
Representation  Officer Comments 
Consultation  
Individual 
NSPPSV408 
 
The statement, on Southwark's Consultation Hub, that responses to the NSP must 
be made online, and no other form of response will be accepted, is discriminatory 
against residents without internet access, and potentially disempowers them from 
participating in the consultation process. 
 
The online survey form is presented in a format that is intimidating and confusing 
for respondents who are unfamiliar with planning jargon.  
 
Crucially, terms such as "brownfield land" are not appropriately defined. 
I have spoken to a number of local residents who experienced considerable 
difficulty in navigating the form - they wanted to express legitimate concerns but 
felt constrained when repeatedly confronted with questions about legality and 
soundness terms that are confusing in this context. 
 

 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to digital and to encourage everyone to use the hubs 
enables us to provide the information on the responses quickly as we 
do not need to copy emails into the hub 
 
The term ‘brownfield land’ has been removed from the plan.  
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 

 
Individual 
NSPPSV355 
 

 
 
 



The Plan is unlawful because it does not comply with the Statement of Community 
Involvement or the Statement of Representations Procedure 
The Plan also fails the test of legal compliance, since it has not been developed in 
line with Southwark Council’s Statement of Community Involvement or made 
available in accordance with the Statement of Representations Procedure. The 
Plan has also been developed on the basis of a number of documents which are 
out of date. 
 
Failure to comply with the Statement of Community Involvement 
Southwark Council is under a legal duty to comply with its Statement of 
Community Involvement when developing a new Local Plan.  There are a number 
of ways in which Southwark has failed to comply with this duty. First, as 
mentioned above, there have been no efforts to engage the particular groups 
identified in Appendix D to the Statement of Community Involvement. In Appendix 
D Southwark Council identifies a number of methods which it undertakes to use to 
engage groups which may otherwise face barriers to taking part in planning 
consultations. The Council states that it will, among other things:  
• seek to provide information and training on planning tailored to the needs 
of the groups identified in Appendix D,  
• use translators and interpreters where appropriate,  
• source local knowledge on how to engage the identified groups, ensure 
that all written information is available in different languages, and 
• train council officers in understanding equality, diversity, faith and belief 
issues. 
However, none of the Consultation Reports for any stage of the development of 
the New Southwark Plan provide any evidence that these methods have been 
used. There is no reference to Appendix D or the methods listed in the Appendix in 
the Consultation Reports. In response to a Freedom of Information Request 
(Reference 884411) made on 30 January 2018 and answered on 23 February 2018 
Southwark Council confirmed that it has done nothing in relation to overcoming 
barriers to consultation faced by particular groups beyond what is mentioned in 
the Consultation Reports. 
The Statement of Community Involvement also provides: “We will promote 

Throughout the process of developing the New Southwark Plan a 
range of events have been used to consult on the plan. A number of 
these included face to face questionnaires, community workshops and 
presentations at Community Councils and Tenants Association. We 
have sought to reach a wide audience. Where attendees require 
further assistance we are willing to assist on this. With each version of 
the plan we have also prepared an Equalities Impact Assessment (or 
an Integrated Impact Assessment which includes an Equalities Impact 
Assessment) to consider impacts on protected groups and to comply 
with our Public Sector Equalities Duty.  
 
Our online services are currently in the process of being renewed and 
improved, including updating the SCI.  

 



equality for all and respond to the needs of our many diverse communities. We 
must consult groups that do not usually get involved. We will monitor consultation 
exercises for the Equalities Target Groups: age, gender, ethnicity, religion/belief, 
sexual orientation and disability. We will report this in the consultation statement 
to the decision maker”.  This approach is reflected in the Consultation Plans 
drafted by the Council. However, when it comes to the Consultation Reports, 
there is no evidence of any monitoring of consultation exercises for the Equalities 
Target Groups, apart from some brief analysis in the first Consultation Report 
which relates only to responses to the “Let’s talk about your high street” 
consultation conducted in 2013/14 at the very beginning of the development 
process for the New Southwark Plan.  
By failing to engage in any of the specific methods listed in Appendix D or in 
monitoring and reporting on the engagement of different Equalities Targets 
Groups in the Consultation Reports, Southwark Council has failed to comply with 
certain aspects of its Statement of Community Involvement, thus rendering the 
Plan in breach of section 19(3) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
Fully transparent and independently monitored Equality Impact assessments 
should be available. Real consultation of equalities target groups must take place, 
these should be based on age, gender, ethnicity, religion/belief, sexual orientation 
and disability.  
 
Southwark can be proactive in proving its dedication to mitigating any impact on 
these protected groups. By using organisations such as The Runnymede trust or 
Media Diversified as independent reviewers of Southwark's Equality consultation 
process, we can ensure trust is returned to the community and the needs of these 
protected groups are publicly taken into consideration. 

Individual 
NSPPSV415 
 
This has got to be the worst designed survey I have ever had the misfortune to be 
bothered to take.  I only did it because I live here and even then I lost the will to 
continue well before the end.... 
 

 
 
 
Noted. This consultation asked two specific questions to give our 
residents and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the 
New Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable 
and that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions 



are more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
  

Individual 
NSPPSV402 
 
I would like to point out that responding by online survey form discriminates 
against residents without internet access. The legal points that residents are asked 
to address are very intimidating and will prevent us from fully express our views in 
such a relevant matter in our lives. 
 

 
 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to digital and to encourage everyone to use the hubs 
enables us to provide the information on the responses quickly as we 
do not need to copy emails into the hub 
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
 

Organisation: Alvey TRA 
NSPPSV379 
 

 
 
 



As Vice Chair of Alvey TRA, no one I have spoke to since I heard about this last 
Wednesday (15th May) had ever been told this was under consultation. There 
should be better communication about policies which so greatly affect our area. 
The council takes effort to post each housholds leaflets about recycling and such. 
The same should be done here.  
 
The language is confusing - again what is meant by 'brownfield'? Also the remit to 
comment on the documents 'leagality' - how would a typical resident be able to 
respond to that without a law degree? That makes residents at a disadvantage as 
does the vague term 'soundness'. 
 

Significant consultation and notification of the consultation was 
undertaken. This is detailed within the consultation report.  
 
The term ‘brownfield land’ has been removed from the plan.  
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV97 
 
This whole process , including the need to comment in 'semi-legal' terms (eg is the 
policy 'justified' or 'positively prepared') and the requirement to use the 
consultation hub, is completely hostile to the vast majority of local residents.  It is 
off-putting and massively time consuming to people who are reasonably well -
versed in the intricacies of the planning system, and downright hostile to those 
who are not.  Insisting that the only response you will accept is in this format 
effectively means you will only get the views of the highly educated with a 
particular interest in these matters who also have the time and resources to 
research and prepare a submission, and those with vested interests and money 
resources to hire a planning consultant.  Most of the local community, and 
particularly those who are most vulnerable to the effects of these policies, will not 
know about them or be in the position to effectively comment or influence them. 
It is at best paternalistic and at worse undemocratic, and while I appreciate that it 
is a herculean task to consultant better, -it is necessary. 
 

 

 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 



We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to digital and to encourage everyone to use the hubs 
enables us to provide the information on the responses quickly as we 
do not need to copy emails into the hub 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV97 
 
Further, I am concerned that this round of consultation does not seem to be ‘full’ 
or ‘fair’ in that it did not formally notify those that had previously commented on 
the New Southwark Plan, and did not consult as widely, or in as many different 
ways, as for the New Southwark Plan. I refer to the Law Centre’s advice that “The 
New Southwark Plan is not legally compliant because Southwark changed their 
consultation procedure mid-way through Regulation 17 unlawfully. There is a 
legitimate expectation that this round of consultation should be procedurally 
identical to previous rounds of consultation at this stage.”  Their letter of the 13th 
of May 2019 (attached) sets out these arguments in greater detail and I support 
their points. 
 
I wish to appear at the Examination in Public regarding these issues. 
 

 
 
Significant consultation and notification of the consultation was 
undertaken. This is detailed within the consultation report.  
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to digital and to encourage everyone to use the hubs 
enables us to provide the information on the responses quickly as we 
do not need to copy emails into the hub. 
 



Organisation: Kingslake Tenants and Residents Association 
NSPPSV376 
 
The  statement, on Southwark's Consultation Hub, that responses to the NSP must 
be made online, and no other form of response will be accepted, is  discriminatory 
against residents without internet access, and potentially disempowers them from 
participating in the consultation process. 
 
The online survey form is presented in a format that is both intimidating and 
confusing for those respondents who are unfamiliar with planning jargon. Terms 
such as "brownfield land" are not defined. As Secretary of Kinglake TRA, I have 
spoken to a number of  local residents who experienced considerable difficulty in 
navigating the form - they wanted to express legitimate concerns but felt 
constrained when repeatedly confronted with questions about legality and 
soundness - terms that are confusing in this context. 

