolitions, but these voices are not being heard or responded to. 
To make the policy sound, Southwark needs to make use of all the tools that 
are available to protect and increase social rented housing across the 
Borough. These should include: 
• Independent analysis of all estate regeneration options, including 
refurbishment, with a binding ballot of tenants and leaseholders to decide 
what regeneration programme goes forward, 
• A social impact assessment so that social, health and wellbeing indicators 
are incorporated into decision making around regeneration schemes, 
• Any replacement of social rented housing should be carried out on the 
basis of like for like in terms of tenure, rental cost and size. 

 
 
 
This policy refers to existing housing, this includes affordable housing.  The 
council can only bring existing properties back into use where it is in their 
ownership, however, the council is always investigating potential sites / 
buildings to provide housing.  
 
Residents are given the opportunity to provide comments on planning 
applications during the consultation process and their comments are 
considered accordingly.  
 
For larger regeneration schemes, the council consults with the community 
during this process. The Statement of Community Involvement will also be 
updated to confirm the Council's position on undertaking public consultation. 
 
Policy P1 sets out a high requirement of social rented housing of 25% of the 
total housing provision given the acute need of social rented housing.   
 
The Council's Housing Strategy sets out further information on its ambitious 
target of building 11,000 council homes by 2043.   Where the council has 
demolished affordable housing, where viable, we will seek to replace this 
like-for-like or else increase the level of affordable housing. In a number of 
instances, estate regeneration has been required due to the quality of the 
existing housing stock which is not considered fit for purpose.  
 
The Council Plan 2018/19-2021/22 sets commitments for the borough. This 
includes introducing ballots on any new estate regeneration and a 
Consultation Charter to ensure local residents can hold private sector 
developers to account. The ballot system has been introduced for new estate 
regeneration as has a draft development consultation charter which ensures 



 

  

developers clearly set out how they have addressed residents’ and 
stakeholders’ concerns.  
 
Social regeneration charters have been prepared for a number of areas and 
will be prepared for other areas. These set out vision, goals and objectives 
and deliverables for the area. 



Representation  Officer Response  
P5 Housing for Older People  

Organisation: Dulwich Estate 
NSPPSV52.5 
 
Emerging Policy P5 addresses housing for older people, however focuses on 
the quality of the accommodation as opposed to its overall provision. The 
Estate considers that this policy is not positively prepared, as it fails to 
recognise the acute and specific need for elderly persons housing in 
Southwark, and specifically to the south of the Borough. This is despite an 
evidence base which clearly sets out the crisis of housing for the elderly. 
 
Southwark’s Housing Strategy to 2043 identifies that the number of people 
aged 65 and over is projected to increase by 63% (or 14,000 people) between 
2012-2032, the highest growth in the south east sub-region. This is echoed by 
the South East London Strategic Housing Market Assessment from 2014, 
which identifies aging as the main feature of future population change in this 
area. The 2014 SHMA describes that Southwark has a below average supply 
of elderlyfocused accommodation. 
 
In terms of preferences, Southwark’s Housing Requirements Study from 2008 
indicates that after bungalows, sheltered housing or local authority / housing 
association owned, elderly housing block are most likely to be considered by 
respondents as they grow older. Living with family or residential care are the 
least considered options. Key housing data published by Southwark in 
2012/13 indicates that there are currently just 1,146 sheltered housing units 
in Southwark. With an anticipated increase of 14,000 over 65s by 2032, 
additional sheltered housing is urgently required to accommodate this 
growth. To secure a good quality of life into older age, it is clear that these 
preferred types of accommodation must be considered to meet this growing 
need. 
 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 
properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 
that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. 



Southwark has published the ‘Older people’s housing delivery plan: 
Southwark Housing Strategy 2009 -2016’ which sets out how this need will be 
met. The Strategy identifies a growing demand for sheltered housing, with a 
void rate of just 2.85% in local authority sheltered housing. 
 
The Strategy also sets out that Southwark faces significant cuts in funding 
from central Government. As a result, the budget for social  care needs to 
achieve savings to the order of over £8 million. 
 
This places a significant burden on Southwark Council to provide this urgently 
needed sheltered housing for its growing older population. This acute 
housing need must be addressed by the NSP if it is to plan for sustainable 
development and ultimately be found sound. It follows that intervention 
from the private sector and third party organisations is therefore essential if 
this growing demand can both be met and reconciled with clear preferences 
(i.e. sheltered housing) to ensure emotional and physical wellbeing. 
 
The Dulwich Almshouse Charity is one of the Estate’s beneficiaries, and 
provides sheltered housing for elderly persons in need, and whom otherwise 
would form part of Southwark Council’s housing list. The DAC’s existing 
almshouses are incompatible with modern occupation, however due to their 
statutory listing, are not capable of a suitable conversion. The DAC are 
therefore looking for a new building opportunity to provide this urgently 
needed, high quality accommodation. As such, the Estate would like to see 
planning policies that reinforce the level of need by setting a minimum 
annual target such as those for affordable housing, which recognise the 
needs of this priority group. 

Organisation: Dulwich Society 
NSPPSV54.2 
 
Not fully comprehensive 
 The policy is unsound as it does not address the issue of down-sizing. 
Proposed Change : 1 Favour provision of homes suitable for down-sizers. 2. 

 
 
 
Down-sizing happens through the open housing market, not through 
planning.  
 



Facilitate down-sizing in situ, i.e. division of homes with surplus space to 
continue to house older people, while releasing space for families. 

