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Representation  Officer Comments 
NSP65: Land bounded by Glengall Road, Latona Road and Old Kent Road  

Organisation: GLA 
NSPPSV66 
 
NSP 65: Land bounded by Glengall Road, Latona Road and Old Kent Road 
The Mayor welcomes the requirement for the reprovision of industrial (B1c or B8 
uses) capacity. The possible land uses should include all the acceptable industrial 
uses set out in Policy E4 of the draft new London Plan, some of which are sui 
generis. As stated in his previous comments, the extent of SIL release at this site is 
not supported. Despite the proposed designation to LSIS, the Mayor feels strongly 
that the area between the retained SIL and Ossory Road should remain as SIL. This 
would provide a more substantial industrial area with the potential for 
intensification that would not be easily achieved on the site proposed for 
retention. SIL provides the long term strategic reservoir of industrial land for 
London and even the re-designation to LSIS could limit the potential types of 
industrial uses that could be provided in this wider industrial area. The site 
allocation should be clear that there should be no net loss of industrial capacity 
and that there is potential to increase the industrial capacity. 

 
 
 
This site was proposed as LSIS and agreed in the exchange of letter. It 
would be helpful if the GLA could confirm this objection is removed. 

Individual 
NSPPSV357 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 
2012?  
 
Not answered 
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
Not answered 
 

 
 
 
Representation noted. 
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Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the answer 
above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: 
- Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
See previous answers.  

Individual 
NSPPSV362 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 
2012?  
 
Yes 
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
Yes 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the answer 
above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: 
- Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Sound, Effective, Positively Prepared, Consistent with national policy and the 
London Plan 

 
 
 
 
Support noted.  

Individual 
NSPPSV384 
 
I believe what you're doing is unscrupulous and diabolical stop trying to claim that 
you're going to improve on something when you clearly are not leave it alone 
 
 

 
 
 
Comment 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, ensuring compliance with the NPPF & 
London Plan. 
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Organisation: Friends of Burgess Park  
NSPPSV62 
 
The site allocation does not acknowledge the relationship and closeness to 
Burgess Park.  
 
Burgess Park is a significant local and regional park. It is Metropolitan Open Land 
and Site of Interest for nature Conservation and should receive the highest level of 
protection. Burgess Park is a key asset to the area and adds massive value to the 
regeneration of the Old Kent Road.  New buildings within the immediate vicinity of 
the park must contribute positively to Burgess Park (in line with planning 
guidance). If not, the value the park brings will be completely degraded. The site is 
not within a conservation area but development should enhance the setting of the 
Glengall Road conservation area and Burgess Park. 
 

 
 
 
Representation noted. Burgess Park and its surrounds are protected 
by overarching policy P56 Open Space. This ensures the protection of 
green spaces. Burgess Park is also NSP Metropolitan Open Land and 
NSP Sites for Importance for Nature Conservation and is therefore 
awarded further protections.  

Organisation: Rolfe Judd Planning on behalf of Berkley Planning Homes Ltd 
NSPPSV21 
 
These representations have been prepared on behalf of Berkeley Homes (South 
East London) Ltd (Berkeley) regarding the draft New Southwark Plan (NSP) 
Proposed Submission Version: Amended Policies January 2019 consultation.  
These representations follow on from previous representations made by Rolfe 
Judd Planning on behalf of Berkeley in September 2016 in respect of the New 
Southwark Plan – Preferred Option June 2016, in September 2017 in respect of the 
New Southwark Plan Preferred Option - New and Amended Policies June 2017 and 
in February 2018 relating to the New Southwark Plan Proposed Submission 
Version.  
 
We understand that following the consultation on the Amended Policies January 
2019 that the Council will undertake a full consultation on the proposed 
Submission Version of the NSP prior to submission to the Secretary of State for 
Examination.  
 

 
 
 
Support noted.  
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Overall we consider the amendments to the policies in the NSP to be broadly 
sound and support the objectives of the Council to deliver new homes and jobs in 
the Borough. However it is important to review the policies within the context of 
the wider NSP. We are therefore keen to further contribute to the next full 
consultation on the Submission Version of the plan and will provide additional 
comments at the relevant stage.  
 
About Berkeley Group and its investment in Southwark  
Berkeley is also a significant investor in Southwark. It has delivered a range of 
innovative and exemplary urban regeneration projects across the Borough 
including developments at Tabard Square and One Tower Bridge. They are 
currently also delivering development at One Blackfriars. These developments 
deliver new infrastructure, high quality public realm and many new jobs in 
addition to a large number of affordable homes contributing to the success of the 
Borough.  
 