 
 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to digital and to encourage everyone to use the hubs 
enables us to provide the information on the responses quickly as we 
do not need to copy emails into the hub. 
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
 

Individual  
NSPPSV349 
 
As I previously stated in answer to Question 34, having had so little time to read 
and understand your revised plan (I only learnt of it in recent days, just before the 
deadline to comment) I am leaning on some of the views expressed by local 
tenant and resident groups. I agree with all of the following taken from emails I 
have received. 

 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  



 
“The statement, on Southwark's Consultation Hub, that responses to the NSP 
must be made online, and no other form of response will be accepted, is 
discriminatory against residents without internet access, and potentially 
disempowers them from participating in the consultation process. 
The online survey form is presented in a format that is both intimidating and 
confusing for those respondents who are unfamiliar with planning jargon. Terms 
such as "brownfield land" are not defined. As Secretary of Kinglake TRA, I have 
spoken to a number of local residents who experienced considerable difficulty in 
navigating the form - they wanted to express legitimate concerns but felt 
constrained when repeatedly confronted with questions about legality and 
soundness terms that are confusing in this context.” 
 

 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to digital and to encourage everyone to use the hubs 
enables us to provide the information on the responses quickly as we 
do not need to copy emails into the hub. 
 
The term ‘brownfield land’ has been removed from the plan.  
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 
questions. 
 
 

Individual  
NSPPSV332 
 
Consultation process for the New Southwark Plan 
 
Representation  
This representation concerns the consultation process for the New Southwark 
Plan (“the Plan”). The failings in the consultation process render the whole Plan 
both unsound and unlawful. The Plan is not sound because it is not justified – it 
has not allowed for effective engagement of all interested parties. The Plan is 
unlawful because Southwark Council has not followed the its Statement of 
Community Involvement or Statement of Representations Procedure during the 
process of developing the Plan from the approval of the Options Version in 
October 2014 through to consultation on the Proposed Submission Version which 

 
 
Significant consultation and notification of the consultation was 
undertaken. This is detailed within the consultation report.  
 
Throughout the process of developing the New Southwark Plan a 
range of events have been used to consult on the plan. A number of 
these included face to face questionnaires, community workshops and 
presentations at Community Councils and Tenants Association. We 
have sought to reach a wide audience. Where attendees require 
further assistance we are willing to assist on this. With each version of 
the plan we have also prepared an Equalities Impact Assessment (or 
an Integrated Impact Assessment which includes an Equalities Impact 
Assessment) to consider impacts on protected groups and to comply 



ran until 27 February 2018. 
 
I confirm that I wish to participate at the oral examination. 
 
The Plan is unsound because it is not justified or consistent with national policy 
In order to be justified a Local Plan must be supported by evidence, part of which 
includes the views of the local community on policies proposed by the local 
planning authority. A Local Plan will not be justified if it has not involved effective 
engagement with local individuals and groups. The National Planning Policy 
Framework also places great emphasis on the importance of consulting the local 
community in the process of developing and updating Local Plans. For example, it 
states:  
• One of the principles that should underpin plan-making is “empowering local 
people to shape their surroundings”.  
• “Local planning authorities should create a shared vision with communities of 
the residential environment and facilities they wish to see. To support this, local 
planning authorities should aim to involve all sections of the community in the 
development of Local Plans and in planning decisions, and should facilitate 
neighbourhood planning.”  
• “Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, 
local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community 
should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a 
collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of 
the area, including those contained in any neighbourhood plans that have been 
made.”  
A number of failings in the consultation process have made it more difficult for 
interested individuals and community groups to engage effectively in shaping the 
New Southwark Plan. During consultation on the Proposed Submission Version 
(“PSV”), these included the consultation deadlines set by the Council and the 
inaccessibility of the PSV and its accompanying documents. Furthermore, 
throughout the process of developing the Plan, Southwark Council has failed to 
provide any evidence that it is monitoring the consultation responses it receives or 
actively seeking to engage individuals and groups from communities that are 

with our Public Sector Equalities Duty.  
 
The plan is supported by a robust evidence base that can be found on 
the examination webpage.  
 
The Statement of Community Involvement has been reviewed to 
strengthen and make the engagement process more inclusive and 
transparent. It includes the creation of a Development Consultation 
Charter, which requires developers to submit an engagement plan at 
the pre-application stage for major and strategic applications. 
Developers will also be required to submit an engagement report, 
detailing the stages of consultation undertaken.  



typically underrepresented or less engaged in public life.  
 
The Plan does not have any proposals tailored to the benefit of the local 
community 
The community was not consulted like we were in the previous masterplan in 
preparation for AAAP. 
Southwark Council’s attitude towards the local community proves that: 
The plan does not include the interest of the current leaseholders. 
• No mention of the leaseholders and no consultation whatsoever with 
approximately 274 existing leaseholders currently on the estate 
• The new area plan has changed without the knowledge of the leaseholders and 
residents 
• The community is systematically being displaced due to the council’s new 
agenda for the estate 
• As leaseholders we feel that there is a hidden agenda of social ethnic cleansing  
• That there’s no consideration for the needs of BAME groups in the local area for 
not carrying out public sector equality duty 
The new plan should include: 
• New youth centres 
• Learning centre  
• Mother and toddler support group 
• Training centres for the unemployed 
• Apprenticeship support group 
• Business enterprise centre 
 
 
The Plan is unlawful because it does not comply with the Statement of Community 
Involvement or the Statement of Representations Procedure 
The Plan also fails the test of legal compliance, since it has not been developed in 
line with Southwark Council’s Statement of Community Involvement or made 
available in accordance with the Statement of Representations Procedure. The 
Plan has also been developed on the basis of a number of documents which are 
out of date. 



 
Failure to comply with the Statement of Community Involvement 
Southwark Council is under a legal duty to comply with its Statement of 
Community Involvement when developing a new Local Plan.  There are a number 
of ways in which Southwark has failed to comply with this duty. First, as 
mentioned above, there have been no efforts to engage the particular groups 
identified in Appendix D to the Statement of Community Involvement. In Appendix 
D Southwark Council identifies a number of methods which it undertakes to use to 
engage groups which may otherwise face barriers to taking part in planning 
consultations. The Council states that it will, among other things:  
• seek to provide information and training on planning tailored to the needs of the 
groups identified in Appendix D,  
• use translators and interpreters where appropriate,  
• source local knowledge on how to engage the identified groups, ensure that all 
written information is available in different languages, and 
• train council officers in understanding equality, diversity, faith and belief issues. 
However, none of the Consultation Reports for any stage of the development of 
the New Southwark Plan provide any evidence that these methods have been 
used. There is no reference to Appendix D or the methods listed in the Appendix in 
the Consultation Reports. In response to a Freedom of Information Request 
(Reference 884411) made on 30 January 2018 and answered on 23 February 2018 
Southwark Council confirmed that it has done nothing in relation to overcoming 
barriers to consultation faced by particular groups beyond what is mentioned in 
the Consultation Reports. 
 
The Statement of Community Involvement also provides: “We will promote 
equality for all and respond to the needs of our many diverse communities. We 
must consult groups that do not usually get involved. We will monitor consultation 
exercises for the Equalities Target Groups: age, gender, ethnicity, religion/belief, 
sexual orientation and disability. We will report this in the consultation statement 
to the decision maker”.  This approach is reflected in the Consultation Plans 
drafted by the Council. However, when it comes to the Consultation Reports, 
there is no evidence of any monitoring of consultation exercises for the Equalities 



Target Groups, apart from some brief analysis in the first Consultation Report 
which relates only to responses to the “Let’s talk about your high street” 
consultation conducted in 2013/14 at the very beginning of the development 
process for the New Southwark Plan.  
 
By failing to engage in any of the specific methods listed in Appendix D or in 
monitoring and reporting on the engagement of different Equalities Targets 
Groups in the Consultation Reports, Southwark Council has failed to comply with 
certain aspects of its Statement of Community Involvement, thus rendering the 
Plan in breach of section 19(3) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV357 
 
As a long term resident of the Kinglake Estate, I am disgusted that at no point have 
we been informed or consulted on the Council's intentions. 
 
This may be about a short term profit for the council, but there are many peoples 
lives you are playing with. 

 
 
 
Significant consultation and notification of the consultation was 
undertaken. This is detailed within the consultation report.  
 
Throughout the process of developing the New Southwark Plan a 
range of events have been used to consult on the plan. A number of 
these included face to face questionnaires, community workshops and 
presentations at Community Councils and Tenants Association. We 
have sought to reach a wide audience. Where attendees require 
further assistance we are willing to assist on this. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV373 
 
This is a very intimidating format for consultation. 
 