Sub-division of homes would be welcomed where the units created meet the 
minimum space standards as set out in the Residential Design Standards SPD 
(2011 with 2015 technical update) and as per Policy P3 provided they meet 
other policies of the Plan. 

Organisation: Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.7 
 
The policy is unsound because it lacks specific requirements by which the 
policy can be delivered.  All of the following need to be precisely described or 
measured: 
“excellent accessibility and amenity” 
“adequate communal areas” 
“space for on-site services and facilities” 
“good access to local goods and services” 
“suitability of location” 
 
The plan fails to plan positively because it does not identify sites where 
specialist accommodation can be provided.  The evidence base does not 
include monitoring and evaluation of specialist provision over the last 5 
years, compared with the target for Southwark in the current London Plan.  
The policy is inconsistent with the declaration by Southwark of an ‘Age 
Friendly Borough’. 
 
The policy can be made sound by inserting specific requirements  
• to reduce the social isolation of older people  
• to move safely and easily around their home and neighbourhood, including 
how adaptations will be delivered, 
• for communal facilities such as lounge, laundry room and space for classes,  
• for a social impact assessment before any loss of specialist housing for 
older people will be considered 
(see current London Plan Policy 7.1 Lifetime Neighbourhoods and Draft 
London Plan 2017 Policy H15 Specialist Older Persons Housing).   
 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 
properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 
that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. These 
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 
The council will monitor and report annually on the provision of housing for 
older people, however, it is not necessary to state this in the New Southwark 
Plan.  
 
Developers are expected to address amenity and related services as part of 
their application, development would not be encouraged where these 
requirements are not met. 



Organisation:  Home Builders Federation (HBF) 
NSPPSV84.5 
 
The policy is unsound because it is ineffective.  
 
There is a pressing need to secure more dwellings for older people. This is 
reflected in the Government’s Planning for the Right Homes in the Right 
Places consultation. Both the current London Plan and the Replacement 
London Plan include benchmark targets for the supply of dwellings for older 
people. These targets should be referred to in a policy in the Southwark Plan. 
The current London Plan identifies a need for 115 dwellings per year for older 
people. This target should be referred to in policy. The policy should read: 
 
“Southwark Council will aim to provide 115 units of older persons 
accommodation each year.  It will operate a presumption in favour of the 
development of older persons housing where the benchmark target has been 
missed in the previous monitoring year.  
 
The Council will report annually on the number of units of older persons 
provided each year in its Annual Monitoring Report.” 
 
We also recommend that schemes for older peoples’ housing are exempted 
from contributing to affordable housing on-site. The financial model for older 
peoples’ housing is different to that of homes for sale, and student housing 
and build-to-rent, as the service costs are higher (owing to the services that 
have to be provided on site for older people). 
 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 
properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 
that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. These 
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis. 
 
The council will monitor and report annually on the provision of housing for 
older people, however, it is not necessary to state this in the New Southwark 
Plan.  
 
Given the acute need of affordable housing identified in the SHMA 2019, 
Policy P6 (housing for older people) requires the provision of affordable 
housing or specialist affordable accommodation as subject to need. Given 
the housing need, there should be no financial benefit of the developer 
providing affordable specialist older people accommodation in the place of 
conventional affordable housing. 

Individual 
NSPPSV93.12 
 
The policy is unsound.  It lacks specific requirements by which the policy can 
be delivered.  All of the following need to be precisely described or 
measured: 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 



 
“excellent accessibility and amenity” 
“adequate communal areas” 
“space for on-site services and facilities” 
“good access to local goods and services” 
“suitability of location” 
 
The plan fails to plan positively because it does not identify sites where 
specialist accommodation can be provided.  The evidence base does not 
include monitoring and evaluation of specialist provision over the last 5 
years, compared with the target for Southwark in the current London Plan.  
The policy is inconsistent with the declaration by Southwark of an ‘Age 
Friendly Borough’. 
 
The policy can be made sound by inserting specific requirements  
● to reduce the social isolation of older people,  
● to move safely and easily around their home and neighbourhood, including 
how adaptations will be delivered, 
● for communal facilities such as lounge, laundry room and space for classes,  
● for a social impact assessment before any loss of specialist housing for 
older people will be considered 
(see current London Plan Policy 7.1 Lifetime Neighbourhoods and Draft 
London Plan 2017 Policy H15 Specialist Older Persons Housing).    
 

properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 
that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. These 
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 
The council will monitor and report annually on the provision of housing for 
older people, however, it is not necessary to state this in the New Southwark 
Plan.  
 
Developers are expected to address amenity and related services as part of 
their application, development would not be encouraged where these 
requirements are not met. 

Individual 
NSPPSV162.6 
 
NSP Policy P5   HOUSING FOR OLDER PEOPLE 
 
The policy is unsound.  It lacks specific requirements by which the policy can 
be delivered.  All of the following need to be precisely described or 
measured: 
 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 
properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 



“excellent accessibility and amenity” 
“adequate communal areas” 
“space for on-site services and facilities” 
“good access to local goods and services” 
“suitability of location” 
 
The plan fails to plan positively because it does not identify sites where 
specialist accommodation can be provided.  The evidence base does not 
include monitoring and evaluation of specialist provision over the last 5 
years, compared with the target for Southwark in the current London Plan.  
The policy is inconsistent with the declaration by Southwark of an ‘Age 
Friendly Borough’. 
 
The policy can be made sound by inserting specific requirements  
• to reduce the social isolation of older people,  
• to move safely and easily around their home and neighbourhood, including 
how adaptations will be delivered, 
• for communal facilities such as lounge, laundry room and space for classes,  
• for a social impact assessment before any loss of specialist housing for 
older people will be considered 
(see current London Plan Policy 7.1 Lifetime Neighbourhoods and Draft 
London Plan 2017 Policy H15 Specialist Older Persons Housing).    
 