Berkeley Group continues to invest in the Borough as demonstrated by its recent 
application to Southwark for a mixed-use development at Malt Street along the 
Old Kent Road. A planning application was submitted to the Council in July 2017 
(Council Ref: 17/AP/2773). The scheme London Borough of Southwark May 2019  
 
provides a mixed-used development of high quality design that incorporates up to 
1,300 homes (including 40% affordable homes) and up to 7,000sq.m of non-
residential floorspace within an attractive and inclusive environment, optimising 
the use of this allocated site (Site Allocation OKR 10) in the Old Kent Road Area 
Action Plan (DOKR AAP (December 2017) and Site Allocation NSP65 in the NSP.  
The application is in direct response to the Council’s vision for the area and the 
current DOKR AAP as well as the revised DOKR currently under consideration by 
officers. Both documents seek 20,000 new homes in the Opportunity Area by 
2036. The application will make a substantial and positive contribution towards 
the overall ambitious housing delivery targets of the Council’s Local Plan of 
achieving 27,362 homes by 2025. The application scheme will also deliver a range 
of new job opportunities to substantially increase the provision of employment on 
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the site helping the Council meet its target of 10,000 new jobs in the area.  
Berkeley’s investment in the Borough will continue so long as the delivery of viable 
development can be achieved. This relies upon development plan policies and 
guidance that encourages regeneration.  
 
Representations on behalf of Berkeley Homes (SEL) Ltd  
We provide these remarks as interim representations ahead of further comments 
on the Submission Version of the plan in summer 2019.  
Please note where paragraph numbers are given, these have been counted down 
from the relevant section referenced. 
 
Concluding Comments  
Berkeley continues to strongly support the Council in its identification of the 
benefits of a combined London Borough of Southwark May 2019  
Borough wide approach to deliver higher density developments within designated 
growth areas, town centres, opportunity areas and areas of high public transport 
accessibility. The focus on brownfield land and highly sustainable and accessible 
locations is important to delivery of ‘Good Growth’ as supported by the draft 
London Plan.  
Whilst Berkeley supports the Council in the preparation of the plan and its 
aspirations for the Borough we are keen to continue to review the policies within 
the context of the next consultation on the NSP. We will therefore participate in 
the next full consultation on the plan and will provide additional comments at the 
relevant stage. 
 
We continue to strongly support the designation of land bounded by Glengall 
Road, Latona Road and Old Kent Road as a site allocation (NSP65) with the aim of 
delivering thousands of new homes, thousands of new jobs and a range of new 
community, retail and leisure uses.   
 
Berkeley has been a major stakeholder in this process given its landholdings at 
Malt Street, at the heart of NSP65 (and OKR10).  This dialogue with the Council 
and coordination with other major stakeholders in the area led to the 
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development of the application scheme for Malt Street. A key component of the 
application scheme has been the creation of places and spaces and the need to 
ensure the scheme did not just work successfully for the site but demonstrate the 
scheme is part of a cohesive wider masterplan for NSP65. 

Organisation: Vital OKR 
NSPPSV205 
 
We welcome the proposals to reintroduce some designation of LSIS within   
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69 
. This is a significant step towards meeting the objectively assessed need for 
industrial accommodation, but is insufficient to bring the NSP anywhere near 
soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements. In this objection we 
suggest a wider scope of LSIS designation, and SPIL designation, within these three 
sites, better stating of facts about the existing accommodation against which 
change will be measured, and fuller definition of accommodation requirements 
that development proposals must meet, all in order to improve NSP soundness in 
relation to NPPF requirements (such as para 14 about meeting objectively 
assessed needs) and London Plan requirements (including SD1 / 2.1.14, E2, E4 and 
E7). 
 
We object to the failure to define the requirements for industrial accommodation 
within mixed-developments in the parts of these sites that are not SPIL. In order to 
improve NSP soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements, we 
suggest that the site allocation policies for NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69 be revised to 
include requirements for a defined minimum quantum of 
industrial accommodation, reference to design and specification requirements for 
such accommodation, as well as defined minimum quantum of each of the other 
required types of non-residential accommodation. 
 
We object to the failure to adequately (and accurately) record, in these site 
allocations, facts about existing floorspace and existing use types, as required to 
set the baseline of relevance to P26 Office and business development, and to 
meet London Plan policies including SD1 / 2.1.14, E2, E4 and E7. 