 
 
This consultation asked two specific questions to give our residents 
and stakeholders an opportunity to comment on how the New 
Southwark Plan has been prepared, that its aims are achievable and 
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. These questions are 
more commonly known as the ‘Test of Soundness.’ These are the 
same questions the independent Planning Inspector will be asking as 
part of the examination which is why the consultation had limited 



questions. 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to encourage everyone to use the hubs enables us to 
provide the information on the responses quickly as we do not need to 
copy emails into the hub. 
 
 
 

Organisation: Elephant Amenity Network 
NSPPSV57 

 
Climate Change 
 
The challenges of climate change and species diversity have become much more 
apparent since the inception of the NSP and this has not been necessarily 
reflected in its polices. 
 
We suggest that the NSP is referred to Southwark’s forthcoming climate summit 
with this is mind and for a ‘climate change and species diversity’ audit.  
 
Consultation 
 
The New Southwark Plan is not legal because Southwark changed their 

 
 
 
 
We have reviewed our policies in response to the council declaring a 
climate emergency.  



consultation procedure mid-way through Regulation 17 unlawfully. There is a 
legitimate expectation that this round of consultation should be procedurally 
identical to previous rounds of consultation at this stage. 

Protocol   

Organisation: Latin Elephant 
NSPPSV405 
 
The New Southwark Plan is not legal because Southwark changed their 
consultation procedure mid-way through Regulation 17 unlawfully. There is a 
legitimate expectation that this round of consultation should be procedurally 
identical to previous rounds of consultation at this stage. 

 

 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to encourage everyone to use the hubs enables us to 
provide the information on the responses quickly as we do not need to 
copy emails into the hub. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV382 
 
Consult with households impacted - directly. Don't hide changes in reissued 
versions if enormous docs 
 
Dont ignore established TRAs 
 
Dont rewrite maps - to focus on profit ahead of social housing 
 
Perhaps - enable feedback without forcing completion of 24 page online template 
- which might be deemed more designed to deter feedback...... 
 

 
 
 
Significant consultation and notification of the consultation was 
undertaken. This is detailed within the consultation report.  
 
Throughout the process of developing the New Southwark Plan a 
range of events have been used to consult on the plan. A number of 
these included face to face questionnaires, community workshops and 
presentations at Community Councils and Tenants and Residents 
Association. We have sought to reach a wide audience. Where 
attendees require further assistance we are willing to assist on this. 
It should be acknowledged that each version of the NSP has been 



strengthened through input from statutory and other consultees, 
including feedback received from consultation held with the residents 
of Southwark. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV384 
 
how many have you decided to come up with this idea and what were you 
drinking at the time were you  that inebriated that eventually got fed up  and 
thought screw it let's give everybody a headache 

 

 
 
Noted.  It should be acknowledged that each version of the NSP has 
been strengthened through input from statutory and other consultees, 
including feedback received from consultation held with the residents 
of Southwark. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV393 
 
This form is inaccessible and difficult to fill in for many. 

 

 
A list of the questions from the Consultation Hub were provided as 
part of the consultation to allow respondents to easily access them. 
 
We advised that comments would only be accepted via the 
Consultation Hub which could be accessed at Tooley Street or at any 
local libraries and service point computers within Southwark. Help 
could be sought from our trained staff regarding the consultation hub 
if there were difficulties. Advice could also be requested via email and 
telephone.  
 
We also advised that if there were any difficulties using the hub and 
you are a resident then we would accept an email us your response. 
Our move to encourage everyone to use the hubs enables us to 
provide the information on the responses quickly as we do not need to 
copy emails into the hub. 

 
Organisation: Alvey Estate Tenants and Leaseholders Association (TRA) 
NSPPSV396 
 

 
 
 



The phrase unlock further delivery of social housing is grotesque dishonesty when 
the reality of lbs policy is destruction of communities, damaging of well-being and 
reduction of council housing. 
 
This is shameful 1984 double speak. 
The aim to promote well-being is another lie. 
The increase in mental illness in parts of London is DIRECTLY attributable to 
destruction of community and ignoring of local opinion 

Noted. The phrase describes the creation of new social housing and 
the improvement of existing social housing stock. This process has 
been consulted on, in compliance with statutory consultation 
requirements.  

Organisation: Aylesbury Leaseholders Action Group (ALAG) 
NSPPSV341 
 
Mandatory reselection will be a rallying cry for residents who are forced to deal 
continually with dishonest local councillors. 
 

 
 
Noted.  

Organisation: Aylesbury Leaseholders Action Group (ALAG) 
NSPPSV367  
 
 
I do not consider the NSP Foreword to be legal and sound because it does not 
comply with the National Planning Policy Framework and the London Plan or the 
Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration (2018). 
 
Looking to the future we must answer the pressing need for housing – of all 
tenure types– for our residents, we need more affordable homes and in particular 
new council homes. To meet this need, Southwark has an ambitious target to 
deliver 11,000 new council homes by 2043 with the first 2,500 to be built by 2022. 
The words “new council homes” should be replaced with “additional council 
homes” to be inline with what has been promised to residents.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
Noted. The New Southwark Plan encourages the delivery of council 
homes and requires the minimum of 35% social rented and 
intermediate housing within developments that include housing.  

General Comments  
Organisation: GLA  



NSPPSV66 
 
Dear X, 
 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended); 
Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;  
Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012 
 
Re: New Southwark Plan Proposed Submission Version: Amended Policies 2019 
(Regulation 19) 
 
Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the Proposed Submission 
Version: Amended Policies 2019 of the New Southwark Plan (NSP).  As you are 
aware, all development plan documents must be in general conformity with the 
London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. The Mayor has delegated authority to me to respond and his 
representations are set out below. Representations from Transport for London 
(TfL), which I endorse, are included in this letter.  
 
The Mayor commented on the draft version of the New Southwark Plan Part One: 
Strategic Policies and Development Management Policies in a letter dated 12 
February 2016 and on Part Two: Area Visions and Site Allocations in letters dated 2 
May 2017 and September 2017. He also responded to the submission version of 
the document in his letter dated 09 March 2018. All the letters highlighted 
elements of the draft document that could raise issues of non-conformity as well 
as providing more general comments. Unless specifically addressed in this 
response, the Mayor has not withdrawn his comments of 09 March 2018, 
including those made by TfL. 
 
GLA officers have had meetings and exchanged emails with Southwark officers 
over the past years to discuss conformity issues. However, there are still some 
outstanding matters which need addressing, specifically the town centre 
classification and boundary along the Old Kent Road, loss of Strategic Industrial 

 
 
Noted. The issues raised in relation to Old Kent Road have now been 
addressed through the New Southwark Plan.  
 
Phase 1 and 2 sites have now been referenced in the New Southwark 
Plan vision for Old Kent Road AAP as per the wording below. Officers 
continue to work with GLA officers to review the phasing plan and 
strategy for Old Kent Road, which will be included in the next version 
of the AAP and the approach has been agreed by exchange of letter 
between Jules Pipe and Peter John.  
 
Retained and new SIL and LSIS is clear on our policies proposals map. 
The two district town centres are now outlined in Policy P34 Town and 
Local Centres hierarchy and on the policies proposals map as two 
district town centres. 
 
The Old Kent Road vision now states:  
Development will be phased based on the commitment and delivery 
of the Bakerloo Line extension. It is anticipated around 9,500 homes 
will be committed in Phase 1 (2018-2023) alongside enhancements to 
the existing public transport network prior to the confirmation of the 
Transport and Works Act Order for Bakerloo Line extension.  The 
remaining 10,500 will be committed for Phase 2 (2023-2027) and will 
be subject to agreement between Southwark Council, the Greater 
London Authority and Transport for London relating to the status of 
transport improvements. A detailed phasing plan is included in the 
New Southwark Plan Infrastructure Plan and in the Old Kent Road Area 
Action Plan. 
 
The wording of the Old Kent Road area vision in the NSP includes 
reference that phase 2 sites and will be subject to agreement between 
Southwark Council, the Greater London Authority and Transport for 



Land (SIL) and the phasing of new development in the Old Kent Road area. I 
understand that Southwark intends to address these matters through the Old Kent 
Road AAP, but as the strategic plan for the whole borough, this document should 
address these issues as they reflect the current transport capacity and are 
important to secure funding towards the transport project - the extension to the 
Bakerloo line (BLE) which is a project strategic to Southwark and to London. This 
Local Plan should set a clear framework for the Old Kent Road AAP, which itself, as 
currently drafted is not in conformity with the London Plan. 
 