 

that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. These 
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 
The council will monitor and report annually on the provision of housing for 
older people, however, it is not necessary to state this in the New Southwark 
Plan.  
 
Developers are expected to address amenity and related services as part of 
their application, development would not be encouraged where these 
requirements are not met. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV172.5 
 
The policy is unsound.  It lacks specific requirements by which the policy can 
be delivered.  All of the following need to be precisely described or 
measured: 
 
“excellent accessibility and amenity” 
“adequate communal areas” 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 
properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 



“space for on-site services and facilities” 
“good access to local goods and services” 
“suitability of location” 
 
The plan fails to plan positively because it does not identify sites where 
specialist accommodation can be provided.  The evidence base does not 
include monitoring and evaluation of specialist provision over the last 5 
years, compared with the target for Southwark in the current London Plan.  
The policy is inconsistent with the declaration by Southwark of an ‘Age 
Friendly Borough’. 
 
The policy can be made sound by inserting specific requirements  
• to reduce the social isolation of older people,  
• to move safely and easily around their home and neighbourhood, including 
how adaptations will be delivered, 
• for communal facilities such as lounge, laundry room and space for classes,  
• for a social impact assessment before any loss of specialist housing for 
older people will be considered 
(see current London Plan Policy 7.1 Lifetime Neighbourhoods and Draft 
London Plan 2017 Policy H15 Specialist Older Persons Housing).    
 

that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. These 
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 
The council will monitor and report annually on the provision of housing for 
older people, however, it is not necessary to state this in the New Southwark 
Plan.  
 
Developers are expected to address amenity and related services as part of 
their application, development would not be encouraged where these 
requirements are not met. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.16 
 
The policy is unsound.  It lacks specific requirements by which the policy can 
be delivered.  All of the following need to be precisely described or 
measured: 
 
“excellent accessibility and amenity” 
“adequate communal areas” 
“space for on-site services and facilities” 
“good access to local goods and services” 
“suitability of location” 

 
 
 
The Southwark Housing Strategy to 2043 aims to meet the needs of the older 
people through building lifetime homes, delivering extra care housing, 
exploring other specialist housing options for older people, and adapting 
properties to enable older residents and people with disabilities to live 
independently as long as possible in their communities. As such, the NSP 
does not include a fixed target for specialist housing but the policy is clear 
that provision will be accepted where there is a demonstrated need. These 
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 



  

 
The plan fails to plan positively because it does not identify sites where 
specialist accommodation can be provided.  The evidence base does not 
include monitoring and evaluation of specialist provision over the last 5 
years, compared with the target for Southwark in the current London Plan.  
The policy is inconsistent with the declaration by Southwark of an ‘Age 
Friendly Borough’. 
 
The policy can be made sound by inserting specific requirements  
• to reduce the social isolation of older people,  
• to move safely and easily around their home and neighbourhood, including 
how adaptations will be delivered, 
• for communal facilities such as lounge, laundry room and space for classes,  
• for a social impact assessment before any loss of specialist housing for 
older people will be considered 
(see current London Plan Policy 7.1 Lifetime Neighbourhoods and Draft 
London Plan 2017 Policy H15 Specialist Older Persons Housing).    
 

The council will monitor and report annually on the provision of housing for 
older people, however, it is not necessary to state this in the New Southwark 
Plan.  
 
Developers are expected to address amenity and related services as part of 
their application, development would not be encouraged where these 
requirements are not met. 
 



Representation  Officer Response  
P6 Homes for households with specialist needs  

Organisation:  Aviva and Galliard 
NSPPSV18.5 
 
Policy P6 requires residential development to provide a proportion of 
wheelchair user dwellings. 
 
Aviva and Galliard support this Policy and specifically the drive to enhance 
accessibility in all residential and commercial floorspace. The parties are 
committed to ensuring households with specialist needs can be met within 
future development schemes in the most effective and appropriate way to 
maximise living standards, experience and quality of life. As part of this, they 
are looking at more bespoke design solutions for accommodation within the 
Borough. 
 
In light of the above, the parties would request some flexibility be introduced 
to the Policy to where it can be shown that the same standard of 
accommodation / accessibility can be delivered through innovative design. A 
floor area threshold is only one test and does not lead to progressive or 
innovative design that may deliver solutions better suited to meeting 
specialist needs. 
 

 
 
 
The support for this policy is noted and welcome. 
 
While good and innovate design is welcomed and encouraged, the reduction 
of space standards will be resisted and not introduced into policy to ensure 
quality housing for residents with specialist needs is not undermined. 
 

Organisation:    Bankside Residents Forum 
NSPPSV19.5  
 
This policy is unsound on accessibility issues because all other new build 
housing must meet requirement M4(2) for accessible and adaptable 
dwellings. The policy cannot limit itself to 10% of homes dedicated to 
wheelchair users. Older people must have the choice of remaining in their 
own homes as their needs change in the future, rather than moving due to 
inaccessible accommodation.  

 
 
 
Current policy sets 10% as the minimum threshold for accessible homes to be 
provided as part of a major development.  This is not an upper limit and 
developers are welcomed to submit applications with increased provision.  
 
New Policy P71 has been introduced in the New Southwark Plan Proposed 
Submission Version: Amended Policies 2019 to address Gypsy and Traveller 



  
To ensure wheelchair users have choice within a development, the 
requirement for wheelchair user dwellings must apply to all tenures and the 
wheelchair user dwellings distributed to provide a range of floor level 
locations, views and unit sizes.  
  