 
 
 
Noted. Point 1, this area is included for mixed use development and to 
deliver the linear park. Point 2, the suggestion is for LSIS towards to 
Old Kent Road frontage. However the strategy for this site allocation is 
to retain and grow industrial uses to the western section and 
redevelop the retail areas and introduce new retail, community, 
leisure, business and residential uses in a new neighbourhood which 
includes a new linear park creating a better relationship with the road 
crossing.  Point 3, LSIS will be referred to in the reasons for P25 and it 
is included with specific policy reference to the site allocations to 
which it relates. It would also be supported by the emerging New 
London Plan policy. 
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We object to failure to carry out early and meaningful engagement and 
collaboration with (amongst others) businesses during NSP preparation, including 
specifically about NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, so that, as far as possible, the plan 
reflects a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable 
development of the area. Engagement with enterprise has been minimal such that 
it is not possible to claim that the NSP reflects a collective vision, and hence 
objections from businesses and business association. 
 
We object to the extent of reduction of SPIL designation within   
NSP65 and NSP69, and across all three sites the reduction of combined SPIL and 
LSIS designation, for which no  
justification has been offered. This reduction is not part of a coherent strategy for 
meeting the borough’s full industrial accommodation needs, and no evidence has 
been offered to demonstrate that compensatory capacity can realistically be 
provided through intensification or through developments outside the 
dramatically reduced extent of designated areas. It has not been demonstrated, as 
required by London Plan policy, that any release of industrial land can be 
facilitated through the processes of industrial intensification, co-location 
and substitution. 
 
We object to the failure to safeguard existing waste management sites 
within NSP69 as part of these site allocations, and to confirm the safeguarding 
elsewhere in the NSP. This is unsound in relation to London Plan policy 9.9.2.  
 
We object to the lack of a Locally Significant Industrial Sites policy to support the 
proposed LSIS site designations within   
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69 
. There was a policy in the previous Southwark Local Plan. No justification for the 
lack of policy has been given. We suggest that in order to achieve soundness, as 
part of efforts to ensure sufficient industrial capacity, and in support of and other 
designations we have suggested as part of our previous PSV representations, LSIS 
policies should be reintroduced, reflecting emerging London Plan policy.  
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We object to the inclusion, at this late stage of NSP preparation, of map notations 
indicating ‘Improved connectivity for pedestrians cyclists’. There is broad 
consensus that such connectivity should be improved, but the specific routes 
indicated in the revised version of   
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69  
have not emerged from a process that allowed the participation of local 
communities and stakeholders. Many of the paths inappropriately assume 
redevelopment of existing premises and follow the council’s preferred 
masterplans that have been conceived behind closed doors with little or no public 
involvement and with minimal exploration of options. The path notations should 
be deleted from these three site allocations. Definition of path alignments is a 
matter more appropriately limited to the Old Kent Road AAP, a plan that is still in 
preparation. 
 
We suggest that, in order to improve NSP soundness in relation to NPPF and 
London Plan requirements, the following designation extent adjustments should 
be made to these three site allocations: 
 
1. 
NSP57: SPIL designation should be reintroduced to the areas north-west of a line 
extending across the site from the end of Ascot Way, and should be extended to 
include the currently remaining industrial premises between Page’s Walk and 
Crimscott Street, such that only the area south-east of that same line is designated 
LSIS (thus allowing mixed development that includes housing). This amendment 
would increase the extent of SPIL designation in Southwark by around 8.75ha. 
 
2. 
NSP57: Site extent should be reduced to omit the small area adjoining the Old 
Kent Road that is bisected by the curve of the first section of Mandela Way. 
 
3. 
NSP65: SPIL designation should be reintroduced to the areas in-between Glengall 
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Road and the Malt Street development site, as far south as Bianca Road, north to 
adjoin the currently proposed extent of SPIL and LSIS west of Ossory Road, and 
also including the current car park area east of Ossory Road, as far both as the 
former line of Olmar Street, and east as far as the Eastern edge of the Surrey 
Wharf site. 
 
4. 
NSP65: An additional area of LSIS should be designated that includes the western 
section of the Cantium Retail Park site and the entire Malt Street development site 
(excluding Surrey Wharf), the Nye’s Wharf site, and the Frensham Street depot 
site. 
 
5. 
NSP69: An additional area of LSIS should be designated east of Ilderton Road as far 
both as the site boundary and as far south as Wagner Street. 
 
6. 
NSP69: An additional area of SPIL should be designated between the currently 
proposed extent and Hatcham Road and Manor Grove. 
 
The following paragraphs introduce further justification for this representation 
regarding   
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69: 
 
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 
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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 
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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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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.  