I hope that these issues can be addressed prior to examination of the New 
Southwark Plan and my officers would be pleased to continue assisting Southwark 
officers in finding ways to achieve conformity with the London Plan. This letter 
sets out how the Mayor considers some of these issues could be addressed. 
 
The London Plan   
You will be aware that the Mayor published his draft London Plan for consultation 
on 1st December 2017, just after the Submission version of the New Southwark 
Plan was published for consultation. The hearing sessions are due to close in late-
May 2019 with the Panel report due to be published in the Summer 2019. It is 
anticipated the Mayor will publish his new London Plan in early 2020.  Given the 
anticipated timetable for the submission and Examination of the draft New 
Southwark Local Plan, it is likely the Local Plan will be required to be in general 
conformity with the new London Plan. The draft new London Plan and its evidence 
base are material considerations in planning decisions.  In his previous response, 
the Mayor took into consideration that Southwark could not have taken into 
account the policies and evidence prepared for the draft new London Plan. 
However, through these amendments and additional consultation Southwark has 
had the opportunity to review the draft new London Plan policies and its evidence 
base. 
 
General Comments 
 
As set out in the Mayor’s previous letter, Southwark is set to deliver a significant 

London relating to the status of transport improvements, as per 
wording above. 
 
It is noted and agreed the Rich Estate can be removed from the 
phasing and that the laundry site on Mandela Way can move into 
Phase 2. Officers will continue to work with GLA officers to reflect and 
agree the detailed phasing plan for Old Kent Road in light of planning 
applications and monitoring the Phase 1 developments in accordance 
with the phasing plan.  
 
There is currently 83ha of protected industrial land in Southwark (64ha 
is strategic and 19ha is local). We are proposing to retain 32ha of SPIL 
in Southwark (strategic) which includes the designation of 2 new sites 
for SPIL which were previously undesignated (Admiral Hyson Industrial 
Estate and Old Jamaica Road Industrial Estate), as well as the railway 
arches in Bermondsey. These sites are suitable for industrial uses only 
(Policy P25) including potential for intensification at the South 
Bermondsey diveunder site. In addition and following agreement with 
the GLA on our industrial strategy, we have designated 20ha of LSIS at 
Mandela Way, Ossory Road and Hatcham Road. T 
 
The NSP site allocations have been amended and these sites will 
accommodate mixed use including a requirement for industrial uses as 
part of that mix, in accordance with New London Plan draft policy. In 
total we will retain 49ha of industrial land either as SPIL or LSIS in 
Southwark. The majority of the boroughs industrial land is situated in 
the Old Kent Road which is also designated as an opportunity area in 
the London Plan and will deliver significant change and benefits to the 
area including the Bakerloo Line extension. As such we have agreed 
the release of sites in the Old Kent Road from SPIL with the GLA to 
accommodate growth as part of mixed use development. Whilst the 
industrial land designation will no longer apply, our policies require full 
reprovision of employment (B class) floorspace on all of these sites 



amount of new development in the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area. GLA and TfL 
officers have worked and continue to work with Southwark officers to help the 
Council realise its growth ambitions for the borough, including up to 20,000 new 
homes in the Old Kent Road area and an additional 10,000 new jobs.  The Mayor is 
disappointed that these amendments to the draft NSP do not include policies that 
reflect these discussions, including the points agreed with the Leader of 
Southwark and set out in his letter dated 03 September 2018 (see Annex 1).  
 
In line with the Leader’s letter, the NSP should be clear and explicit on phasing and 
should include maps showing all phase 1 and phase 2 sites, retained (and new) SIL 
and LSIL, and two smaller district centres focussed along the Old Kent Road itself. 
The plan should also include the rationale for the 9,500 homes cap, the 
placemaking principles that were used to agree which phase sites are in, and the 
mechanism that will be used to achieve this (i.e. Grampians linked to a BLE 
construction contract).  
 
Phasing  
 
The Mayor would welcome wording in the Old Kent Road Area Vision that states: 
 
Development will be phased based on the commitment and delivery of the 
Bakerloo Line extension. No more than 9,500 homes will be consented for the 
Phase 1 development (2018-2023).  To support these homes, jobs and services 
enhancements to the existing public transport network and for active travel will be 
required prior to the confirmation of the Transport and Works Act Order for 
Bakerloo Line extension. The remaining 10,500 homes will be committed for Phase 
2 (2023 onwards) and will be subject to agreement between Southwark Council, 
the Greater London Authority and Transport for London relating to the status of 
transport improvements. A detailed phasing plan is included in the New 
Southwark Plan Implementation Plan and in the Old Kent Road Area Action Plan. 
 
Grampians 
 

and will follow the economy strategy in the Old Kent Road AAP 
requiring a wide range of employment uses including industrial. 
Planning applications approved in the OKR are providing B1c (light 
industrial uses) in mixed use developments.  
 
Non-designated industrial sites are covered by Policy P26 regarding 
reprovision of employment (B class) uses where they are located in 
the opportunity areas, town centres or it is specified in a site 
allocation. Policy P26 requires a marketing strategy to be provided for 
the use and occupation of the employment floorspace to be delivered 
to demonstrate how it will meet market demand. Therefore planning 
applications must ensure the delivery of employment space is suitable 
to the local market and meeting demand. This means we would 
encourage a range of workspaces to suit demand in different parts of 
the borough. We are currently working on the types of affordable 
workspace that are in demand across different parts of Southwark to 
better inform developers. 
 
Emerging London Plan policy does not require no net loss of industrial 
floorspace capacity on non-designated sites. However the New 
Southwark Plan offers stronger protection to ensure no net loss of 
employment floorspace capacity which meets market demand.  
The emerging draft London Plan Policy E7 Part D states that mixed use 
or residential development proposals on Non-Designated Industrial 
Sites should be supported where either:  

1) There is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for 
industrial purposes; or 

2) It has been allocated in an adopted development plan 
document for residential or mixed-use development; or  

3) Industrial, storage or distribution floorspace is provided as 
part of mixed-use intensification.  
 

The council has taken measures to ensure the continuation of business 



The Mayor will require the use of Grampian conditions for Phase 2 sites in order to 
ensure that development cannot take place until there will be sufficient 
infrastructure to support these schemes, including the commitment of the 
Bakerloo Line Extension. The Mayor will welcome additional text under the Old 
Kent Road Area Vision that clearly sets out the Phase 1 and Phase 2 sites and that 
Phase 2 sites will be subject to these Grampian conditions but also allow 6 year 
rather than 3 years for commencement.  
 
The Mayor and Southwark are committed to keeping the consented and delivery 
figures up to date. 
If some of the Phase 1 consents expire some Phase 2 sites with permission could 
replace these sites if the figure remains below 9,500 homes until the BLE is 
committed.  
 
Land use  
 
The current London Plan classifies Southwark as a limited industrial release 
borough, with exceptional planned release of industrial land in the Old Kent Road 
opportunity area. The London Industrial Land Supply and Economy Study 2015 
established that there has been significant loss of industrial land across London, 
significantly outstripping the benchmark set in the Land for Industry and Transport 
SPG. In the draft new London Plan Southwark is now a borough that is to retain its 
industrial capacity. Strategic Industrial Land (SIL) is a strategic London-wide 
designation that seeks to preserve a concentration of land for the long term use 
for industrial activities and therefore it should be measured against its 
contribution to London’s economy. As stated above industrial land and floorspace 
provide essential capacity for activities that support the functioning of London’s 
economy and its residents and businesses. Whilst support for SME businesses is 
welcome, it is important that this is not to the detriment of the needs of London’s 
industrial economy and logistics functions, particularly those that service the 
Central Activities Zone.  
 
Southwark should set out a clear strategy for the retention of industrial capacity 

uses on non-designated industrial sites. All currently adopted 
preferred industrial locations and proposed or adopted site allocations 
containing industrial land are protected by an Article 4 Direction which 
restricts the permitted development change of B1c (light industrial 
uses) to residential. Additionally all railway arches in B1a, B1c or B8 
uses benefit from an Article 4 Direction restricting the change of use to 
residential.  
 
The industrial background paper supporting the NSP addresses London 
Plan policy and demonstrates Southwark’s industrial strategy is in 
accordance with it.  
 
The table and proposals maps have been updated to show revised 
town centre boundaries and agreed classification.  
 
We do not have a specific policy relating to small sites. However, all of 
our policies support the delivery of housing on small sites. We deliver 
a significant number of homes on small sites which is confirmed within 
our 5 and 15 Year Housing Land Supply Report. 
 
 



across the whole borough, as well as a strategy to manage and relocate existing 
businesses, where required, specifically at the Old Kent Road. The Mayor would 
welcome the inclusion of a table similar to that in the Leader’s letter date 3 
September 2018 which sets out the total of all industrial and employment land 
including floorspace that is proposed for release and any additional provision. This 
table should reflect the latest discussions between officers including the removal 
of Rich Estate (Willow Walk) and other pre-2018 consented sites from the 9500 
homes figure and swap the laundry site from phase 1 into phase 2 for the site 
currently in phase 2 adjacent to Rich Estate. 
 