We support at least 10% of housing meeting M4(3) and the design and access 
standards in table 5. However, to be sound the wording in the policy must 
make clear that step free access in the dwelling (lifts) will be provided.  
  
The policy is also unsound in not including other households with specialist 
needs. In particular, it fails to either protect existing Gypsy and Traveller sites 
or plan to meet the need for more Gypsy and Traveller pitches. The Local 
Authority has failed to carry out a Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment, 
when this should have been an evidence base document for the Local Pan. 
The claim from the Local Authority that Gypsy and Traveller needs do not 
have a place in the Local Plan, because they can be dealt with in a separate 
document, is discriminatory.  
  
To make the Local Plan sound, it must actively protect existing Gypsy and 
Traveller sites.  
It must adopt the new definition for Gypsies and Travellers in the draft 
London Plan 2017, and use as a Borough target for pitches the midpoint 
figure of need in Table 3 of the GLA Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Topic Paper 2017.  
 

requirements and this has been reflected in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment. 
 
The Council is currently conducting a Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment 
which will form part of the evidence base of the New Southwark Plan.  
 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV47.2 
 
This section is limited to wheelchair housing and should be titled as such. It 
fails to delineate the opportunities for sheltered housing, mobility housing 
and lifetime homes (Directory for Disabled People (1999), pp 119-120). 
 

 
 
 
This has been amended. 
 



Organisation:  Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.8 
 
This policy is unsound on accessibility issues because all other new build 
housing must meet requirement M4(2) for accessible and adaptable 
dwellings.  The policy cannot limit itself to 10% of homes dedicated to 
wheelchair users.  Older people must have the choice of remaining in their 
own homes as their needs change in the future, rather than moving due to 
inaccessible accommodation.   
 
To ensure wheelchair users have choice within a development, the 
requirement for wheelchair user dwellings must apply to all tenures and the 
wheelchair user dwellings distributed to provide a range of floor level 
locations, views and unit sizes. 
 
We support at least 10% of housing meeting M4(3)  and the design and 
access standards in table 5.  However, to be sound the wording in the policy 
must make clear that step free access in the dwelling (lifts) will be provided. 
 
The policy is also unsound in not including other households with specialist 
needs.  In particular, it fails to either protect existing Gypsy and Traveller 
sites or plan to meet the need for more Gypsy and Traveller pitches.  The 
Local Authority has failed to carry out a Gypsy and Traveller needs 
assessment, when this should have been an evidence base document for the 
Local Pan.  The claim from the Local Authority that Gypsy and Traveller needs 
do not have a place in the Local Plan, because they can be dealt with in a 
separate document, is discriminatory. 
 
To make the Local Plan sound, it must actively protect existing Gypsy and 
Traveller sites.  It must adopt the new definition for Gypsies and Travellers in 
the draft London Plan 2017, and use as a Borough target for pitches the 
midpoint figure of need in Table 3 of the GLA Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Topic Paper 2017. 

Current policy sets 10% as the minimum threshold for accessible homes to be 
provided as part of a major development. This is not an upper limit and 
developers are welcomed to submit applications with increased provision. 
 
New Policy P71 has been introduced in the New Southwark Plan Proposed 
Submission Version: Amended Policies 2019 to address Gypsy and Traveller 
requirements and this has been reflected in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment. 
 
The Council is currently conducting a Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment 
which will form part of the evidence base of the New Southwark Plan.  
 



Organisation:   Home Builders Federation (HBF) 
NSPPSV84.6 
 
The 10% requirement for homes to be constructed to Part M4 (3) is in 
conformity with the current London Plan.  
 

 
 
 
Noted. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV93.1 
 
This policy is unsound on accessibility issues because all other new build 
housing must meet requirement M4(2) for accessible and adaptable 
dwellings.  The policy cannot limit itself to 10% of homes dedicated to 
wheelchair users.  Older people must have the choice of remaining in their 
own homes as their needs change in the future, rather than moving due to 
inaccessible accommodation.   
 
To ensure wheelchair users have choice within a development, the 
requirement for wheelchair user dwellings must apply to all tenures and the 
wheelchair user dwellings distributed to provide a range of floor level 
locations, views and unit sizes. 
 
We support at least 10% of housing meeting M4(3)  and the design and 
access standards in table 5.  However, to be sound the wording in the policy 
must make clear that step free access in the dwelling (lifts) will be provided. 
 

 
 
 
Current policy sets 10% as the minimum threshold for accessible homes to be 
provided as part of a major developments. This is not an upper limit and 
developers are welcomed to submit applications with increased provision. 
 
The policy now includes reference to lifts and states:  Provide access to a 
second lift where wheelchair accessible or wheelchair adaptable units are 
above the ground floor. 
 

