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Representation  Officer Response  
SPIL Old Jamaica Road Industrial Estate  

Organisation: GLA 
NSPPSV66 
 
Strategic Protected Industrial Land boundary 
The Mayor welcomes additional Strategic Protected Industrial Land and 
Jamaica Road, but questions why the boundary is being altered at the Gas 
work given Southwark should be retaining its industrial capacity. Any 
additional housing from this site should be included in Phase 2. 
 

 
 
 
Support noted.  

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 
 
No further comment applied. 

 
 
 
Support noted.  
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Individual 
NSPPSV384 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2012?  
 
No 
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
No 
 
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 
 
No further comment applied. 

 
 
 
Representation Noted.  

Organisation: Alvey Estates Tenants Association 
NSPPSV396 
 
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 

 
 
 
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 
 
Sound, Effective, Positively Prepared, Consistent with national policy and the 
London Plan 
 
No further comment applied. 

Organisation: Vital OKR 
NSPPSV205 
 
Regarding deletion of NSP13 (Old Jamaica Road Business Estate) 
 
We welcome and support the proposals to delete NSP13 and designate the 
area as SPIL. This is a small step towards meeting the objectively assessed 
need for industrial accommodation, but is insufficient to bring the NSP on 
this matter anywhere near soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan 
requirements. Please refer also to our representation regarding Proposals 
Map Amendment, SPIL (Old Jamaica Road Industrial Estate), supporting the 
designation as SPIL, and objecting to the insufficient extent of the 
designation. 
 
We object to failure to include the area of yard in industrial use between the 
railway viaduct and the back of footway on Enid Street. The designation 
extent should be amended to include this area. 
 
**** 
 
We have welcomed the proposal to delete NSP13, and here support the 
proposal to designate the same area as SPIL. This is a small step towards 
meeting the objectively assessed need for industrial accommodation in 
Southwark, but is insufficient to bring the NSP on this matter anywhere near 

 
 
 
Support noted. The yard in industrial use between the railway viaduct and 
the back of footway on Enid Street is included in the proposed changed 
designation to SPIL (see proposals maps amendments).  
 
 
 
It would be helpful to see the suggestions on a map to see the precise areas. 
However the risk of retaining more SPIL would undermine the delivery of the 
OKR Area Action Plan as it would preclude mixed use development, 
community uses, new parks, retail and undermine the delivery of the 
Bakerloo Line Extension.  
 
 



4 
 

soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements. Therefore we 
here object to the insufficient extent the SPIL designation. We have 
previously made representations (Feb 2018) that included extensive 
objections to the scope of industrial designations, including reference to 
railway arch and adjoining accommodation to the west and east of the Old 
Jamaica Industrial Estate.  
 
The NSP PSV (with 2019 amendments) affords no clear protection to nearly 
two thirds of the borough’s industrial accommodation, and it neither 
requires sufficient 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. This dramatically 
conflicts with London Plan policy and disregards the requirements of the 
NPPF to meet objectively assessed needs. The combination of a proposed 
reduction to 45ha of designated industrial (SPIL and LSIS), the lack of new 
designations, the lack of policies requiring provision of smaller scale 
workspace in large predominantly residential developments (such as are 
proposed within the AV.x area), and the lack of policies clearly requiring 
retention or re-provision of industrial space on sites where it currently exists 
(if re-developed), would result in a scale of net industrial accommodation 
loss allowed by the NSP PSV (with amendments), even optimistically 
assuming that no net loss on LSIS (as London Plan policy) was achieved, 
of 77ha, which is 64% of the current borough total. Thus the NSP does not 
accord with the draft London Plan Policy E4 para C that places Southwark in 
the 'retain capacity' category.  
 
We have previously objected (Feb 2018 representations) to P27 Railway 
arches point 1 that allows other than industrial uses in railway arches 
generally. We pointed out that such a policy, if allowed to apply across over 
800 arches, could be expected to result in extensive loss of industrial 
accommodation, as other uses that can pay higher rents take the space. This 
would further the unsoundness of the plan as it would magnify industrial 
accommodation shortage, contributing to the massive potential loss of 
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capacity across the borough, one of the results of Southwark’s failure to 
make every effort to objectively identify and then meet the business needs of 
the area. We urged revision of P27 and objected to failure to designate most 
areas of railway arch accommodation as SPIL.  
 
We have also previously objected to failure to identify and protect 
sufficient capacity for industry and logistics within or close to the CAZ to 
support the needs of businesses and activities within that area, as the 
London Plan requires. The NSP as proposed would allow a dramatic reduction 
in such capacity since it provides no protection for the industrial capacity 
within the CAZ areas of Southwark, it reduces the extent of protected 
industrial land close to the CAZ, it does not consistently set requirement for 
retention or replacement of industrial capacity on allocated sites where there 
are currently industrial premises, nor does it require creation of any 
industrial in locations close to CAZ where it is not currently present. 
 
We here reiterate our Feb 2018 objection to failure to designated as SPIL the 
following areas that form a wider area of SPIL designation incorporating the 
proposed Old Jamica designation and proposed SPIL 1 and SPIL2: 
1. Railway viaduct and associated accommodation at NSP10 (Biscuit Factory 
and Campus), between SPIL1 and SPIL2 
2. Railway viaduct and associated accommodation between SPIL1 and NSP13 
(Old Jamaica) 
3. Railway viaduct and associated accommodation west of NSP13 (Old 
Jamaica), as far as Tower Bridge Road 
 
We suggest that SPIL designation along this railway corridor be increased to 
incorporate all the areas described in 1-3 above. Such an expanded SPIL 
designation in this part of the borough would improve NSP soundness in 
relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements. 
 

Organisation: Friends of Surrey Square Park  
NSPPSV407 
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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? 
 
No 
 
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 
 
No further comment applied. 
 

 
Representation noted.  

Individual 
NSPPSV348 
 
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? 
 
No 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the 

 
 
 
Representation noted.  
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answer above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound 
because it is not: - Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Effective 
 
No further comment applied. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV350 
 
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? 
 
No 
 
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 
 
No further comment applied. 
 

 
 
 
Representation noted.  