Given the significant amount of industrial land to be lost and the updated 
evidence produced for the new London Plan which shows a significant demand for 
industrial capacity, especially businesses that support the CAZ, the Local Plan 
should set out policies that would secure the intensification of remaining 
industrial sites to provide suitable accommodation for industrial and similar types 
of uses, ultimately resulting in no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity across 
the whole borough over the plan period. 
 
The provision of a substantial quantity of additional office floorspace in some of 
these locations may also have potential impacts on the economic viability of town 
centres; the rationale behind requiring offices in these locations should be 
clarified as this should follow the sequential approach set out in the NPPF.  
 
Town centres  
 
The Mayor would welcome the change to the classification of the proposed major 
centre at the Old Kent Road to two district centres. This should be reflected in 
Table 9: Southwark’s Town and Local Centres of the NSP. The extent of the town 
centre boundaries should be informed by local evidence and agreed with my 
officers. A map clearly showing the extent of the district centres should be 
included in the NSP. 
 
Other comments 



 
Given Southwark has had time to review the draft new London Plan, the Mayor is 
disappointed that Southwark has not amended/included the following policies. 
 
Small sites 
 
The draft new London Plan includes a strategy to increase housing delivery 
through the promotion of small housing sites. Southwark has a target to deliver 
800 homes a year as small housing schemes. The NSP should include proactive 
policies that would encourage housing development to come forward on smaller 
development sites. 
 

Organisation: Aylesbury Leaseholders Action Group (ALAG) 
NSPPSV367  
 
 
I do not consider the NSP Foreword to be legal and sound because it does not 
comply with the National Planning Policy Framework and the London Plan or the 
Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration (2018). 
 
Looking to the future we must answer the pressing need for housing – of all 
tenure types– for our residents, we need more affordable homes and in particular 
new council homes. To meet this need, Southwark has an ambitious target to 
deliver 11,000 new council homes by 2043 with the first 2,500 to be built by 2022. 
The words “new council homes” should be replaced with “additional council 
homes” to be inline with what has been promised to residents.  

 
 
 
 
Noted. The New Southwark Plan encourages the delivery of council 
homes and requires the minimum of 35% social rented and 
intermediate housing within developments that include housing. 

Organisation: Liam Hennesy Architects 
NSPPSV380 
 
Design Review Panel: 
 
According to Southwark Council’s Core Strategy, page 106: “The council have 
established an independent ‘design review panel’ to provide advice on large scale 

 
 
 
The design review panel maintains design quality throughout 
Southwark and a team of architects and other design professionals 
assess schemes before and after they are submitted for planning 
permission. The main purpose of the panel is to advise the Council  on 



proposals. 
 
But the reality is that the Design Review Panel is not remotely ‘Independent’: 
most of the (currently about 50) members of the Design Review Panel are 
architects, and most if not all of those have dealt with Southwark Council’s 
Planning Office – often multiple times - through planning applications that have 
been approved for buildings in the Borough. 
 
Three panel members took part in both the Aylesbury Plot 18 and Aylesbury First 
Development Site reviews by the Design Review Panel: Simon Hudspith, Hilary 
Satchwell, and Reinhold Schmaderer. 
Hilary Satchwell is a Director of a company called Tibbalds Planning and Urban 
Design.  According to their website Tibbalds “was appointed to provide a bespoke 
urban design training course for Southwark officers ten years on from a similar 
course that we devised and led.”  So Tibbalds were twice paid by Southwark 
Council to train its planners, and a Director of that company was reviewing the 
proposals being promoted by the Planning office of the Council that paid her 
company to train its planners. 
It is very clear therefore that the Design Review Panel – meant to be 
‘Independent’ - is not Independent. 
 
Examination in Public: 
I wish to be invited to speak at the Examination in Public. 
 

the architectural merits of any large scheme proposed for Southwark. 
The panel will consider a wide range of schemes within Southwark and 
will follow procedures and guidelines established by CABE. The views 
expressed by members of the panel and recorded in the DRP report 
are advisory and represent the collective view of the Panel for Council 
use only. 

Organisation: Southwark Cyclists  
NSPPSV164 
 
The changes introduced by the Mayor's Transport Strategy (MTS) and proposed in 
the draft New London Plan (NLP) are such that not only were substantial changes 
to the NSP required but the public had a legitimate expectation of consultation so 
as to be able to provide input where further changes to the NSP are required. This 
simply has not happened. It is not just the transport and public realm policies of 
the NSP that need fundamentally overhauling, it is the whole list of site allocations 

 
 
Strategic Policy 5 – healthy, active lives sets out our transport policies 
and seeks to encourage sustainable and active travel. 
 
The cycle routes have been updated in the vision maps and site 
allocation maps.   



as they have not been planned to be integrated with potential walking and cycling 
networks. Without doing this, the NSP will deliver developments that bake in low 
levels of active travel for generations to come, jeopardising the fulfilment of 
Southwark’s public health and sustainability objectives. 
 
Southwark Cyclists object to the NSP and wishes to appear at the Examination in 
Public. 
 
The NSP is not legal as it has failed in any way to comply with Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) on Transport evidence bases in plan making and decision taking, 
which was published in 2014 before the first consultation draft of the NSP. 
Southwark Cyclists have highlighted this at every consultation opportunity and at 
face-to-face meetings with officers but in the intervening five years nothing has 
been done to resolve this. 
 
It is not positively prepared, as the need for active travel infrastructure and 
reduction of motor traffic has not been objectively assessed. For instance no 
consideration has been given to Transport for London’s Strategic Cycling 
Assessment (SCA) that is the foundation of its plans and those in neighbouring 
local authorities. The walking and cycling routes proposed within site plans simply 
do not align with the existing or proposed networks outside those boundaries. Nor 
has any consideration been given to the evidence from the borough’s annual 
transport plan monitoring report, which shows the borough is failing to meet the 
majority of the objectives it set itself. Indeed progress on multiple issues including 
road safety, carbon, active travel and motor traffic reduction has stalled since 
2013 and some of these are even heading in the wrong direction.  
 
It is not justified as the transport evidence base was negligible and never 
substantively complied with the relevant PPG. In any event the evidence base is 
now five years old and out of date, as well as having been outdated by the 
Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS), which contains radical targets and policies. The 
preparation processes has failed to consider reasonable alternatives on transport, 
for instance to shift a far greater proportion of travel to healthy modes, all the 



more critical now given the government, Mayor and Southwark accepting net zero 
carbon targets. Indeed with the transport sector now the biggest source of 
emissions, the Committee on Climate Change in its net zero report has set out the 
importance of even more ambitious targets for cycling. 
 
It is not effective as its transport elements are not aligned with the MTS, including 
the SCA, or draft New London Plan, which other London authorities are joined up 
with. There is now only £200k funding identified in Southwark’s Local 
Implementation Plan 3 for the cycle network, compared to the £20m identified 
(excluding TfL roads) in the 2015 Southwark Cycling Strategy and this is clearly 
insufficient to deliver proposed and necessary improvements for cycling. The 
claims in the consultation foreword that the NSP Pressures on public funding are 
expected to increase so the NSP should set out requirements for developer 
contributions to cycling infrastructure. 
 
It is not consistent with national policy as it fails to consider the new National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the relevant PPG, the draft New London Plan 
(NLP) or the MTS, in particular its targets to cut motor traffic and detailed policy 
on how to create healthy streets. The new NPPF paragraph 104(d) requires 
drawing on Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plans, paragraph 108 (b) 
requires safe and suitable access for cycling and walking to be considered for 
every development site and paragraph 110(c) requires consideration of layouts 
that separate active travel from motor vehicles, such as through filtered 
permeability and segregated cycle tracks. For reasons set out in earlier 
submissions, the NSP simply is too vague to meet these requirements. NLP Policy 
T2 Healthy Streets requires development plans to “promote and demonstrate the 
application of the Mayor’s Healthy Streets Approach”. The NSP completely fails to 
do this. 
 

Organisation: Vital OKR  
NSPPSV205 
 
We repeat the statement made in our February 2018 representations, that we 

 
 
 
Meetings have since been held with Vital OKR to discuss your 



would welcome the opportunity to discuss our representations and associated 
evidence, and to enter into dialogue to resolve some or all of our objections in 
advance of the enquiry. We are disappointed that in the 15 months since we 
submitted representations on the PSV, the council have made no attempt to 
engage with us to discuss our objections and suggestions, and we have only seen 
cursory officer responses to less that 10% of the representations we made, and we 
have seen no evidence of any response to the objections we made to a large 
number of site allocations. We also observe that several of our Feb 2018 
representations that were relevant to the amended policies were not included nor 
responded to in the January 2019 Consultation Report, and thus we conclude that 
they were not properly considered, an indicator of unsound process. 
 