Organisation:  London Gypsies and Travellers 
NSPPSV112.1 
 
We wish to submit the following objections to the New Southwark Plan: 
The Plan is not sound because it is not in conformity with the NPPF, PPTS, 
current and emerging London Plans in what regards planning for Gypsy and 
Traveller accommodation needs. 
Secondly, the approach to produce a separate Gypsy and Traveller Local Plan 

 
 
 
New Policy P71 has been introduced in the New Southwark Plan Proposed 
Submission Version: Amended Policies 2019 to address Gypsy and Traveller 
requirements and this has been reflected in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment. 
 



as set out in the LDS is not justified. The council has not provided any 
reasonable alternatives or evidence to support this decision. In addition the 
council has not adequately responded to submissions and suggestions made 
at previous consultation stages by London Gypsies and Travellers, Southwark 
Travellers Action Group and other local organisations challenging this 
approach. 
The Plan is also not sound because it is not positively prepared - it is not 
based on objectively assessed need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation 
despite the council being aware of significant overcrowding and fire risks on 
some of the existing sites. The council has failed to assess the needs of 
Gypsies and Travellers since 2012 when the requirement was introduced in 
the PPTS. The Integrated Impact Assessment is deficient as it does not 
include considerations of how the Plan and lack of Gypsy and Traveller 
policies will affect the community. In addition the Plan fails to demonstrate 
how it has attempted to meet the Public Sector Equality Duty, particularly 
advancing equal opportunities through meeting the specialist needs of 
Gypsies and Travellers as a group protected through the 2010 Equality Act. 
In particular, Policy P6 is not sound as it fails to include a full range of 
specialist housing needs, for example those of Gypsy and Traveller 
communities. Policy P3 should also refer to the protection of existing Gypsy 
and Traveller sites. 
To be made sound the Plan must protect existing Gypsy and Traveller sites in 
line with Policy H16 in the Draft New London Plan, use the figure of 15 new 
pitches indicated in the 2017 GLA Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Topic 
Paper as a minimum target for new provision, and identify a supply of land to 
meet need in line with PPTS and NPPF requirements.  
We wish to attend the Examination in Public in order to provide evidence and 
take part in the debate on this issue. 
 

The Council is currently conducting a Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment 
which will form part of the evidence base of the New Southwark Plan. 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV172.6 
 
This policy is unsound on accessibility issues because all other new build 

 
 
 
Current policy sets 10% as the minimum threshold for accessible homes to be 



housing must meet requirement M4(2) for accessible and adaptable 
dwellings.  The policy cannot limit itself to 10% of homes dedicated to 
wheelchair users.  Older people must have the choice of remaining in their 
own homes as their needs change in the future, rather than moving due to 
inaccessible accommodation.   
 
To ensure wheelchair users have choice within a development, the 
requirement for wheelchair user dwellings must apply to all tenures and the 
wheelchair user dwellings distributed to provide a range of floor level 
locations, views and unit sizes. 
 
I support at least 10% of housing meeting M4(3)  and the design and access 
standards in table 5.  However, to be sound the wording in the policy must 
make clear that step free access in the dwelling (lifts) will be provided. 
 
The policy is also unsound in not including other households with specialist 
needs.  In particular, it fails to either protect existing Gypsy and Traveller 
sites or plan to meet the need for more Gypsy and Traveller pitches.  The 
Local Authority has failed to carry out a Gypsy and Traveller needs 
assessment, when this should have been an evidence base document for the 
Local Pan.  The claim from the Local Authority that Gypsy and Traveller needs 
do not have a place in the Local Plan, because they can be dealt with in a 
separate document, is discriminatory. 
 
To make the Local Plan sound, it must actively protect existing Gypsy and 
Traveller sites.  It must adopt the new definition for Gypsies and Travellers in 
the draft London Plan 2017, and use as a Borough target for pitches the 
midpoint figure of need in Table 3 of the GLA Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Topic Paper 2017. 
 

provided as part of a major development. This is not an upper limit and 
developers are welcomed to submit applications with increased provision. 
 
New Policy P71 has been introduced in the New Southwark Plan Proposed 
Submission Version: Amended Policies 2019 to address Gypsy and Traveller 
requirements and this has been reflected in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment. 
 
The Council is currently conducting a Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment 
which will form part of the evidence base of the New Southwark Plan.  
 
The definition will be confirmed on the adoption of the New London Plan as 
this is inconsistent with national policy.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.3 
 

 
 
 



This policy is unsound on accessibility issues because all other new build 
housing must meet requirement M4(2) for accessible and adaptable 
dwellings.  The policy cannot limit itself to 10% of homes dedicated to 
wheelchair users.  Older people must have the choice of remaining in their 
own homes as their needs change in the future, rather than moving due to 
inaccessible accommodation.   
 
To ensure wheelchair users have choice within a development, the 
requirement for wheelchair user dwellings must apply to all tenures and the 
wheelchair user dwellings distributed to provide a range of floor level 
locations, views and unit sizes. 
 
We support at least 10% of housing meeting M4(3)  and the design and 
access standards in table 5.  However, to be sound the wording in the policy 
must make clear that step free access in the dwelling (lifts) will be provided. 
 
The policy is also unsound in not including other households with specialist 
needs.  In particular, it fails to either protect existing Gypsy and Traveller 
sites or plan to meet the need for more Gypsy and Traveller pitches.  The 
Local Authority has failed to carry out a Gypsy and Traveller needs 
assessment, when this should have been an evidence base document for the 
Local Pan.  The claim from the Local Authority that Gypsy and Traveller needs 
do not have a place in the Local Plan, because they can be dealt with in a 
separate document, is discriminatory. 
 
To make the Local Plan sound, it must actively protect existing Gypsy and 
Traveller sites.  It must adopt the new definition for Gypsies and Travellers in 
the draft London Plan 2017, and use as a Borough target for pitches the 
midpoint figure of need in Table 3 of the GLA Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Topic Paper 2017. 

 

Current policy sets 10% as the minimum threshold for accessible homes to be 
provided as part of a major development. This is not an upper limit and 
developers are welcomed to submit applications with increased provision.  
 
New Policy P71 has been introduced in the New Southwark Plan Proposed 
Submission Version: Amended Policies 2019 to address Gypsy and Traveller 
requirements and this has been reflected in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment. 
 
The Council is currently conducting a Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment 
which will form part of the evidence base of the New Southwark Plan.  
 



Representation  Officer Response  
P8 Supported housing and hostels  

Organisation:  Bankside Residents Forum 
NSPPSV19.6 
 
This policy is unsound because it only refers to hostels, sets out criteria 2.1-
2.3 that are  
discriminatory (instead of bringing agencies and residents together) and fails 
to provide  
evidence on supported housing needs in Southwark.  
  
To make this policy sound, it needs to include move on accommodation and  
accommodation for young people, rough sleepers, victims of domestic abuse, 
people  
with mental health issues, those discharged from hospital with support 
needs, those  
leaving prison.  
  
The policy should commit to undertake assessments of the short term and 
long term  
needs for supported housing, auditing existing provision, identifying 
shortages in  
capacity and then planning to meet this need.  
  

 
 
 
This policy has been amended to include housing that provides 
accommodation and support for vulnerable people. The 'reasons' section 
provides more detail of vulnerable people, however, this list is not 
exhaustive. Any planning application for supported accommodation will be 
assessed accordingly and considered on its own merit.  
 
Monitoring of housing is undertaken by the council. This includes affordable 
housing and non-conventional housing. Monitoring data and results will be 
published in the Annual Monitoring Report as set out in Policy IP5: 
monitoring development.  
 

Organisation:   Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.9 
 
This policy is unsound because it only refers to hostels, sets out criteria 2.1-
2.3 that are discriminatory (instead of bringing agencies and residents 
together) and fails to provide evidence on supported housing needs in 
Southwark. 
 

 
 
 
This policy has been amended to include housing that provides 
accommodation and support for vulnerable people. The 'reasons' section 
provides more detail of vulnerable people, however, this list is not 
exhaustive. Any planning application for supported accommodation will be 
assessed accordingly and considered on its own merit.  



To make this policy sound, it needs to include move on accommodation and 
accommodation for young people, rough sleepers, victims of domestic abuse, 
people with mental health issues, those discharged from hospital with 
support needs, those leaving prison.   
 
The policy should commit to undertake assessments of the short term and 
long term needs for supported housing, auditing existing provision, 
identifying shortages in capacity and then planning to meet this need.   
 

 
Monitoring of housing is undertaken by the council. This includes affordable 
housing and non-conventional housing. Monitoring data and results will be 
published in the Annual Monitoring Report as set out in Policy IP5: 
monitoring development.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV93.3 
 
This policy is unsound because it only refers to hostels, sets out criteria 2.1-
2.3 that are discriminatory (instead of bringing agencies and residents 
together) and fails to provide evidence on supported housing needs in 
Southwark. 
 
To make this policy sound, it needs to include move on accommodation and 
accommodation for young people, rough sleepers, victims of domestic abuse, 
people with mental health issues, those discharged from hospital with 
support needs, those leaving prison.   
 
The policy should commit to undertake assessments of the short term and 
long term needs for supported housing, auditing existing provision, 
identifying shortages in capacity and then planning to meet this need.   
 

 
 
 
This policy has been amended to include housing that provides 
accommodation and support for vulnerable people. The 'reasons' section 
provides more detail of vulnerable people, however, this list is not 
exhaustive. Any planning application for supported accommodation will be 
assessed accordingly and considered on its own merit.  
 
Monitoring of housing is undertaken by the council. This includes affordable 
housing and non-conventional housing. Monitoring data and results will be 
published in the Annual Monitoring Report as set out in Policy IP5: 
monitoring development.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV172.7 
 
This policy is unsound because it only refers to hostels, sets out criteria 2.1-
2.3 that are discriminatory (instead of bringing agencies and residents 
together) and fails to provide evidence on supported housing needs in 
Southwark. 

 
 
 
This policy has been amended to include housing that provides 
accommodation and support for vulnerable people. The 'reasons' section 
provides more detail of vulnerable people, however, this list is not 
exhaustive. Any planning application for supported accommodation will be 



 

  

 
To make this policy sound, it needs to include move on accommodation and 
accommodation for young people, rough sleepers, victims of domestic abuse, 
people with mental health issues, those discharged from hospital with 
support needs, those leaving prison.   
 
The policy should commit to undertake assessments of the short term and 
long term needs for supported housing, auditing existing provision, 
identifying shortages in capacity and then planning to meet this need.   

assessed accordingly and considered on its own merit.  
 
Monitoring of housing is undertaken by the council. This includes affordable 
housing and non-conventional housing. Monitoring data and results will be 
published in the Annual Monitoring Report as set out in Policy IP5: 
monitoring development.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.4 
 
This policy is unsound because it only refers to hostels, sets out criteria 2.1-
2.3 that are discriminatory (instead of bringing agencies and residents 
together) and fails to provide evidence on supported housing needs in 
Southwark. 
 
To make this policy sound, it needs to include move on accommodation and 
accommodation for young people, rough sleepers, victims of domestic abuse, 
people with mental health issues, those discharged from hospital with 
support needs, those leaving prison.   
 
The policy should commit to undertake assessments of the short term and 
long term needs for supported housing, auditing existing provision, 
identifying shortages in capacity and then planning to meet this need.   
 

 
 
 
This policy has been amended to include housing that provides 
accommodation and support for vulnerable people. The 'reasons' section 
provides more detail of vulnerable people, however, this list is not 
exhaustive. Any planning application for supported accommodation will be 
assessed accordingly and considered on its own merit.  
 