Here we share again the introductory points that were included in our February 
2018 representations. These are relevant to these representations on the 
amended policies: 
 
Vital OKR is an association, with somewhat over 300 members, that has emerged 
over the past three years to give a stronger voice to the businesses in the Old Kent 
Road area of Southwark. In our chunk of the borough there is a diverse economy 
driven forward by close to 1,000 businesses who provide work for around 10,000 
people. We have strong industrial enterprises, most of them focused on serving 
inner and central London’s just-in-time supply, servicing and production needs, we 
have a fast expanding cluster of creative enterprises, niche and craft producers, 
many builders merchants, vehicle repair and hire garages, diverse retail, several 
thriving high street settings and a dynamic faith community. 
 
Notable amongst the challenges facing the economic life of our area is the 
constricting supply of suitable accommodation. While our enterprises are vital, 
there is not enough space for them to grow, and for others to be welcomed. The 
problem has become worse since the local planning authority signalled potential 
for large scale residential focused redevelopment right across the area, and has 
commenced a process of intense dialogue with larger land owners and potential 
developers, already resulting in 12 major development plan violating planning 

objections.  
 
Full officer responses to you comments will be published on 
submission of the NSP.  
 
Further evidence base has been prepared to support the NSP. In 
addition background papers have been prepared to justify our 
approach taken within the NSP.  



applications, some now consented. Alongside this process has come intense land 
trading, much uncertainty, rent escalations, plummeting lease lengths, and 
evictions. Our area is now experiencing the departure of business as a result of 
this process resulting in a net loss since the commencement of an AAP preparation 
process of net loss of around 170 businesses, 650 jobs.  
 
Our response has been to get busy raising awareness of the economy we have and 
the threats it faces, and to engage as best we can in the bewildering complexities 
of the planning system. We have been trying hard to open up a dialogue with 
Southwark Council, to persuade them that a good future for the Old Kent Road 
can be achieved without loosing its current remarkable collection of businesses 
and its battered but strong civic life. 
 
Of course, we could not ignore the New Southwark Plan, and as we studied it we 
were struck by how the challenges the economy of our area faces, many of them 
the result of clumsy planning based on insufficient knowledge and weak 
understanding, have equivalents right across Southwark borough. We felt obliged 
to speak out, and therefore to make representations on the NSP as it affects the 
whole borough, not just the OKR area. 
 
We have noted that the NSP has been prepared with reference to only a 
rudimentary, incomplete and outdated evidence base, without any coherent f ine-
grained assessment of what there is and what it can be predicted there will need 
to be, without significant consultation with enterprises and their people. We were 
struck by how inappropriate that is for a large borough within a city experiencing 
such intense growth challenges. While such clumsy planning might not have 
caused alarm a decade or more ago, when there was still plenty of available 
capacity for non-residential uses in London, today the situation is very different. 
GLA assessments have shown that our city is now expected to face a several 
hundred hectare shortage of industrial capacity, and that some 70% of London’s 
high streets are potentially particularly vulnerable to development pressures as 
they lie outside town centre designations. These are amongst the indicators that, 
along with market signals such as fast rising rents and purchase costs, remind us 



that the balancing of competing claims for space must be a central focus of 
planning. 
 
Our own review of the NSP led us to believe that its consequences for the 
Borough’s economy as a whole would be destructive and constricting, that it fails 
to show how the full range of accommodation requirements can be met (as does 
the evidence offered to support it), that it also fails to offer adequate protection 
for huge quantities of accommodation that is vulnerable to replacement by 
residential now that such use commands the highest value in the majority of 
locations, and it fails to how set out a coherent strategy to nimbly manage 
competition for space.  
 
We believe that the NSP PSV (with amended policies) is unsound as it has not 
been positively prepared, is not adequately justified, will not be effective, and is 
not consistent with national policy as expressed in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012, the version relevant to the NSP) nor with several London 
Plan policies, with regard to accommodating the future economic and civic life of 
the borough. 
 
Our previous representations (Feb 2018), and the further ones here submitted 
regarding the amended policies and site allocations, focus on the failure of the 
NSP to plan for the needs of the area’s economy. 
 
In our representations we have included some key extracts and summaries of 
NPPF paragraphs and London Plan (December 2017 Draft for Public Consultation) 
policies and supporting text, of particular relevance to each objection, but we here 
again emphasise that our representations on individual policies and site 
allocations couple to a challenging of the soundness of the plan as a whole, 
pointing out that there has been a failure to understand and then provide for the 
accommodation needs of all aspects of the borough’s ongoing (and growing) 
economic and civic life. This failure straddles across the topic areas and policies on 
which we have made representations (Feb 2018 and today). The failure appears to 
have resulted from deficiency in the gathering of up to date and detailed 



information, an inadequate understanding of trends, and a lack of quantification 
of needs and consequences. During preparation of the plan there has not been a 
consideration of non-residential capacity in a holistic manner, and there seems to 
have been a blindness to the need to balance the pressing requirement for 
substantial increases in housing supply with the equally valid claims by other 
activities for fair treatment and support for their spatial needs, through the 
planning system.  

Organisation: Vital OKR 
NSPPSV20 
 
We have previously made representations (Feb 2018) in which we objected to the 
insufficient proposed extent of industrial land designation across Southwark 
through SPIL and LSIS. Following the PSV revisions that have proposed a few 
increases in industrial designation extents we have re-assessed the overall NSP 
PSV (with revisions) industrial accommodation scenario. The current proposals 
would reduce industrial designation in Southwark by some 40ha (that would 
reduce the borough total from 85ha to 45ha, a dramatic 47% shrinkage) coupled 
with the failure to designate any new sites for industrial use through SPIL or LSIS 
designation, the failure to set out requirements for replacement industrial 
accommodation on allocated sites, and the failure to require (through other NSP 
policies) the retention or replacement of industrial accommodation on Non-
Designated Industrial Sites.  
 
We have previously objected to the failure to objectively assess and define the 
business and other development needs of Southwark, and within that the needs 
of the Old Kent Road OA, and failure to ensure that the NSP is based on adequate, 
up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental 
characteristics and prospects of the area. This failure is substantial and is likely to 
cause extensive damage to the existing economy and to constrict growth.  
 
We point out again that while the P25 Reasons text correctly states that 
Southwark is an important location for industrial servicing to central London and 
accommodates a wide range of industrial businesses, the extent of industrial land 

 
 
 
Further evidence base has been prepared to support the NSP. In 
addition background papers have been prepared to justify our 
approach taken within the NSP, in particular our industrial land 
approach. 
 
Responses to the Proposed Submission Version NSP can be found on 
the Examination webpage. 



designated for protection, in combination with site allocations and other NSP 
policies, fails to match this recognition of importance, would likely cause severe 
shortage of industrial accommodation and thus displacement and / or constriction 
of a significant part of the borough’s economy. 
 
We advise that, by our assessment, the extent of industrial land in the borough 
today totals around 120ha, and it is predominantly occupied. The NSP proposes 
only 6 industrial sites in the borough as SPIL (all except one of which have the 
same designation in the current Southwark Local Plan). The NSP proposes to 
remove SPIL designation from 10 industrial areas, re-designating each of them for 
mixed-use development without (in nearly all cases) a policy requirement that 
replacement B class space be industrial of similar quantum and type as existing, 
nor indeed requiring any replacement of industrial accommodation. In the case of 
the 3 areas now proposed for re-designation as LSIS, there are no quantum 
requirements set, no reference to the London Plan objective of no net loss of 
industrial accommodation, and there is no policy regarding LSIS in the NSP.  There 
are also site allocations for a further 21 currently occupied industrial sites, the 
majority of which are proposed for mixed-use redevelopment without any policy 
requirement that replacement B class space be industrial of similar quantum and 
type as existing, nor requiring any replacement of industrial accommodation. At 
least another 45 small undesignated industrial sites, each them occupied, have no 
site allocations, and nothing in proposed NSP policy would prevent their 
redevelopment without any replacement industrial accommodation. 
 
The hectarage, roughly measured, having taken account of the PSV revisions, adds 
up as follows:  
 
1. Proposed areas of SPIL (including the one area added in the 2019 amendments), 
substantially reduced from the extent designated in the current Southwark Local 
Plan (2016 updated map) totalling just under 29ha  
 
2. Current areas of SPIL and LSIS (as protected in the current Southwark Local Plan, 
2016 updated map) from which designation is proposed for removal and that are 



included within NSP site allocations with no requirement to replace industrial 
accommodation, totalling 41ha (calculated including 2019 amendments) 
 
3. Current areas of SPIL proposed to be re-desgnated as LSIS (via 2019 
amendments), 16ha 
4. Currently undesignated industrial areas that are included within NSP site 
allocations, with no requirement to replace industrial accommodation, totalling 
20ha 
 
5. Currently undesignated small industrial sites that have no NSP site allocation 
covering them, and there is no NSP policy requiring replacement of industrial 
should redevelopment be proposed, add up to 16ha 
 
Taking 120ha as the rough current land extent of industrial in the borough, the 
combination of a reduction to 45ha of designated industrial (SPIL and LSIS), the 
lack of new designations, and the lack of policies clearly requiring retention or re-
provision of industrial space on sites where it currently exists, if re-developed, the 
scale of industrial accommodation loss that would be allowed by the NSP PSV 
(with amendments), even optimistically assuming that no net loss on LSIS (as 
London Plan) policy was achieved, would be 77ha, which is 64% (close to two 
thirds) of the current borough total. This dramatically conflicts with London Plan 
policy and disregards the requirements of the NPPF. 
 
Since the NSP PSV (with 2019 amendments) affords no clear protection to around 
77ha extent of industrial accommodation, 64% of the borough’s total, and it 
neither requires re-provision through the process of redevelopment nor gives 
clear indication of the scale and geography of industrial intensification, co-location 
and substitution required in the borough, nor does if evidence the realism of that, 
it is unsound in relation to the draft London Plan Policy E4 para C that places 
Southwark in the 'retain capacity’ category, and with London Plan Policy SD1 / 
2.1.14 that requires no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within the OKR 
Opportunity Area and requires that workspace for the existing creative industries 
should be protected and supported. 



 
We have previously objected to the failure to comprehensively designate all 
identifiable industrial land in the borough as either SPIL or LSIS, or to include in 
site allocations (with clear policy on requirements to retain and / or replace 
capacity), as would be a logical response to the severe shortage of industrial 
accommodation in the Borough, and the GLA assessments and policy that 
emphasise and respond to that fact. 
 
There appears to have been no attempt to assess current and future 
accommodation needs in a systematic and holistic way, there is no indication that 
evidence from work such as that undertaken by the GLA on industrial 
accommodation demand and supply has been coherently considered alongside 
work carried out for Southwark, in order to achieve such an assessment, and no 
evidence has been offered of a proper mapping and quantum assessment to 
understand the scale of accommodation need in relation to what currently exists, 
nor to check against the potential consequences of the policies, map designations 
and allocations set our in the NSP. It is particularly troubling that many of the 
recommendations made in reports that are within the evidence base have been 
ignored without explanation, resulting in a dramatic increase in the threat to 
capacity for economic activity that the NSP would allow. 
 
During preparation of the NSP there has been a failure to achieve an overall 
understanding of, a failure to audit and to map, the economic life of the borough 
and its current accommodation extent and geography, and following that a failure 
to marry what there currently is (accommodation and the economic life that uses 
that accommodation) with predicted future requirements. There appears to have 
been no coherent attempt to match requirements with provision through careful 
policy and policy map designations. Nowhere in the evidence base have we found 
schedules and map assessments of accommodation quantums, with estimations of 
the effect of policies, plan designations and allocations, compared with estimates 
of future need. This is a fundamental failure, a disregard of the most basic 
obligation to plan, and a matter of great concern because of the likely cumulative 
effect, in a time of unprecedented pressure for residential growth in London, of 



the NSP PSV (with revisions). The economy and civic life of Southwark has the 
potential to expand substantially, yet the NSP as it stands would allow, and in part 
actively promote, shrinkage of the accommodation relevant to a substantial 
proportion of that economy. The net loss of capacity would be most dramatic 
from industrial areas, most notably the Old Kent Road OA where  NSP57, NSP65 
and NSP69 are located. Our suggested revisions to  NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69 are 
amongst the substantial number of revisions that we have suggested and as are 
required to address these fundamental shortcomings  
 
We note that the Southwark Industrial and Warehousing Land Study only 
considered sites identified and recommended for protection as industrial land by 
the 2010 Employment Land Study, being the SPIL and LSIS, ignoring industrial and 
hybrid B class space, and indeed office / studio accommodation, in numerous non 
designated industrial sites, in high street settings and elsewhere scattered in 
predominantly residential areas. Most recently the Southwark Employment Land 
Review focused only on B class uses within the employment cluster areas 
highlighted in a 2009 study by URS, and relied on cursory reviews of areas, 
predominantly desk based, rather than systematic surveys. Thus the evidence 
base is woefully incomplete, sketchy and fractured. 
 
We point out that the conclusions of the Old Kent Road Workspace Demand study 
were presented in public in September 2017, and yet the study remains 
unpublished. In spite of an information request having been made to the council 
in October 2018, persistently chased through the following months, a final report 
has still not been made available. From what the consultants stated at the 
presentation in September 2017, we know that the study revealed current and 
projected demand for industrial accommodation in the Old Kent Road area such as 
to indicate the need for at least as much accommodation as currently exists to be 
part of the plans for the future. This validates the Mayor of London’s policy 
requirement for no net loss of industrial accommodation from the Old Kent Road 
area, while exposing the inadequacy of the current draft of the OKR AAP and the 
NSP PSV (with amendments) with which it aligns, that would allow (indeed 
promote) a dramatic reduction of industrial accommodation. It is clear that the 



OKR Workspace Demand Study will offer strong evidence of the unsoundness of 
the proposed NSP. Therefore we still hope for its publication.  
 
The P25 Reasons para states that the proposed areas of SPIL present opportunities 
to grow and intensify industrial uses as well as accommodating specific types of 
industry that are unable to be accommodated within mixed use developments. 
This is all true, but the problem is that the 29ha area now proposed as SPIL, 
together with industrial accommodation in the 16ha of proposed for LSIS 
designation (where mix with residential would be allowed), is clearly insufficient to 
accommodate the demand, even only from existing businesses in the area. This 
problem is magnified because the SPIL areas proposed for retention as SPIL are 
not the best suited to intensification of accommodation as they are severely 
constrained by railway viaducts, utilities infrastructure, waste management 
facilities, and constructed size. There is scope for intensification in these areas, but 
only limited, and there is no realistic prospect of intensification in these areas 
being able to replace the capacity lost from areas removed from SIL and LSIS in 
order to achieve the London Plan nil nett loss requirement, nor to adequately 
provide for the specific types of industry that are unable to be accommodated 
within mixed use developments. There are also severe constraints on 
intensification in the proposed LSIS areas, where, in addition to the challenge of 
introducing residential, emerging plans indicate requirements for schools and 
parks. 
 
The following are references to some of the NPPF and London Plan text that 
supports this representation: 
 
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. 
 



NPPF para 14 requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. 
 
NPPF para 17, under the heading Core planning principles, states that one of the 
12 core land-use planning principles is that planning should proactively drive and 
support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, business and 
industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs. 
Requiring that every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet 
the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond 
positively to wider opportunities for growth. Requiring that plans should take 
account of market signals, such as land prices and housing affordability, and set 
out a clear strategy for allocating suf cient land which is suitable for development 
in their area, taking account of the needs of the residential and business 
communities; 
 
NPPF para 19 states that planning should operate to encourage and not act as an 
impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed 
on the need to support economic growth through the planning system. 
 
NPPF para 20 requires that to help achieve economic growth, local planning 
authorities should plan proactively to meet the development needs of business 
and support an economy fit for the 21st century. 
 
NPPF para 21 requires local planning authorities to support existing business 
sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding or contracting and, where 
possible, identify and plan for new or emerging sectors likely to locate in their 
area. Also to plan positively for the location, promotion and expansion of clusters 
or networks of knowledge driven, creative or high technology industries, and set 
criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match the 
strategy and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period.  
 
NPPF para 37 requires that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses 
within their area so that people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths 
for employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities. 



 
NPPF para 152 requires local planning authorities to seek opportunities to achieve 
each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 
development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of 
these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options 
which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued.  
 
NPPF para 154 states that Local Plans should set out clear policies on what will or 
will not be permitted and where.  
 
NPPF para 155 requires early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. It suggests that a 
wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, 
as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the 
sustainable development of the area. 
 
NPPF para 157 requires that Local Plans should Indicate land-use designations on a 
proposals map, and states that Local Plans should identify areas where it may be 
necessary to limit freedom to change the uses of buildings, and support such 
restrictions with a clear explanation. 
 