Monitoring of housing is undertaken by the council. This includes affordable 
housing and non-conventional housing. Monitoring data and results will be 
published in the Annual Monitoring Report as set out in Policy IP5: 
monitoring development.  
 



Representation  Officer Response  
P10 Self and custom build  

Organisation:  Bankside Residents Forum 
NSPPSV19.8 
 
This policy is unsound because it places restrictions on self-build and custom 
build which undermine the potential of this policy to empower local 
communities. The barriers of providing evidence of financial resources and 
making efficient use of land and appropriate density (all undefined and 
unevidenced) should be deleted. Neither criteria are included in the London 
Plan.  
  
To be sound the principles in SP2 Social Regeneration require a package of 
support being identified that will empower communities and make this 
community form of housing deliverable. This could include working with the 
Mayor to provide access to expertise, partnering with smaller housing 
associations, the Local Authority arranging the appropriate checks on land 
and ensuring the register is fully accessible to community builders, 
neighbourhood forums and other community interests.  
In accordance with the draft London Plan 2017 Policy H2 Small sites, the 
definition should be widened to include all community forms of housing 
(housing co-ops, co- housing, Community Land Trusts).  
 
 

 
 
 
This policy provides support for new homes built by self-builders and custom 
builders. This is necessary to ensure there is demand for plots to be 
developed by self and custom builders and they have the resources to build 
homes, including financial resources. This is also necessary to develop an 
understanding of where people would like their plot to be and the type of 
home they would like to build.  
 
Making efficient use of land is set out in Policy P17: efficient use of land 
which should be complied with. The density matrix has been removed in 
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, requirements for 
residential development are set out in Policy P14 (residential quality of 
accommodation).  
 
Policy P1 factbox also confirms that Community Land Trusts are supported. 
The list in the factbox is not exhaustive in relation to intermediate ownership 
housing. They will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV40.7 
 
These policies are not effective because they do not satisfy the needs of the 
myriad communities in Southwark. 
 
The current prescriptive way in which places, spaces and homes are designed 
and delivered, does not take into account the needs of the myriad different 

 
 
 
These points are considered throughout the NSP, in particular Policy SP2. 
Policy seeks to protect and encouragement community facilities.  
 
In addition, Policy P30 (affordable workspace) requires the provision of 10% 
affordable workspace on development of 500sqm GIA or more which provide 



cultural activities and ethnically diverse communities in Southwark, where 
the borough's provisions are inadequate. There needs to be a completely 
new way of looking at the way we socialise and the accommodation thereof. 
This is also relevant to SP2 Social Regeneration as the provision of social 
spaces is essential efficient social regeneration. 
 
The lack of free community spaces with kitchen provisions, where it is safe 
for children and where people can meet and share sustenance, is having a 
devastating effect on our society. There are increasing numbers of 
disconnected and disenfranchised individuals and families unable to cope. 
Since 2007-8 in Southwark, there has been an upward trend in the suicide 
rate, which over the period 2013-15 was higher than the national average. 
 
There is a failure to require larger predominantly residential developments to 
include smaller scale workspace for which there is a strong demand and that 
can be realistically combined with residential, including office, workshop and 
light industrial, studio and workroom storage. Also there is a failure to give 
clarity on policy about workspaces in combination with, or ancillary to, 
residential. 
 
I would like to give more details in my further statement in advance of the 
oral examination. 
 

B class uses, this will increase the provision of workshops, studios etc.  
 

Organisation: Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57.11 
 
This policy is unsound because it places restrictions on self build and custom 
build which undermine the potential of this policy to empower local 
communities.  The barriers of providing evidence of financial resources and 
making efficient use of land and appropriate density (all undefined and 
unevidenced) should be deleted.  Neither criteria are included in the London 
Plan. 
 

 
 
 
This policy provides support for new homes built by self-builders and custom 
builders. This is necessary to ensure there is demand for plots to be 
developed by self and custom builders and they have the resources to build 
homes, including financial resources. This is also necessary to develop an 
understanding of where people would like their plot to be and the type of 
home they would like to build.  
 



To be sound the principles in SP2 Social Regeneration require a package of 
support being identified that will empower communities and make this 
community form of housing deliverable.  This could include working with the 
Mayor to provide access to expertise, partnering with smaller housing 
associations, the Local Authority arranging the appropriate checks on land 
and ensuring the register is fully accessible to community builders, 
neighbourhood forums and other community interests.   
 
In accordance with the draft London Plan 2017 Policy H2 Small sites, the 
definition should be widened to include all community forms of housing 
(housing co-ops, co-housing, Community Land Trusts). 
 

Making efficient use of land is set out in Policy P17: efficient use of land 
which should be complied with. The density matrix has been removed in 
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, requirements for 
residential development are set out in Policy P14 (residential quality of 
accommodation).  
 
Policy P1 factbox also confirms that Community Land Trusts are supported. 
The list in the factbox is not exhaustive in relation to intermediate ownership 
housing. They will be considered on a case by case basis.  

Individual 
NSPPSV87.5 
 
5. P10 Self and Custom Build. This policy is unsound as it places restrictions 
on self and custom build that undermine the policy’s ability to empower local 
communities. Barriers, including providing evidence of financial resources 
and restrictions based on “making efficient use of land” and ensuring 
“appropriate density” which are undefined and unevidenced in the Plan 
should be removed. Neither criteria are in the London Plan. This may be 
remedied by adding a package of support systems suitable for empowering 
communities in SP2 Social Regeneration and by commiting to work with the 
Mayor to provide suitable support through access to expertise, partnering 
with smaller Housing Associations and ensuring the register is fully accessible 
to those local groups interested in self and custom builds. Asp per the Lodon 
Plan 2017 (Policy H2 Small Sites) the definition needs to be widened to 
include all forms of community housing (co-ops, co-housing, CLTs etc.). 
 