NPPF para 158 regarding using a proportionate evidence base requires that each 
local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, 
up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental 
characteristics and prospects of the area. The paragraph also requires local 
planning authorities to ensure that their assessment of and strategies for housing, 
employment and other uses are integrated, and that they take full account of 
relevant market and economic signals. 
 
NPPF para 160, under the heading Business, requires local planning authorities, in 
order to achieve a clear understanding of business needs within the economic 
markets operating in and across their area, to work closely with the business 
community to understand their changing needs and identify and address barriers 



to investment, including a lack of housing, infrastructure or viability. 
 
NPPF para 161 states that local planning authorities must use the evidence base 
referred to in para 160 to assess: the needs for land or floorspace for economic 
development (being development, including those within the B Use Classes, public 
and community uses and main town centre uses, but excluding housing 
development), including both the quantitative and qualitative needs for all 
foreseeable types of economic activity over the plan period, including for retail 
and leisure development; the existing and future supply of land available for 
economic development and its sufficiency and suitability to meet the identified 
needs.  
 
London Plan Policy GG5 regarding growing a good economy requires those 
involved in planning and development should plan for sufficient employment and 
industrial space in the right locations to support economic development and 
regeneration. 
 
London Plan para SD1 / 2.1.14 about the Old Kent Road OA makes clear that the 
area contains the last remaining significant areas of Strategic Industrial Locations 
that lie in close proximity to the CAZ and the only SILs within Southwark. The 
policy requires Southwark to plan for no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity 
and to set out how industrial land can be intensified and provide space for 
businesses that need to relocate from any SIL identified for release. Areas that are 
released from SIL should seek to co-locate housing with industrial uses, or a wider 
range of commercial uses within designated town centres.  
 
London Plan Policy SD4 regarding the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) requires that 
the nationally and internationally significant office functions of the CAZ should be 
supported and enhanced by all stakeholders, including the intensification and 
provision of sufficient space to meet demand for a range of types and sizes of 
occupier and rental values. 
 
London Plan Policy E1 regarding offices requires that existing viable office 



floorspace capacity in outer and inner London locations outside the CAZ and NIOD 
should be retained, and development proposals should take into account the need 
for lower cost and affordable workspace. It is emphasised in para 6.1.5 that it is 
important to ensure that there is sufficient space to support the growth of new 
start-up companies and to accommodate SMEs, including lower-cost and 
affordable business space. Thus Development Plans and development proposals 
should support the provision of space suitable for SMEs in light of strategic and 
local assessments of demand and supply. 
 
London Plan para 6.2.1 emphasises that smaller occupiers and creative businesses 
are particularly vulnerable and sensitive to even small fluctuations in costs. Hence 
it is stated that to deliver a diverse economy, it is important that cost pressures do 
not squeeze out smaller businesses, particularly from fringe locations around 
central London, but also across the capital as a whole, and that ensuring a 
sufficient supply of business space of different types and sizes will help to ensure 
that workspace is available for occupation at an appropriate range of rents 
reflecting the specification, quality and location of the space.  
 
London Plan para 6.2.4 requires that where there there is demand for workspace 
or viable existing business uses on site, development proposals for alternative 
uses should deliver an equivalent amount of workspace through the 
intensification or reconfiguration of space. Part B.3 of the policy applies in 
exceptional circumstances, where it can be demonstrated that it is not feasible to 
accommodate replacement workspace and existing businesses on-site through 
intensification or reconfiguration. What constitutes a reasonable proximity should 
be determined on the circumstances of each case having regard to the impact on 
business supply chains and access to labour supply. Relocation arrangements 
should be put in place prior to the commencement of development to ensure that 
disruption to existing businesses is minimised. 
 
London Plan Policy E2 regarding low-cost business space requires that the 
provision, and where appropriate, protection of a range of low-cost B1 business 
space should be supported to meet the needs of micro, small and medium-sized 



enterprises and to support firms wishing to start-up or expand. Hence 
development proposals that involve the loss of existing B1 space in areas where 
there is an identified shortage of lower-cost space should demonstrate that there 
is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for business purposes, or ensure 
that an equivalent amount of B1 space is re-provided in the proposal (which is 
appropriate in terms of type, specification, use and size), incorporating existing 
businesses where possible, or demonstrate that suitable alternative 
accommodation (in terms of type, specification, use and size) is available in 
reasonable proximity to the development proposal and, where existing businesses 
are affected, that they are subject to relocation support arrangements before the 
commencement of new development. 
 
London Plan Policy E2 requires that development proposals for new B1 business 
floorspace greater than 2,500 sqm (gross external area) should consider the scope 
to provide a proportion of flexible workspace suitable for micro, small and 
medium-sized enterprises. 
 
London Plan policy E4 requires that a sufficient supply of land and premises to 
meet current and future demands for industrial and related functions should be 
maintained. The policy requires that the retention and provision of industrial 
capacity across SIL, LSIS and Non-Designated Industrial Sites should be planned, 
monitored and managed, having regard to the industrial property market area and 
borough-level categorisations. Southwark is in the ‘Retain’ category requiring that 
they should seek to intensify industrial floorspace capacity. Southwark is included 
in the Central Services Area, where particular recognition is given to the need to 
provide essential services to the CAZ and in particular sustainable ‘last mile’ 
distribution/logistics, ‘just-in-time’ servicing (such as food service activities, 
printing, administrative and support services, office supplies, repair and 
maintenance), waste management and recycling, and land to support transport 
functions. 
 
London Plan policy E4 requires that in overall terms across London there is no net 
loss of industrial floorspace capacity (and operational yard space capacity) within 



designated SIL and LSIS, and that any release of industrial land should be 
facilitated through the processes of industrial intensification, co-location and 
substitution. 
 
London Plan para 6.4.1 explains that London depends on a wide range of 
industrial, logistics and related uses that are essential to the functioning of its 
economy and for servicing the needs of its growing population, as well as 
contributing towards employment opportunities for Londoners. This includes a 
diverse range of activities such as food and drink preparation, creative industry 
production and maker spaces, vehicle maintenance and repair, building trades, 
construction, waste recycling, transport functions, utilities infrastructure, 
emerging activities (such as data centres, renewable energy generation and clean 
technology) and an efficient storage and distribution system which can respond to 
business and consumer demands. 
 
London Plan para 6.4.4 outlines evidence that London faces industrial land 
shortage of several hundred hectares. 
 
London Plan Policy E5 about Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL) requires boroughs 
to manage SILs proactively through a plan-led process to sustain them as London’s 
main reservoirs of industrial, logistics and related capacity for uses that support 
the functioning of London’s economy, and to develop local policies to protect and 
intensify the function of SILs and enhance their attractiveness and 
competitiveness, and explore opportunities to intensify and make more efficient 
use of land in SILs. 
 
London Plan para 6.5.2 requires that SIL be complemented by smaller-scale 
provision in LSIS and Non-Designated Industrial Sites including sustainable ‘last 
mile’ distribution close to central London. 
 
London Plan para 6.5.1 and 6.5.2 state that SILs are given strategic protection 
because they are critical to the effective functioning of London’s economy, 
important in supporting strategic logistics operations serving the capital as well as 



providing relatively low-cost industrial space for SMEs.  
  
London Plan para 6.5.3 requires that innovations to make more effective use of 
land in SILs should be explored in Local Plan reviews. 
 
London Plan para 6.7.6 explains that collaborative working between the Mayor, 
boroughs and other stakeholders on Development Plan reviews, planning 
frameworks and masterplans provide useful mechanisms to co-ordinate these 
processes. This should ensure that the need to maintain sufficient capacity for 
industry to service London’s economy and residents is considered alongside other 
planning objectives including delivery of strategic infrastructure, housing, social 
infrastructure and other uses. 
 
London Plan policy S19 requires existing waste sites be safeguarded and retained 
in waste management use and states that any waste site release should be part of 
a plan-led process and that sites should only be released to other land uses where 
waste processing capacity is re-provided elsewhere within London, based on the 
maximum achievable throughput of the site proposed to be lost.  
 
London Plan para 9.8.7 states that boroughs should examine in detail how waste 
capacity can be delivered at the local level through site allocations in Development 
Plans to meet their apportionments, and should aim to meet their waste 
apportionment as a minimum, and that they should identify suitable additional 
sites for waste including waste transfer sites where practicable.  
London Plan para 9.8.8 requires that large-scale redevelopment opportunities and 
redevelopment proposals should incorporate waste management facilities within 
them. To meet this requirement references should be made to the requirement to 
retain and to incorporate in the site allocation policies for sites including NSP67, 
NSP89, NSP68. 
 
London Plan Policy 9.9.2 states that any waste site release should only be released 
to other land uses where waste processing capacity is re-provided elsewhere 
within London, based on the maximum achievable throughput of the site 



 

proposed to be lost.  
 