 
 
 
This policy provides support for new homes built by self-builders and custom 
builders. This is necessary to ensure there is demand for plots to be 
developed by self and custom builders and they have the resources to build 
homes, including financial resources. This is also necessary to develop an 
understanding of where people would like their plot to be and the type of 
home they would like to build.  
 
Making efficient use of land is set out in Policy P17: efficient use of land 
which should be complied with. The density matrix has been removed in 
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, requirements for 
residential development are set out in Policy P14 (residential quality of 
accommodation).  
 
Policy P1 factbox also confirms that Community Land Trusts are supported. 
The list in the factbox is not exhaustive in relation to intermediate ownership 
housing. They will be considered on a case by case basis. 

Individual 
NSPPSV93.5 

 
 



 
This policy is unsound because it places restrictions on self build and custom 
build which undermine the potential of this policy to empower local 
communities.  The barriers of providing evidence of financial resources and 
making efficient use of land and appropriate density (all undefined and un-
evidenced) should be deleted.  Neither criteria are included in the London 
Plan. 
 
To be sound the principles in SP2 Social Regeneration require a package of 
support being identified that will empower communities and make this 
community form of housing deliverable.  This could include working with the 
Mayor to provide access to expertise, partnering with smaller housing 
associations, the Local Authority arranging the appropriate checks on land 
and ensuring the register is fully accessible to community builders, 
neighbourhood forums and other community interests.   
 
In accordance with the draft London Plan 2017 Policy H2 Small sites, the 
definition should be widened to include all community forms of housing 
(housing co-ops, co-housing, Community Land Trusts). 
 

 
This policy provides support for new homes built by self-builders and custom 
builders. This is necessary to ensure there is demand for plots to be 
developed by self and custom builders and they have the resources to build 
homes, including financial resources. This is also necessary to develop an 
understanding of where people would like their plot to be and the type of 
home they would like to build.  
 
Making efficient use of land is set out in Policy P17: efficient use of land 
which should be complied with. The density matrix has been removed in 
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, requirements for 
residential development are set out in Policy P14 (residential quality of 
accommodation).  
 
Policy P1 factbox also confirms that Community Land Trusts are supported. 
The list in the factbox is not exhaustive in relation to intermediate ownership 
housing. They will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV172.9 
 
This policy is unsound because it places restrictions on self build and custom 
build which undermine the potential of this policy to empower local 
communities.  The barriers of providing evidence of financial resources and 
making efficient use of land and appropriate density (all undefined and 
unevidenced) should be deleted.  Neither criteria are included in the London 
Plan. 
 
To be sound the principles in SP2 Social Regeneration require a package of 
support being identified that will empower communities and make this 
community form of housing deliverable.  This could include working with the 

 
 
 
This policy provides support for new homes built by self-builders and custom 
builders. This is necessary to ensure there is demand for plots to be 
developed by self and custom builders and they have the resources to build 
homes, including financial resources. This is also necessary to develop an 
understanding of where people would like their plot to be and the type of 
home they would like to build.  
 
Making efficient use of land is set out in Policy P17: efficient use of land 
which should be complied with. The density matrix has been removed in 
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, requirements for 



 

Mayor to provide access to expertise, partnering with smaller housing 
associations, the Local Authority arranging the appropriate checks on land 
and ensuring the register is fully accessible to community builders, 
neighbourhood forums and other community interests.   
 
In accordance with the draft London Plan 2017 Policy H2 Small sites, the 
definition should be widened to include all community forms of housing 
(housing co-ops, co-housing, Community Land Trusts). 
 

residential development are set out in Policy P14 (residential quality of 
accommodation).  
 
Policy P1 factbox also confirms that Community Land Trusts are supported. 
The list in the factbox is not exhaustive in relation to intermediate ownership 
housing. They will be considered on a case by case basis.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.6 
 
This policy is unsound because it places restrictions on self build and custom 
build which undermine the potential of this policy to empower local 
communities.  The barriers of providing evidence of financial resources and 
making efficient use of land and appropriate density (all undefined and 
unevidenced) should be deleted.  Neither criteria are included in the London 
Plan. 
 
To be sound the principles in SP2 Social Regeneration require a package of 
support being identified that will empower communities and make this 
community form of housing deliverable.  This could include working with the 
Mayor to provide access to expertise, partnering with smaller housing 
associations, the Local Authority arranging the appropriate checks on land 
and ensuring the register is fully accessible to community builders, 
neighbourhood forums and other community interests.   
 
In accordance with the draft London Plan 2017 Policy H2 Small sites, the 
definition should be widened to include all community forms of housing 
(housing co-ops, co-housing, Community Land Trusts). 

 
 
 
This policy provides support for new homes built by self-builders and custom 
builders. This is necessary to ensure there is demand for plots to be 
developed by self and custom builders and they have the resources to build 
homes, including financial resources. This is also necessary to develop an 
understanding of where people would like their plot to be and the type of 
home they would like to build.  
 
Making efficient use of land is set out in Policy P17: efficient use of land 
which should be complied with. The density matrix has been removed in 
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, requirements for 
residential development are set out in Policy P14 (residential quality of 
accommodation).  
 
Policy P1 factbox also confirms that Community Land Trusts are supported. 
The list in the factbox is not exhaustive in relation to intermediate ownership 
housing. They will be considered on a case by case basis. 
 


